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Preface

In the summer of 1982, the Revolutionary Communist Party
initiated a call for a conference and debate to be held in May 1983
on the nature and role of the Soviet Union. focusing on the ques-
tion: "The Soviet Union: Socialist or Social-Imperialist?'’ In order
to sharply delineate the issues at stake, the editors of The Com-
munist invited several scholars with Opposing perspectives to pre-
sent their views on crucial aspects of the question. The essays
making up this collection offer both the specialist and non-
specialist reader a wide-ranging discussion of the controversies
surrounding Soviet society and the role of the Soviet Union in the
international arena.

Few other contentious political topics so concentrate pro-
found theoretical questions about mankind's future and are so in-
timately bound up with basic practical choices throughout the
world. The question of the Soviet Union pushes to the fore in any
debate over the possibilities for radical social transformation and
over the nature and potential of the developing international
situation. Does the state-owned and centrally planned character
of its economic system mean that it is inherently a social advance
over capitalism, or does it simply reflect the encasement of
capitalist relations of production in a more collective ownership
form? Is the Soviet Union a progressive force in the world today,
or an imperialist superpower, like the United States, compelled
by its nature to wage a war of world redivision? Is it a natural ally
of oppressed nations, or is it one more in a series of aspiring ex-

ploitative powers?
In the first essay, David Laibman formulates a critique of the




position that an historically specific form of state capitalism exists
in the Soviet Union. He argues that the categories of class and ex-
ploitation reflecting the structure and mechanisms of capitalist
society can neither meet the theoretical requirements of Marxism
nor stand up to empirical test if applied to the Soviet Union.
Albert Szymanski, in the second essay, pursues a similar line of
argument and review of evidence. He contends that the Soviet
Union 1s not a stratified society comparable to those of the West,
that a high level of worker participation and security exists in that
society, and that its external relations are of a qualitatively dif-
ferent order than those of the Western imperialist states. The
third essay, by Santosh K. Mehrotra and Patrick Clawson, ex-
amines Soviet trade and aid relations with India and other "third
world"' countries. The authors maintain that the Soviet Union
derives substantial benefits from these ties and that India's
economic relations with the Soviet Union have reproduced its
pattern of dependency on foreign powers. In the final essay, the
RCP critiques several pro-Soviet positions. The article stresses
the persistence of class struggle in socialist society and the con-
tinual attempts of new bourgeois forces to seize power. It argues
that the Soviet Union is today an imperialist power where the
economy functions according to the laws of capital and where a
bourgeois ruling class holds power.

This debate is assuredly not one of ‘mutual incomprehen-
sion'’ on both sides. Its implications go far beyond the empirical
validity of particular claims. At issue methodologically lies the
question of how Marxism uncovers the essence of social relations
that underlie various appearances and forms. Politically and
ideologically, the debate turns on an understanding of the very
nature of the process of revolution and counterrevolution in the
modern epoch. We live in an era of turbulence and upheaval, one
that has seen the proletariat seize power in Russia and China and
begin the unprecedented task of ripping up the roots of exploita-
tion and oppression, yet has shown that the march to the future is
not a unilinear advance. How to sum these experiences up, in-
deed what kind of revolutionary struggle and transformation is
required to eliminate classes and class divisions on a world scale,

is at the heart of this controversy.

The Editors of The Commu_nist
April 1983

The ‘State Capitalist’ and

Bureaucratic-Exploitative’

Interpretations of the

Soviet Social Formation:
A Critigue

David Laibman *

I.

In recent years, sections of the left in the United States and
Western Europe have tried to provide a theoretical underpin-
ning tor their positions of antagonism toward the USSR. This
has resulted in essentially two approaches (with, of course,
variations of interpretation and emphasis within each ap-
proach). They are, first, the ""capitalist restoration’’ view, which
holds that capitalism either has been, or is in process of being,
restored in the USSR in the historically specific form of *'state
capitalism'’ in which bourgeois relations of exploitation adopt
the form of state ownership. The second approach is the
"bureaucratic-exploitative’’ one, which designates the ruling
bureaucracy as a class with the power to extract surplus value,
l.e., establish itself in an exploitative relation to the subordinate
working class.

David Laibman teaches economics at Brooklyn College, City University of
New York. Reprinted by permission of the Review of Radical Political Economics,

This article originally appeared in their Vol. 10, No. 4 (Winter 1978).

* The author acknowledges criticisms and comments from Renate Bridenthal,
Don Van Atta, and several referees of the RRPE: remaining weaknesses probab-
ly result from failure to follow their advice.
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This paper formulates a critique of both of these concep-
tions. Since the critique rests on an elaboration of the Marxist
categories applicable to capitalist societies, the question of the
nature of Soviet society serves as a test of the degree of our com-
prehension of these categories; this indeed is one of the reasons
why the discussion of this issue is important for the US left to-
day.*!

The next section will consider the categories of class and of
capitalist exploitation insofar as they bear on the issues at hand.
In section III the theoretical positions developed in section 1l
will be used to develop operational (empirical) criteria that can,
in principle, be applied to determine, in the USSR or anywhere
else, the existence or non-existence of a) class; b) specifically
capitalist exploitation. In section IV a preliminary sketch of an
empirical test for the Soviet Union is drawn. Section V sum-
marizes and concludes.

To state succinctly the conclusions reached: The term "'state
capitalism'’ cannot be used to describe any social formation in
its entirety — and therefore to characterize the mode of produc-
tion underlying that formation — without serious distortion of
the concept of capital and mystification of capitalist production
relations. Similarly, it is inadmissible to define any identifiable
leadership group as an exploitative class without careful
delineation of the means of coercion in that group's possession
and the reproduction of those means within the production rela-
tion. All available data on social stratification and economic
functioning in the USSR belie the claim that Soviet society today
embodies capitalist or general-exploitative principles when the
data are evaluated using theoretically substantiated criteria.

* Since the critique will be concerned with the theoretical adequacy of the basic
conceptions underlying the two approaches, rather than with specifics, no at-
tempt will be made to summarize the ''state capitalism'’ or “exploitative
bureaucracy'’ arguments in detail here. The reader is referred to Charles Bet-
telheim, Class Struggles in the USSR. First Period: 1917-1923 (Monthly Review
Press, 1976}, especially the preface, for the most recent, and most ambitious,
statement of the "'state capitalist’’ position.

A statement of the '‘bureaucratic-exploitative’’ position will be found in Paul
M. Sweezy, 'The Nature of Soviet Society,”” Monthly Review, November 1974
and January 1975; "More on the Nature of Soviet Society,’”” Monthly Review,

March 1970.
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I1.

The key concepts, for the "capitalist’ and "'bureaucratic”
hypotheses, respectively, are capital and class.

Without attempting anything like a survey of the literature
on the capital concept* we may say that it describes a social rela-
tion in which class exploitation assumes an outward form of
equality and reciprocity through exchange. Coercive power, ex-
ercised systematically by a ruling class and resulting in its ap-
propriation of part of the product of the working class, takes on
the guise of a sum of self-expanding value and is made effective
through the impersonal working of market relations, outside of
any human agency. This mystification of the class relationship
is made possible by the fact that products take the form ot com-
modities; the theory of surplus must be a theory of surplus
value. It is made necessary by the advanced state of the produc-
tive forces, which renders inadequate the less subtle, more visi-
ble means of coercion, characteristic of earlier forms of class
society. The mystification is therefore not merely a matter of
ideology; it is an inherent and indispensable component of the
process which goes by the name of capital.

The power of capital consists not only in the fact that its
physical elements take on a value form, but also in the extended
appropriation of that value as property. The class monopoly of
the means of production is coercive because of the legitimacy of
property ownership in general; the latter, in turn, is reproduced
through widespread ownership as property of commodities
which, by virtue of their nature as use-values and their failure to
be aggregated to a critical size, cannot function as capital. In
short, it is not only the value form but also the private-property
form which set into motion and perpetuate capital's power to
exploit the working class.®

Looked at from another angle, the power of capital appears
as the valorization of labor-power: the reproduction of labor-
power as a commodity. An important basis for this is the
"“radical separation of the direct producers from the means of
production’’;*it is, however, necessary to elaborate the specific
mechanisms by means of which this separation is brought about
in the capitalist mode of production. Here we may single out the
role of the reserve army of unemployed and the threat of
unemployment; the absence of reliable institutions supporting
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the indigent and elderly, and the threat of poverty; in general,
the pervasive insecurity surrounding the "'labor market,"”’ that
intricate piece of social machinery which brings labor and the
conditions of labor together temporarily under the aegis of an ir-
responsible and autonomous owning class. ® It is the ownership-
as-commodities of the conditions of labor, and of labor-power
itself during the period when it is set into motion, that
establishes the sway of capital.

When we move from the underlying categories of capitalist
relations of production to their institutional embodiment we
find, especially in advanced capitalist societies, a high degree of
subtlety. Thus Marx consciously posits ''Mr. Moneybags'' as an
abstract embodiment of those relations, aware that on the level
of institutions the role in question is mediated through a com-
plex set of interlocked institutions.®

In particular, we may distinguish three institutional com-
plexes whose interaction establishes the power of capital:
ownership, management and the social upper class. Ownership,
as noted above, is the essential function which fragments and
depersonalizes the capitalist function, establishing the laws of
accumulation as objective laws independent of human will or
agency. Management, of course, is the function which transmits
the power of capital to workers in the way most directly ex-
perienced: the coercive, controlling force at the point ot produc-
tion. The social upper class with a distinctive and legitimated
life style and a sense of cohesion and common purpose,
establishes a terrain on which the informal interaction among
representatives of the capitalist class, or of particular segments
of that class, can take place. It also organizes the systematic
drawing upward of talented and ambitious individuals from the
working class and middle strata. This "'upward mobility" is an
important safety valve guaranteeing the reproduction of capitalist
class relations.’

Something more should be said about the middle strata:
small property owners, independent professionals, etc. While
accumulation has a well-known tendency to eliminate these
strata and draw their members toward the capitalist and prole-
tarian poles, there is a contradictory dialectic at work. The mid-
dle strata play a positive role in capitalist reproduction as a goal
for working-class mobility and source of ideological derailment,

13

and as a buffer that mystifies the origin and nature of the antago-
nistic principle that workers experience continually. To play
this role, the middle strata must actually have a qualitatively
distinct class position, based either on autonomy and control
over the work process or on property ownership. This distinc-
tion will be embodied in different forms of organization than
those of the working class. In short, it makes a ditterence
whether unskilled or semiskilled workers can aspire to become
more highly paid workers, but workers all the same, or to join
the ranks of a different order of society with a different life style
and set of defining values.

' The power of capital, then is exercised through a
heterogeneity of institutional structures no one ot which, taken
in isolation, manifests that function. Taken as a unity whose
parts are interdefined but cannot be reduced to each other, they
constitute the mainspring of the capitalist production relation.
Adequate comprehension of capitalism requires this complex
structuring of concepts in which the capitalist function 1s deter-
minant at the level of the production relations but 1is
simultaneously constituted by the proximate forms in which it
is manifested. This approach must be contrasted with a ra-
tionalist methodology of ideal types which focusses on
“essences’’ or ''deep structures'' as uniquely '‘real’” and the
proximate forms as mere illustrations “at a lower level ot
abstraction.’' No more than the Hegelian Absolute Idea can the
capital concept exist in disembodied form. Capital is not reduci-
ble to its forms of existence; but neither is it separable from
these forms.

An important illustration of the rupture of this dialectic, and
one germane to the present topic, is provided by Bettelheim:*

Changes in legal forms of ownership do not sutfice to
cause the conditions for the existence of classes and for
class struggle to disappear. These conditions are rooted, as
Marx and Lenin often emphasized, not in legal forms of
ownership but in production relations, that is, in the form of
the social process of appropriation, in the place that the
form of this process assigns to the agents of production —
in fact in the relations that are established between them

in social production.
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The existence of the dictatorship of the proletariat and
of state or collective forms of property is not enough to
""abolish'’ capitalist production relations and tor the an-
tagonistic classes, proletariat and bourgeoisie, to '‘disap-
pear.”" The bourgeoisie can continue to exist in difterent
forms and, in particular, can assume the form of a state
bourgeoisie.

The counterposition of "‘juridical’’ and ''real’’ relations has a
textual basis in Marx, who spoke of "'property relations'’ as
"but a legal expression for'’ the real relations of production.®
Nevertheless, I submit that the category ''property relations"’
encompasses more than a superstructural expression, namely,
an aspect of the '‘real relations'’ themselves: the legitimated
fragmentation of basic control. In this sense, the juridical rela-
tion is the proximate form of the production relation and for all
the reasons adduced above, essential to its existence and func-
tioning. Capitalist production relations, and in particular the ex-
1stence of a capitalist class or bourgeoisie, are not like a disem-
bodied spirit that can inhabit one or another juridical form —
1.e., state vs. private property — at will. As an important ap-
plication of the dialectic of the production relations as a com-
plex structure, one can neither merge the property form and the
"’social process of appropriation’' and mistake the form for the
real relation itself; nor separate them, and speak of the underly-
ing class relation as one of real "appropriation,’’ etc., without
explaining the source and reproduction of the power to ap-
propriate.

Finally, the possibility or impossibility of a ’''state
bourgeoisie'’ is to be decided on the basis of a substantiated con-
ception of the state. Without "'overdetermining’’ this paper via
an extended discussion of a complex subject, sutfice it to say
that the state is not a primary body in capitalist society. ' In con-
tradistinction to precapitalist {and post-capitalist} societies, in
which the state operates directly as a component of the produc-
tion relation, the production relation in capitalist society exists
independently of the state which in turn derives its social func-
tion and power from those of the dominant class. The term
‘state capitalism'’' refers to economic activity under govern-
ment ownership in societies where the capitalist social relation
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— the power of capital — is generated in a substantial sector of
private capitalist ownership. Here "'substantial’ implies an en-
trenched capitalist social structure complete with all necessary
institutional proximate forms and capable of its own reproduc-
tion, which then transmits to the state sector the social relations
that are part of its own functioning.

In short, state capitalism refers to state activity in capitalist
societies, where the capitalist quality of that activity is deter-
mined by the dominance of private capitalist relations. In any
society where the bulk of economic activity takes place under
state ownership, the means of systematic coercion of a ruling
class over an exploited producing class — if they exist — must be
identified. The institutionalization of force in precapitalist
modes of production has been described in a variety of settings;
they have all required the existence of a social upper class. The
class determination of the agents of state activity in ''post-
capitalist’’ society will be considered below. For the present,
the important point is that there is no such thing as a state-
capitalist mode of production consistent with a Marxist concep-
tion of the requirements of reproduction in capitalist relations.

If this line of reasoning holds, it follows that proponents of
the '‘state capitalism'' view of Soviet reality will have to demon-
strate the existence of a complex structure of capitalist social rela-
tions; otherwise, any group identified as a '‘capitalist class,’’ in
particular Bettelheim's ''state bourgeoisie,"’ is hanging in mid-
air, so to speak, without the power of capital to exercise.

But, equally important, a rigorous understanding of the na-
ture of social classes in general reveals the poverty of the alterna-
tive ''bureaucratic-exploitation’’ view as well. The holders of of-
fices in a hierarchical structure of control are representatives of
the management function; but this function derives its content
from the totality of the production relations in which it 1s em-
bedded. It is sheer illusion to imagine that, in terms of their ad-
ministrative roles alone, ''bureaucrats'’' can, by a pure act of
will, transform themselves into an exploiting class. The power
exercised by bureaucrats is, in the last instance, derivative, and
its quality depends on the nature of the dominant class from
which it is derived. To substantiate the concept of ''state capital-
ism,'’ or of the anomalous '‘bureaucratic mode of production,”
one would have to specify the nature of the systematic coercive
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power wielded by the "’state bourgeoisie’’ or the ‘'bureaucracy”
as a class. This would have to be done without resort to
metaphysical explanation or tautology; i.e., statements like ''the
top leadership secured for itself a monopoly of decision-making
power'’ do not meet the requirement. Further, the mechanism
of the primary accumulation of that class position would have to

be identified.

I11.

While these theoretical requirements seem strict — and of
necessity they must be — it is possible to derive from them a set
of operational criteria that can serve as the basts for an empirical
test.

1) Sources of the power of capital. Of central importance in
this connection is the separation of workers from the means of
production. This can be tested directly, by examining available
evidence on the organization of worker activity at the point of
production and through representative institutions at higher
levels of the decision-making structure as well. The organiza-
tion of the labor assignment process can be examined to see
whether anything like a market for labor-power exists. The lat-
ter entails unaided spontaneous search as the dominant method
of finding jobs, the statutory existence and exercise of the power
of enterprise management to fire workers at will — in short, a
socially irresponsible, anarchic job-providing system. It would
also imply, as necessary supporting mechanisms, persistent
unemployment; pervasive insecurity and irresponsibility in the
provision of the elements of social security (education, medical
care, housing, basic subsistence); and inflation (a late-capitalist
mechanism for undermining workers' savings).

Of utmost importance in establishing the existence of
capital is the valorization, not only of the separate means of pro-
duction, but also of the enterprise itself. This would mean that a
sum of value functions as capital; i.e., is embodied in the enter-
prise but is independent of it and is therefore transferable from
enterprise to enterprise. Thus, enterprises, together with their
physical equipment or separably, can be bought and sold. This
valorization of the means of production presupposes fragmenta-
tion or dispersion of ownership. The objectivity ot values aris-
ing out of impersonal forces independent of human agency re-
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quires uncoordinated, simultaneous micro-decisions and ag-
gregates which are unknown before the fact, indeed, the
secrecy and duplication of information-gathering systems
characteristic of unplanned, competitive accumulation. The
quest for profit at the micro level must be shown to determine
the composition of output rates of growth, the path of technical
change, and the distribution of income. Moreover, profits accru-
ing to enterprises must appear as the result of a spontaneous
struggle, not as the outcome of socially planned activity. Thus,
the prices which govern profitability must form spontaneously.

2) The ruling class. A first step on the way to.establishing the
existence of a ruling class in the USSR, whether "'capitalist’’ or
"bureaucratic,’’ would be the identification of a stable elite with
a distinct upper-class lifestyle as a base for informal com-
munication and differential socialization. A partial list of ingre-
dients: qualitatively significant income differentials, where the
differentials are linked to positions of authority in the political-
administrative structure; the ability to acquire equity control
over natural and produced resources by investing this income;
residential segregation; differential access to education;
evidence of significant intermarriage among the elite; evidence
that most positions of authority in the political-administrative
hierarchy are occupied by people who have had elite socializa-
tion, i.e., of non-working-class backgrounds.

Pursuant to the more limited claim that the job-holding elite
forms a ruling or exploiting class simply by virtue of the offices
they hold, we remind ourselves that if the leading offices confer
power, the social source of that power must be established.
Nevertheless, certain operational criteria may be developed.
We may ask, for example, whether positions are filled in a class-
exclusive manner; i.e., whether there is widespread nepotism.
We may ask whether positions can be bought and sold. We may
ask whether there is any evidence that top decision-makers are
held within fixed statutory limits; whether they are subject to
evaluation, and, where necessary, recall or removal through ac-
tion on the part of those at lower levels; whether there are 1in-
stitutional mechanisms for significant input from lower levels
into the content of decision making and execution at the higher
levels. Above all, we first note that in the USSR there are not one
but several parallel hierarchies with different functions:
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economic management, trade union, political (territorial),
educational, and party. We then ask whether these pyramids of
authority link up in a systematic way, i.e., whether the same
people occupy the leading posts in each.

3) Capitalist laws of motion. Finally, a ''state-capitalist’’ soci-
ety should show signs that the characteristic forms of motion of
capitalist society are at work. Care must be exercised in setting
down a list of these forms as many are controversial in the con-
text of societies whose designation as “’capitalist’’ is not in
doubt. The following have been mentioned: the falling ten-
dency of the rate of profit; tendency to diminished etficiency; a
falling rate of growth; cyclical growth; periodic crises of over-
production; polarization of classes and increasingly uneven
distribution of income; progressing concentration and cen-
tralization; and prior development of light and consumer in-
dustry, with heavy industry following not leading.

IV,

An exhaustive test of Soviet reality, based on the criteria
enumerated in Section III, is beyond the scope of this paper.
Moreover, some of the criteria require interpretation and the
end result will depend in any case on a weighting of the results
ot the tests of the separate criteria considered in isolation. In any
ultimately meaningful sense, a definitive empirical test of the
“state capitalist,’ ""bureaucratic,”’ and ''socialist'* hypotheses is
beyond our grasp. This section should be considered a pre-
liminary commentary on the empirical issues raised by the ap-
plication of our criteria to the Soviet Union.

We begin with Chavance's " claim to find a 'radical separa-
tion of the workers from the means of production’’ although he
does not tell us exactly what this means. There is much
evidence for the existence in Soviet enterprises of widespread
worker participation in production planning, decision making
and execution, control and check-up, primarily but not ex-
clusively through the 113.5-million-member trade union move-
ment. '* Under the direction of the trade unions, some 5.5
million workers have currently been elected to the standing
committees of permanent production conferences. These stand-
ing committees participate in generating and administering the
annual Collective Agreement signed at each enterprise; long
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and short term planning; safety inspection; invention and ra-
tionalization; labor disputes; interpreting and applying existing
plan targets and guidelines, especially in the areas of work
norms and disposition of material incentive funds, housing and
cultural development funds, etc.

It is difficult, if not impossible, to 'prove’’ that these institu-
tions — whose existence and functioning has never been dis-
puted by any observer of the Soviet economy — operate in a way
that ensures qualitative worker control over the economic pro-
cess at the point of production.'® Soviet labor legislation con-
cerning these activities is relevant. Before quoting from legis-
lation, however, its role as evidence must be clearly specified. It
is certainly not true that because something is on the books it ex-
ists in reality as well. It is also not true that the existence of
statutory rights and definitions is totally irrelevant. Since any
society in which legislation and practice are totally at odds
would be sutfering or courting a massive ''legitimation crisis,"’
it is reasonable to assume that Soviet statutes at least influence
the practice of the rights which they embody.

With only this cautious interpretation in mind, we cite
passages of the Fundamental Labor Legislation of the USSR and
the Union Republics, passed in its present form in 1971. "4 Arti-
cle 97 in its entirety:

Factory workers and office employees have the right to
take part in discussing and deciding on questions of
developing production; they have the right to submit pro-
posals on improving the work of enterprises, institutions
and organizations as well as suggestions pertaining to
social, cultural and other services.

Factory workers and office employees participate in the
management of production through the trade unions and
other public organizations, people’s control bodies,
general meetings and other forms of public activity open
to them.

It 1s the duty of the administration of an enterprise, insti-
tution or organization to provide conditions which ensure
the participation of the factory workers and office em-
ployees in the management of production. The officials of
enterprises, institutions and organizations must promptly
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consider proposals and criticism made by the factory
workers and office employees, and inform them regarding
the steps taken on these matters.

And from article 96:

Trade unions participate in the drawing up and realiza-
tion of state economic development plans; in determining
matters bearing on the distribution and utilization of the
material and financial resources; they enlist the factory
workers and office employees in the management of pro-
duction; they organize socialist emulation, mass-scale par-
ticipation in promoting new ideas in technology, and help
to promote production and labor discipline.

The establishment of working conditions, the fixing of
wages and salaries, the application of labor legislation, and
the utilization of public consumption funds. . .are the
functions of the enterprises, institutions and organizations
and their superior bodies effected together with the trade
unions or with their agreement.

The Fundamental Labor Legislation bears on another matter of
importance in deciding whether the 'separation’’ claim has a
basis in fact: the existence of a market in labor-power. This
would be indicated by the existence of a} significant unemploy-
ment; b) an irresponsible job-provisioning system, Including the
power of management to ''fire’" workers. With regard to the
latter, we cite Article 9, ''Guarantees of Employment'': ''Un-
founded refusal to grant a job is prohibited by law."" Article 17
lists grounds for dismissal of an employee, valid only "'if it is im-
possible to transfer the employee concerned to another job with
his consent.”" And Article 18: ""The administration of an enter-
prise, institution or organization cannot terminate a labor agree-
ment on 1ts own initiative without the consent of the factory,
works or local branch trade union committee (this consent must
be secured in advance]. . ."

With regard to unemployment, social Insecurity, and infla-
tion, it would be superfluous to elaborate here, given the con-
sensus as to the essential absence of these phenomena in the
USSR. Notwithstanding some efforts in scholarly and media
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circles to establish the existence of "’disguised’’ unemployment
and "'suppressed’ inflation,’® and to belittle the impact of
minimal-cost housing as a statutory right, free medical care,
education and special support services for the elderly, the facts
remain. I add only an emphasis on the theoretical importance of
these facts.

As noted in the previous section, capital becomes ''sepa-
rated”’ from the workers, a force above them and antagonistic to
them, only if it is valorized by a spontaneous market process.
One would have to imagine a Soviet enterprise that can, of its
own accord, close down; move to the sunbelt, or to Taiwan: ac-
quire ownership in another enterprise, perhaps by making a
tender offer to the holders of shares in that enterprise; or, more
generally, acquire a book value by entering into spontaneous
unplanned competition with other enterprises. Quite simply,
everything that is known about the organization of the Soviet
economy runs counter to that picture. Soviet enterprises {of
course with the exception of the collective farms) are state pro-
perty under indivisible ownership. Their managements are
salaried employees carrying out planning and administrative
functions. Large-scale investments, reorganizations, or reloca-
tions affect larger branch and territorial units, and are deter-
mined by planning bodies at the level of those units — with the
participation of enterprise management and trade union bodies.
All decisions, large and small, are embedded in the annual, five-
year and perspective (15-year) plans of the enterprise and of all
higher organizational units concerned. These plans, once rati-
tied and operational, are on public record, a fact which all but
eliminates the possibility of strategic, oligopolistic behavior,
S€crecy, etc. Major shifts are carried out with foreknowledge,
and therefore without devastating impact on cities or regions,
well known in capitalist countries as by-products of unprinci-
pled movements of capital. ¢

Since supporters of the ''state capitalist’’ hypothesis refer to
the recent formation of industrial associations, a word about
them is in order. These associations now number about 3,000;
they are middle-level bodies which provide centralized
résearch, planning, procurement and marketing facilities for
the enterprises which comprise them. They receive control
tigures from ministries, and are responsible for working out
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detailed plans. These then constitute control figures for the
enterprises, which work out the plan details at their own level.
What is essential in relation to the claim that the associations
represent a ''form of competition” in which the ""weak are gob-
bled up by the strong’’ '’ is the little-known fact that the associa-
tions are run by a board composed of representatives of the
enterprises on a one-enterprise-one-vote basis. Given that the
associations were formed to take over many planning functions
originally performed by the ministries, they represent a marked
increase in participation in planning by collectives at the
operating level. '

An aspect of the recent economic reforms that has cap-
tivated the '’capitalist restorationists’’ is the heightened em-
phasis on profit and profitability (the rate of profit) as indicators
of performance, both for enterprises and for their superior
organizations. This emphasis has led to the interpretation that
profit has become ''the objective and principal criterion of in-
dustrial activity and production in general.”''” Against this,
Sweezy observes, correctly in my view, that the Soviet stress on
heavy industry shows profit to have a minor role in overall in-
vestment and growth decisions. Sweezy also points out that the
goal of maximizing profit is carried out by the enterprise under
conditions of planned levels of output and planned prices. He
might have added that, as an aspect of long-term planning deci-
sions, the planned levels of profitability vary from sector to sec-
tor. Thus, the coefficient of general etfectiveness {something
like an output-to-investment ratio) differs by a factor of 5-6 as
between light industry and heavy and extractive industry
(coal).?® In sum, no evidence, so far as the present writer is
aware, has ever been presented showing enterprise profits to be
a determining factor in output, growth, or technical change. It
should also be mentioned that prices are planned with social
policy in mind; the massive housing subsidy, greater in
magnitude than the Soviet military budget, is perhaps the best
example of this.

Opinion differs among '‘capitalist restorationists’’ as to the
precise location of the state bourgeoisie (or, alternatively, of the
bureaucratic ruling class). As a guide to thinking about the pro-
blem, the above census data may be helpful (Table 1).

In absolute numbers, there were 1,976,000 people in the

116.2
105.0
162.6

85.4
133.6
143.0
208.9
166.3
240.2
144.9

1970 as
% of 1959

number in each
category,

1970
100

72.7

27.3
0.183
0.169
1.363
7.335
3.639
0.659
4.404

population

% of total employed
1959
100
80.5
19.5
0.249
0.147
1.108
4.081
2.542
0.319
3.533

Workers in state administration
Scientists and higher school instructors
Planning and record-keeping personnel

Party, Y.C.L., trade union

Economic management
Engineers and technicians

Teachers and counselors
SOURCE: Adapted from data in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Vol. XXVI, No. 49,

Total employed population

Physical labor
Mental labor

TABLE 1.
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state, Party and economic management categories in 1971. All
three categories grew more rapidly than the labor force as a
whole, although much less rapidly than scientists, technicians
and engineers. Using the term '’state’” more loosely than do the
Soviet statisticians, the ''state bourgeoisie’’ must reside some-
where in that base of two million people. They exercise the
function of management — one of the three legs of the three-
legged stool of bourgeois power described in Section II of this
paper. One of the other legs, private ownership, is well known
to be non-existent in the Soviet Union.

What about a social upper class? All studies of personal in-
come distribution in the USSR show a spread among statistically
significant sectors of the employed population in the neighbor-
hood of five to one.?' "It is recognized among the Soviet public
that individuals can earn much more if they occupy one of a few
thousand top ministerial or Party posts, or are famous for their
endeavors in the arts or sciences.'’ 22 The question at issue is not
the effect of the relative handful of high-income individuals on
Soviet life in general, nor the historical or other explanation for
their income. It is, rather, whether those individuals occupy a
unique and uniform position in the production relations of
Soviet society, so that their income, whatever its nominal form,
is determined to be essentially a surplus drawn from the labor of
the rest of society. On this basis they would qualify as a ''bour-
geoisie'' of some sort. Note that the ratio of "'surplus’’ consump-
tion to wages would be negligible; using Matthews' figures as a
rough guide, on the order of .0002!*

Further, the trend in income distribution has, by all ac-
counts, been toward greater equality. Thus, ''in 1968, average
money earnings for industrial workers were reported to be ap-
proximately 156 per cent of their 1955 level. For minimum
wages, the corresponding figure is in the range of 255-286 per
cent.”’ > The tendency to raise the lowest incomes while holding

* Of course, proponents of the ''state capitalist’’ interpretation will insist that
the investment fund as well as the personal income of the elite is to be included
in surplus value. To avoid misunderstanding, recall that this section is con-
cerned only with the personal income distribution. However, an important im-
plication of the conception of the capitalist class put forward in Section 11 of this
paper is that the share of surplus value devoted to capitalists’ consumption must
be non-negligible, so that the social upper class can have a viable existence.
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the upper ones constant diminishes the impact of the higher in-
comes on the overall quality of income distribution. It must also
be remembered that no part of the high incomes can be invested
_ there simply are no securities markets in the USSR, and in-
vestment abroad is prohibited by law — except in the unimpor-
tant sense of savings in the state-owned bank, which pays a
uniform (but real!) interest rate of 3%.

The question whether the income difterentials are linked to
positions of authority must be answered in the negative. The top
government and management jobs pay well, but the really high
incomes, as Matthews and others make clear, are in the top
scientific posts and in the arts. These incomes, in short, are
more in the nature of "'quasi-rents,’’ returns to scarce talent,
than the result of membership in an elite managing class.

Turning to the issues of residential segregation and differen-
tial education, suffice it to say that no evidence has ever been
forthcoming which purports to establish these facts. Soviet
cities are not divided into ''restricted’’ and working-class
districts. Soviet educational curricula and investment per chiid
are uniform; there are no private schools. (The special physics-
math schools for talented children raise another problem, of dit-
ferential backgrounds of children of intellectuals and of
workers doing physical labor; but this hardly amounts to an ex-
ample of elite education for the elite.) The overall impact of
education is equalizing. Between the census years 1959 and
1970, the proportion of the population with a higher or (com-
plete or incomplete) secondary education rose by 34 per cent.
During the same period, the proportion of production workers
with this level of education increased by 60-65 per cent. **

Evidence on the class background of the occupants of ad-
ministrative posts is not supportive of the concept of a self-
reproducing elite. Data on leading cadre in all three sectors. —
state, Party, economic management — indicate that the great
majority, typically 75-90 per cent, came from working class or
peasant backgrounds and started their careers as production
workers or farmers. Studies of CPSU membership show that the
working class proportion is steadily rising: 41.6% of the total
membership in 1976, workers account for about 58% of new
members. 25 ("' Working class’’' in this usage is a narrow category;
the other categories are office employees, scientists, etc.) Fi-
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nally, there is some evidence that Intermarriage among dif-
terent occupational strata is Increasing; one source reports that
‘one in every three marriages is contracted between people
belonging to different classes and social groups.’' * The home, to
this extent, does not become a vehicle for Imposing a stratified
conception of society in the minds of children.

Much of the evidence on education, inter-marriage, etc.,
has too wide a sweep to serve as direct evidence against the
hypothesis of a very small elite minority. I believe it does con-
stitute indirect evidence against that hypothesis, however, for
the simple reason that in a society whose broad strata are
gradually evening, it becomes harder to envisjon any plausible
mechanism for insulating and perpetuating a tiny upper-class
layer. In the capitalist United States, an extremely wealthy
social upper class is rooted in a soil of broad-based stratification.
The theorists of a Soviet 'ruling class’’ should explain how the
Soviet elite manages to reproduce itself without the parapher-
nalia of a society based on stratification from top down. *

All this seems fairly definitive. Nevertheless, we must pur-
sue the concept of a Soviet '‘state bourgeoisie’’ to its highest de-
gree of rarified disembodiment. We must imagine a bourgeoisie
that does not receive surplus value in the form of personal in-
come, that does not form a distinct social upper class, that does
not own property, that is constituted from the ranks of the
working class and peasantry. ** Apparently, we must accept as a
matter of definition that the present holders of high office sim-
ply are the capitalist ruling class! And we must forget to ask how
their power to rule is reproduced in the production relations of
their society.

* Remembering the role of a middle class in the reproduction of class relations
In capitalist societies, we note that nothing like a middle class exists in the USSR,
In the sense of autonomous, small property owners. In spite of the fact that
Soviet literature and practice carefully acknowledge the still-existing distinc-
tions among strata, the professional workers in the USSR have forms of
organization largely determined by the forms characteristic of production
workers — i.e., trade unions — and integrated with them.

**An important qualification is necessary, however. Since there have been
barely three decades of uninterrupted peacetime construction and succession of
the generations, it could be argued that inheritance of position within a
definable stratum of job-holding rulers has not yet had enough time to emerge.
In a rapidly industrializing society, it is natural that the present leadership come
from non-elite backgrounds.
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There are simply no operational criteria that are exactly
relevant to this claim which therefore borders on tautology.
Some tentative observations and questions about the organiza-
tion and impact of administrative posts in the USSR may,
however, be formulated. I know of no evidence that suggests
that high offices in the Soviet Union are held within single
families (nepotism); that present office holders can choose their
successors; or that offices can be bought or sold. There is con-
siderable evidence that the statutory rights of recall and control
by lower bodies are exercised.t The historical record seems to
indicate that the top leadership is rather strictly bound by con-
sensus as far as policy making is concerned and that the success
of an individual in a leading position depends on his/her ability
to formulate policy, to convince, to organize and delegate
responsibility in a way that enhances the morale of the political
or economic unit or units within his/her jurisdiction. In short,
there appear to be strict limits to the exercise of arbitrary per-
sonal authority — as N.S. Khrushchev discovered.

Finally, we observe that the hypothesis of a stable bureau-
cratic elite depends on whether the same individuals occupy the
leading positions in the several hierarchies. For example, do the
trade union leadership and the economic management leader-
ship coalesce? Do the top office holders in these areas interact
with each other significantly more than with their own mem-
berships or constituencies? Unless solid evidence is produced to
the contrary, the answer seems to be no. It is unheard of, for ex-
ample, for a member of management at an enterprise to be head
of the trade union or even to hold high office in the trade union
[although management personnel must be members of the trade

TFor example, summing up her discussion of the handling of labor disputes, Em-
ily Clark Brown writes: ''In spite of continuing reports of violations and of
reprisals against critics, workers, with their increasing education and ex-
Perience, show signs of more independence in their protests. When they persist
they can elect local and regional officers who will function responsibly. And
they have channels through which they can bring pressure on higher authorities
to support their demands” (Brown, op. cit., p. 229). On the statutory right of
recall, from article 107 of the Constitution: "'Deputies who have not justified the
Confidence of their constituents may be recalled at any time by decision of a ma-
Jority of the electors in accordance with the procedures established by law."’ So-
viet sources claim that, in the 1971-76 period, more than one thousand deputies
In the Russian Federation (of a total of one million) were indeed recalled under
this provision (USSR 77, Sixty Soviet Years, Novosti Press Agency, 1977, p. 29).
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union and subject to the discipline of membership). Thus,
management confronts a trade union leadership from the ranks
of the workers, and one which can invoke the authority of the
higher trade union bodies. Needless to say, the people in post-
tions of authority in both trade union and management are over-
whelmingly members of the Communist Party. But they derive
the power of their offices from the organizations where those of-
fices are located, not from Party membership, which is widely
shared. In general, they will not be members of the same Party
branch or unit.

The main point, of course, is that Soviet society is con-
stituted in such a way that leaders of trade unions must function
to tulfill the tasks of trade unions and leaders of enterprises must
tunction to fulfill the tasks of enterprises. In the absence of
spontaneous competition and the social irresponsibility of
private accumulation, any antagonism or elemental conflict
emerging from these roles immediately becomes a political pro-
blem which requires a political solution.

We come, finally, to the question of the existence of capital-
ist laws of motion. We will ignore ''laws of motion’* which are
controversial in the context of unambiguously capitalist
societies, such as the law of the falling tendency of the rate of
profit.

The absence of significant unemployment, inflation and
cyclical growth must be mentioned again in this context. The at-
tempt to portray Soviet society as one in which polarization and
relative immiseration are occurring would seem to come to grief
against the trend toward equalization in income distribution
already cited. The economic reforms of the 1960s with their
Statute on the Rights of Enterprises, and the recent devolution
onto the industrial associations of planning tasks previously car-
ried out by central bodies show a trend toward decentralization
of control, within the framework of comprehensive planning.
This is small comfort to theorists of centralization and '‘ac-
cumulation of capital”’ in the USSR; although Marx's concept of
concentration — aggregation into larger and larger producing
units — seems to apply to the development of productive forces
In Soviet society as well as in capitalist ones. We have already
noted the priority development of heavy industry, unlike any
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known capitalist development experience. *

One point of interest in this connection, however, refers to
the view that there is "widespread anarchy of production’’ *" in
the USSR, a claim that Sweezy accepts, and interprets to mean
that '‘conformity to plan may be diminishing with the passage
of time." This is likely because the Soviet citizenry are as likely
to "'try to circumvent or thwart the plan as to conform to it.'’ 28
No evidence is adduced. Certainly conformity to the 8th, 9th
and 10th five-year plans is greater than to the 1st, 2nd and 3rd.
The twin sources of non-conformity — inconsistent obligatory
indicators and general economic scarcity — have both been re-
duced in importance by the growth of the productive capacities
of the Soviet economy and by the decentralization of detail plan-
ning and use of generalizing efficiency indicators. Sweezy men-
tions "'dealing in stolen state property'’ as though it can be taken
tor granted that this is a major component in Soviet gross
domestic product; even if it were, one would be tempted to re-
mind those who would base social and historical explanation on
this circumstance that '‘the objects of plunder must be con-

tinually reproduced.”

V.

In conclusion: the "'state capitalist’’ hypothesis is false. The
absence of private ownership of means of production in the So-
viet Union is material; citing it is not a matter of confusing
Juridical relations with real relations, but of establishing the
necessary proximate forms of capitalist real relations of produc-
tion. The concept of a state capitalist mode of production is a
Category which betrays a total misunderstanding of the nature,
genesis and requirements of the power of capital.

To the extent that the ''state capitalist” hypothesis can be
Operationalized into an empirical test, the Soviet Union fails
grandly. The overwhelming weight of the evidence establishes
the absence of all of the necessary conditions for the existence of
aruling upper class: a social upper class with a distinct life style,

—————

"f In this connection Sweezy writes: "'If profit had been the main considera-
tion. . .there would have been much more investment in agriculture and
“Onsumer-goods industries than there actually has been. . . . How can this be ex-
Plained if the USSR is indeed to be considered capitalist and profit is the domi-
nant tactor in the functioning of the economy?"’ Op. cit., p. 16.
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a legitimated claim to privilege via property-owning status, and
the capacity to reproduce a continuous and antagonistic leader-
ship through control over the filling of the top administrative
posts. To the extent one sees '‘capitalism’’ when one looks at the
Soviet administrative apparatus, one fails to understand the in-
ner nature of capitalism. This is perhaps the most serious im-
plication of the "'state capitalist’’ hypothesis and its acceptance
in left circles.

[t is appropriate to ask the proponents of the ''capitalist res-
torationist’' view to state the conditions under which their claim
would be falsified. What changes would have to occur in the
USSR in order for the political and administrative leadership
there to escape characterization as a '’state bourgeoisie’'? If this
characterization rests upon the simple fact that the USSR has a
central state and hierarchical organization of authority, then it
rests on a foundation of classical anarchism, identifying the rul-
ing class with state authority in general and mystifying the
origin of the social power wielded by the state — a theory quite
consistent with libertarian conservatism, but hardly with Marx-
1sm. If it rests on other grounds, those grounds must be stated. If
the "'capitalist restorationists’’ fail to state them in a manner
consistent with a Marxist approach to social classes, we will be
torced to conclude that their position boils down to a pure ex-
pression of hostility; its social-psychological origin in the
ideological pressures exerted by our own capitalist society is not
hard to detect, and its political expression is revealed as the
most elementary utopian idealism.

The "'exploitative bureaucracy’’ hypothesis is little better
otf. More sensitive to the precise quality of capitalist exploita-
tion, it nevertheless fails to produce a convincing explanation
tor the capacity of the Soviet ''bureaucracy’’ to draw unto itself
the power to exploit, unless one succumbs to the illusion that
the power resides in the "‘office'’ itself — surely a confession of
theoretical bankruptcy. As in the case of the ''capitalist'’ view,
the "'bureaucrats’’ come to personify an evil which almost ap-
pears to have mystical origins.* It should be stressed that the

* The related concept of a ''degenerated workers’ state'' fails on similar
grounds. Its hollowness can be revealed by simply asking, '‘degenerated from
what?'* The utopian character of the "'golden age'’ psychology embedded in the
concept becomes clear. -
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Marxist critique of the ''bureaucratic class' notion 1S fun-
damental to the critique of the ”capitalist': interpretntlon, since
the latter ultimately rests on the conception of _a. disembodied
state bourgeoisie that draws its capitalist qualities out of tne
other, so to speak. The heart of the ma'tte:r 1S the.nasic Mnrmst
perception that power does not reside in its empirical loci; .but
rather, that the observed exercise of power, through the offices
of state, managerial function, etc., is a manifestation of underly-
ing class relations. Without a thorough-going critique of the
pureaucratic mode of production,’” the inadequacy of the
state capitalist'’ approach cannot be fully established.

The evidence, then, when evaluated in a consistently Marx-
ist way, appears to be at least consistent with the view that the
Soviet social formation is socialist, and inconsistent with any of
the proposed alternatives.* It need hardly be said that neither
this conclusion nor the very preliminary evidenciary basis on
which it rests preclude a wide range of views on the state of
health of Soviet society and on the nature of challenges to
socialist development presented by bureaucratic malfunction-
ing, corruption, etc.

We must recognize that movements for revolutionary
change in capitalist societies cannot be divorced from the prac-
tice of socialist construction in all parts of the world. That ele-
ment of realism, which often seems to be a barrier to acceptance
of the left in this country, may actually prove to be the only
basis on which the left can acquire a major role. The U.S. work-
ing class will demand a socialism that is of this world, and will
reject the implicit utopianism of those who attack all existing
socialist societies from idealist positions. Thus we learn from
the Soviet Union two vital lessons about our own society: the

"f To avoid encumbering this paper with a long discussion of the formal defini-
tion of socialism, I simply state two salient characteristics: A socialist society is
one in which the determinant production relation {that which dominates the
mode of production) is non-antagonistic, i.e., does not involve class exploitation.
Stated positively, this means that the working class rules, and determines the
C‘haracter and functioning of state power and the economic and cultural institu-
tions. Moreover, reflecting the emergence of socialism on the historical basis of
Capitalist productive forces and relations, production and distribution are gov-
€rned by conscious, political, intentional control, in the form of comprehensive
planning, which contains and determines the social content of the subordinate

“Ommodity-money relations.
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nature of the capitalist principle that dominates its develop-
ment, and the nature of the path to revolutionary change.
Utopian-idealist positions which take the guise ot ""Marxist”
analyses of the USSR are major obstacles on that path.
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Soviet Socialism and
Proletarian Internationalism

Al Szymanski

It is peculiar that the R.C.P. {as well as others) talk about
Mao Tse-tung's ''revolutionary scientific analysis of the process
of capitalist restoration.”” Nowhere have Mao or the Chinese
Communist Party ever provided a systematic analysis of what is
alleged to be the process of capitalist restoration. Mao's com-
ments as well as Chinese Party documents on ’'Soviet Social Im-
perialism'’ limit themselves exclusively to a few very broad
generalities about leaders '‘taking the capitalist road'’ sup-
plemented by exposés of specific abuses, e.g., such and such a
leader has a Dacha, so and so accumulated a million rubles in
the underground economy, etc.*

Albert Szymanski, author of Is The Red Flag Flying? The Political Economy of the
Soviet Union Today, teaches sociology at the University of Oregon.

*.For the Chinese position see, for example, ''How the Soviet Revi-
Slonists Carry out All-Round Restoration of Capitalism in the U.S.S.R.”
|Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 1968), "'Down with the New Tsars!"
[P eking: Foreign Languages Press, 1969), Social Imperialism: Reprints
from Peking Review N.Q. edited by Yenan Books, Berkeley, California
and Social Imperialism: The Soviet Union Today, 1977, Yenan Book Ed.,
Bﬁ’rkeley, California.
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The suggestion in some of the 1960s and early 1970s Chi-
hese documents that because of the existence of material incen-
tives in the USSR, the appointment of managers by central min-
istries, the relative centralization of decision making (or the

relative autonomy of decision making given some managers),

the degree of income inequality, or the degree of commodifica- 1
tion of the necessities of life, the USSR is capitalist, is seriously
faulty, both because none of these things speak to the Marxist
definition of socialism (workers' power with distribution ac-
cording to work) and they are inconsistent, since at the time, §

such countries as Korea, Albania, Rumania (countries the Chi-

nese considered socialist at the time) had very similar institu-
tions. Further China before 1965, to say nothing of the Soviet
Union in the pre-1956 period, had pretty much the same institu-
tions. All in Maoist eyes were considered to be essentially
socialist. Other Chinese Maoist statements on the matter consist
solely of undocumented assertions clearly contrary to empirical §
reality, such as income inequality has increased, workers' job §
security has significantly decreased, the plan is not really effec- }
tive, the party elite passes its top positions on to their children, |

etc.

theory.

Nicolaus [1975] as well as the R.C.P. [1974]}).

Unlike the Chinese and most Western Maoist attempts to ]
construct a systematic argument that supports the 1960s Chi-
nese claims, the R.C.P. correctly defines the essence of socialism @
as workers' power over the state and economy (notasa question |
of markets). The R.C.P. analysis, however, like almost all Maoist }
attempts to support Mao's claim, is fatally flawed by de facto

The ad hoc and unscientific presentation of the position of
capitalist restoration by the Chinese Maoists was manifested in 3
Western Maoists attempting to do the work never done by the 1
Chinese themselves, i.e., attempting to present a systematic and
documented analysis of the nature of the USSR based in Marxist

The analysis that follows will critique many of the notions
most common to such Maoist attempts to prove the USSR capi-
talist and imperialist. I will not focus exclusively on the R.C.P.
analysis, {in my opinion, the best argued and documented of the
attempts), but rather on the most common Maoist arguments (as }
found for example in Sweezy [1981], Bettelheim [1975], and };
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slipping into a syndicalist/anarchist definition of socialism as
well as by grossly distorting the empirical evidence on the USSR.

This critique of the Maoist position on the USSR will attempt
to do four things: {1} point out its unreasonable and un-Marxist
Jefinition of socialism; {2) argue that while its categorization of
state capitalism is for the most part internally coherent, compati-
ble with Marxist thinking, and viable as a social type, the em-
pirical evidence 1s incompatible with the USSR being such a
society (or anything remotely resembling it); (3) show that the
USSR, in spite of its travails of the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s, has
made considerable progress in constructing an authentically
socialist society; and (4) show that the USSR's relations with the
less developed countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America, as
well as with Eastern Europe, are qualitatively ditferent than
those of the USA with the Less Developed Countries, i.e., the
USSR is not imperialist.

The Soviet Social Formation
Maoists seem to argue that a truly socialist society would not
rely on material incentives or emphasize private consumption,
instead emphasizing collective consumption (e.g., communal
cooking and eating, neighborhood laundries, mass transit, etc.},
and further that it of necessity must be highly politicized (i.e.,
the concerns and motivations of individuals should not be focus-
ed on private affairs, careers and consumption levels). Such a
clal-m both confuses the traditional Marxist categories of
soc1glism (where distribution is according to work) and com-
munism (where distribution is according to need), and the Marx-
st concept of socialism as workers’ control of the means of pro-
d_uct:on (in contrast with utopian socialism's emphasis on collec-
tl\{e czonsumption). It further seems to impose an unrealistic
fer;frla f9r an authentically revolutionary society in the
Worll‘cliol()glcally bac‘kward regions of a Predominantly capitalist
The g {a't le.?tst during th.e first generations after a revolution).
stylog )'8511'; (in good part.lnduced by knowledge of Western life
Countriw l:1ch large portions of the working people of socialist
lack Ofes ave for consumer googis cannot be attributed to the
hEtherworklng .class power (1.(::'., tf) a state bourgeoisie).
or not middle-class Marxists in the affluent West ap-

ro i 1al
Prove, most workers in the socialist countries authentically
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desire a car, a bigger apartment, more meat on the family table, |
etc. And there is no reason why this desire is logically incompati- 4
ble with the traditional Marxist notion of working class power '}
and control of the means of production (even if our model of what
workers should do with their power is more ecologically sound or

collective than theirs).

More importantly, Maoism often confuses the traditional
anarchist and syndicalist positions on the role of direct pro- 3
ducer's control of the workplace with that of Marxism, thereby §
confusing the question of the degree of centralization of decision
making with the question of which class has state power. §
Socialism means workers’ power over the economy and state. Itis
certainly logically possible for such power to be exercised in a
highly centralized manner, for example by workers formulating
or approving a central plan, with all the details worked out by
hired employees whose job is merely to implement the how of
realizing the workers' goals (and who, of course, would have to §
have considerable operational discretion in each enterprise todo §
s0). The realization of a central plan (which in principle is most
definitely a Marxist notion) would seem to imply severe limits
on the autonomy of workers in any given enterprise to make
decisions about what is produced, what prices are to be charged,
the inputs necessary and even the essential organization of the
production process {since such decisions must be deduced from
the democratically established plan), e.g., once the working
class as a whole decided it wanted mass transit instead of private |
cars, transport equipment workers cannot have the right to |
decide to produce cars instead of buses, or once they decide they 3
need a house for every family within five years, construction §
workers cannot refuse to use the most efficient building §

materials.

It is also logically possible for a socialist society to be decen- 4
tralized and to operate without a central plan. Here the workers - §
of every enterprise would be free to decide what to produce, how
to produce it and what prices to charge. The problems incum- 3
bent on such a mode of socialism in practice are immense, 1.e.,
the re-establishment of markets and all their corollaries of }
unemployment, advertising, inflation, inequities in income, ir- §
rationalities in production, etc. There are a whole range of in- §
termediate models of authentically socialist societies with dif- §
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ferent combinations of highly centralized planning and decen-
(ralized participation. In fact, every existing socialist society
known to this author has combined the two in some degree. It is
, mistake, as for example, both Bettelheim and Sweezy do, a
priori to dismiss a society as not socialist if central planning
prevails over workers' participation in enterprise management.
The essential question is which class establishes the central plan
and which class does it serve, not how much say in day-to-day
operational decision-making workers have in an enterprise.
Another common Maoist mistake is to confuse the tradi-
tional Marxist position that the division of labor between mental
and manual work will ultimately be abolished in communist
society with the Marxist (and reasonable) position that this need
not be the case in socialist societies. The task of socialism is to
raise consciousness (as well as the productive forces) to such a
level that the division of labor between supervision, planning
and manual work can eventually be abolished. But this is the
long term task of socialism, not part of its definition. Again,
Maoism seems to accept the traditional anarchist position that
the distinctions between engineers, administrators and workers
can disappear more or less immediately after a revolution,
rather than the far more realistic view that the long project of
socialist construction will require the maintenance of such dif-

ferences for some time before they wither away. Again, social-
iIsm means workers’' power with distribution according to work
(which implies different work for different people), not the
abolition of the manual-mental division of labor.

A Look at the Evidence

The Maoist position argues that the USSR is a stratified soci-
€ly, with a deep chasm between the ruling stratum of bureau-
Crats and managers on the one side and the working people on
the ot_her, in which the state bourgeoisie allegedly exploits the
K}Orkmg class.in a manner comparable to the capitalist class in
inS(:/\ffest.. Whl.le'lt 1S tr'ue that there are significant variations in
E‘Xistmde and privileges in the US:SR, the range is far less than has
ang ce In any kn(?wq class society (ca.pltgllst or pre-capitalist),
SOCiEtertamly quahtatlyely less than exists in contemporary U.S.
the Y. For example, in 1975 the ratio of the wage exceeded by

Op 10% in the USSR to the wage exceeded by the lowest 10%
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was 2.9 (compared to 6.2 in the U.S.) (Hough, 1974: 12). The
highest incomes in the USSR are those of top educators, scien-
tists and artists who make a maximum of 1,200to 1,500 rubles a '}
month; top government officials earn about 600 rubles a month }
(about 3-4 times the wages of industrial workers), and leading }
enterprise directors from 190 to 400 rubles a month (exclusive of ¢
bonuses), about 1.3 to 2.5 times workers’ wages (Matthews, 3}
1972, p. 91-3). Inthe U.S., on the other hand, the spread between

top managers and leading capitalists and average workers'

wages are of the order of 200 to 1. The income spread between
the very top political and economic positions and the average in- 7
dustrial wage in the USSR is, in fact, approximately the same as

that between self-employed professionals and the average in-

dustrial wage in the U.S. (where the ratio of physicians’ income
to the industrial wage is about 2.5). Thus, the equivalent of the {
economic and political elite in the USSR appears to be upper mid-
dle class professionals in the U.S., and not the top managers and §
capitalists (i.e., the Soviet ''power elite'"" appears to have }
privileges equivalent only to the middle classin the U.S.). Thisis .

a radical contrast with any known class society.

It is commonly claimed that the distribution of real income §
in Soviet society is considerably more unequal than the distribu- §
tion of money income. However, the distribution of real goods
is, in fact, more equal than the income distribution suggests.
While enterprise managers receive bonuses (averaging about §
25% of salaries) and access to certain fringe benefits such as cars §
of the enterprise (as do state officials) as well as somewhat better §
goods in their trade union run shops, the working class receives, 3
in addition to their bonuses, a wide range of free and heavily sub-
sidized services (day care, university education, medicine, |
public transport, housing, etc.} as well as for many categories of §

workers (miners, heavy industrial workers) well stocked union

shops, whose net effect is to make the distribution of material
goods considerably more egalitarian in practice than the income j
statistics indicate. Further, Soviet pricing policy, which sets the ;
costs of necessities such as basic food stuffs at below their cost of §
production, while setting very high prices for such luxury goods |
as automobiles, has a significant effect in equalizing the distribu- §
tion of Soviet consumer goods more than income statistics sug-
gest. Studies of the effect of the ''social wage'’ {i.e., free services §

g e
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and goods) on the distribution of income within heavy industry
. the USSR have found that the spread of about 2 to 1 in take
home wages 1s reduced to about 1.5 to 1 because of the
egalitarian effect of goods provided on the basis of need.
(Osborn, 1970:32). Studies of the distribution of housing and
qutomobiles, as well as goods available ditferentially in trade
union stores (the so-called "'special stores’'), find that there is no
rendency for there to be a high concentration of privilege
(Osborn, 1970:Ch. 6).

Further, contrary to the claim that the Soviet Union has
undergone a period of increased material inequality during
which productive resources have been channeled into satisfying
the wants of a privileged minority, the USSR has experienced a
rather radical equalization of both incomes and actual living
standards in the last generation. For example, the ratio of the
wage exceeded by the top 10% to that exceeded by all but the
bottom 10% declined from 4.4 in 1956 to 2.9 1n 1975. Soviet
policy since the mid-1950s has been to freeze the highest salaries
while rapidly bringing up the lowest {especially those in rural
sectors) (Hough, 1974). Further, the significance of the social
wage has continually grown. It stood at 23% of average earnings
in 1940, 29% in 1950 and 35% through the 1960s (Osborn, 1970,
p. 32). One would hardly expect such a radical equalization in
living standards just after the time Maoists claim the state
bureaucracy consolidated themselves as a new ruling class. One
should reasonably expect a class that controls production and ex-
ploits the working class, as well as controls the state, to use its
power; and further, for its rule as exploiter to be manifested in a
high and growing income {in money as well as social benefits).
That neither is the case is a strong argument that the theory of a
State bourgeoisie can not apply to the USSR.

If a state bourgeoisie is a true ruling class then it must be
able to pass on its privileges to its children. There is no evidence
at all that the group usually designated as the state bourgeoisie,
lthe upper echelons of the party, state and military
dpparatuses), have any significant tendency of passing on their
top positions to their children. It is true, however, that children
of the intelligentsia have a 1.5 to 2.0 greater chance than manual
Working class children of beginning higher education (but it
should be noted that this differential has been steadily shrinking
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since 1950) (Hough, 1974). It should also be noted that this dlf
ferential is lower than that for any advanced capitalist country.™*
In the mid-1960s, of the 47 government ministers of the USSR §

(the nearest Soviet equivalent to the richest owners and top §
managers of the West), 40% had parents who were manual |
workers, 27% parents who were peasants and only 18% parents
who were in the intelligentsia. Of Central Committee members,
36% had manual working class parents, 47% peasant parents§
and only 16% nonmanual (both intelligentsia and white collar ‘

worker) parents, i.e., about 90% of top party officials come from
humble backgrounds (Azrael, 1966, pp. 157-67; Lane, 1971, p. §
122-36; Rigby, 1968, p. 11). Studies of the backgrounds of Polit-

buro members show that there is no tendency for the pr-t)portion--*';r
of top leaders recruited from the intelligentsia to increase over j§
time. It should be noted that in contrast to the top political and §
economic positions, which are recruited very heavily from the §
working class and peasantry, scientific and professional posi-§
tions do have a strong intergenerational linkage. About half of ]
Soviet professionals and scientists had professional and scientist §
parents.

This situation contrasts strongly with that in the capitalist]
countries where the probability approaches 100% that it one's'§
parents were corporate wealthy one will be as well. Thej
Rockefellers, Fords, Mellons, etc., pass their wealth and posi-§
tion on from generation to generation. Further, the members of §
the boards of directors of the leading corporations tend to come §

predominantly from those who inherit large sums of wealth._f}

Very, very few top managers, government officials, and even;
fewer wealthy businessmen, have working class parents. The:§
contrast with the Soviets on these scores is extreme. Thus, m
conclusion, although there is a tendency for children of the in-
telligentsia to themselves enter the intelligentsia, this is aj
linkage of essentially middle class positions and says nothingg
about the linkage of the top economic political positions. The
vast majority of these are filled in each generation from peoplé_i
of humble backgrounds. There are very, very few cases of the}
children of former top ministers or party leaders becoming?-§
themselves top ministers or party leaders (where are thef

*See Szymanski (1979) for an elaboration of this argument.
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children and nephews/nieces of Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev,
Brezhnev, etc?).

These facts, and a multitude of other Western studies of the
USSR, * force us to the conclusion that: (1) there is no wealthy
-lass which has a living standard or wealth remotely com-
parable to that of the economic elite of the capitalist countries;
2) the top positions 1n Soviet society, unlike as in capitalist
societies, are largely filled by people of common origins; (3} no
privileged elite social stratum exists with its own highly distinc-
tive life style, exclusive intermarriage patterns and virtual cer-
tainty of passing on its positions to its children, as is the case in
the capitalist countries; and (4) the differences in income, life
style and passing on of privileges to children is very much like
the differences between the working class and the professional
middle class in the U.S., indicating that those in "'power elite"
positions in the USSR are much more like middle managers and
professionals in the West than they are like an owning or ruling
class. In sum there is no evidence that a “'state bourgeoisie'’ ex-
ists in the USSR.

The claim that a state bourgeoisie is drawn from a reason-
ably homogeneous group with all the essential attributes of a
class, including the ability to reproduce itself, that the in-
dividuals at the top of Soviet society have been shaped into a
self-conscious and essentially self-reproducing ruling class, and
the assertion of the existence of a deeply class divided society in
which consciousness of the we-they division on both sides of the
great divide is as strong as it is in Western capitalist societies,
could not be further from the truth.

Maoists claim that the Soviet working class is as powerless
and as exploited as the working class in Western societies, and
turther that it is essentially exploited in the same way, i.e., it is
forcfeftl to sell its labor power as a commodity to the state bour-
glel‘;lsle who de facto owns the economic enterprises and
A cates labor power and its product in their own class interest.
) rgiam, a careful study of relations of production in Soviet enter-

Ses ‘an not sustain such a claim.
It is virtually impossible to dismiss a Soviet worker. While

---__-—--__

*S
m{ff Chapter 4 of my book Is The Red Flag Flying? (1979} for a much
¢ thor@ugh review of these studies. |
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cluding workers’ input to all aspects of decision making. (See
Conquest, 1967, p. 157-59; Wilczynski, 1970, p. 100-02; Sher-
man, 1969.)

Production conferences elected by all workers in the enter-
prise (as well as general meetings of all workers), established in
the early days of the revolution and revitalized in 1957, play an
important role in the day-to-day management and operation of
enterprises from the drafting of the economic plan through the
establishment of wage rates and labor allocation to increasing
productivity and protecting workers' rights.

Perhaps the most important channel of worker influence is
the plant Communist Party organization (whose role in enter-
prise management was greatly strengthened in 1957). The party
organizations which are very heavily production worker in
composition have fundamental responsibility for overall
political guidance on all levels of enterprise activity. Branch
meetings of the party hear reports on all aspects of the enter-
prises’ performance, as well as the criticisms of non-party
workers. They play a central role in the selection and evaluation
of enterprise directors (the appointment of all managerial per-
sonnel has to be ratified by the plant party committee, which
typically takes place only after a plant-wide discussion with the
worktorce as a whole). Further, the local party, together with
representatives from the trade union and the Young Communist
Lgague, form an "'Attestation Committee'’ which monitors ad-
E;l‘rll;szlaatr?ar;Fse;ionirgj:é:ef.o’fhis pi).wferftul committee is able to
Lane and comorl unsatistactory pertormance. {See
' ell, 1978, pp. 24-25.)
Waslata 1s of. c_onsiderab.le interest to note that in the 1970s there
o Wosllirfuflcant public debate.m Soviet society about whether
right o - (:rce of each en.terprlse as a whole should have the
than 1 Ctually elect their enterprise’s administrators, rather
O merely be consulted as part of the process of selection.
(Yanowitch 1977 ) In . .

PwItch, .} In general, it is clear that Soviet workers are
Jualitatively more than mere provid f lab
de facto owning clase which -p c;vii ers o1 la r:)r power to a new

Maoiste oo Incluaes e-nfer_prlse managers.
the Ussg N at a state bourgeoisie is the ruling class of
Power, n o 9 atf the work1ng class has no access to political
POSitions ofg SO s§lf-expr6551on, no say in who occupies the

power 1n the Party and the government and is

the working class in the Soviet Union pretty much has lifetime
job security, all workers are able to quit their jobs, and with no
difficulty (because of the extreme labor shortage, a product of |
economic planning) they can easily find many comparable alter-
native employments. There is no reserve army of labor putting A
pressure on workers. This makes the Soviet labor system ex-
tremely advantageous to the producers, and sharply differen- §
tiates the Soviet labor system from both capitalist and pre-
capitalist labor systems. Wage differentials by regions, in-
dustries, occupations and skill levels are established by the cen- )
tral plan in order to encourage workers to take those positions §
and develop those skills that the economy most needs, as well as
to realize conceptions of social justice, e.g., coal miners, for
ample, are paid more than most doctors. The highly advan- §
tageous position of Soviet workers should not be underesti-;}
mated as both an indicator of the class power of Soviet workers §
and a means for workers to exert influence over the ad-?é;f_
ministrators in their particular enterprises (given the lack of a
reserve army of labor, the quitting of a significant number of 1§
workers to take jobs elsewhere could be devastating to a man{_
ager's bonus prospects). In fact, mass resignations have

known to occur. 1

Maoists often claim that Soviet workers are a mere instru-‘%f.-i'f'
ment in the hands of a powerful state and lack any meaningfulj
control over what is produced, how it is produced, and to what}
uses it is put. Bettelheim, for example, argues that "'the factories
are run by managers whose relations with ‘their’ workers arej
relations of command and who are responsible only to theig;
superiors.’’ In fact, Soviet workers have a multitude of institusd
tionalized forms by which they influence the decision making§
processes within the enterprises where they work. Further,
role of worker participation has been continually growing sinc;
the mid-1950s. There is near consensus among Western sociai
scientists who have seriously studied the USSR that workersy
participation in the USSR goes considerably beyond that
in American firms. {See Granick, 1961, chapter 13; Conques'tﬁi
1967, chapter 5; Wilczynski, 1970, p. 209.) Soviet trade
(especially since 1956) play an important role in most aspects l
enterprise management, especially on issues having to do withy

job allocation and safety and workers’ welfare, but also 1“

s
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deprived even of any channels or methods of discussing fandk
debating policies.
First, although elections are no more the most 1mportant
mechanism of exerting power in the USSR than in any Western§
parliamentary '‘democracy,’’ it should be pointed out that So-; i
viet elections and legislative bodies are not the farce that they ;I_j
are portrayed in the West to be. The Soviet practice of one can-§
didate per office, with the electorate voting yes or no, 1s pre- 4
ceded by a long process of nomination in which all kinds of
popular bodies are consulted in the process of narrowing down
a long list of nominees from various organizations and in-§
d1v1duals to a single candidate that is likely to get a majority of f
yes votes. In the event a candidate fails to get a majority ap- --_{
proval at the final stage of the election process, a new candldate |
must be selected after another long nomination process. Inf
1969, it should be noted that there were rejections ot candldates
at the final stage of 145 local Soviet elections. Western Sov1et0-
logists agree that there has been a significant increase in both
the political role of the Soviets (the legislative bodies) and ing
popular participation in them since the mid-1950s. This is espe* ;
cially true of local and city-wide Soviets which have come to§
play a rather central role in local government. The standlng
committees of the Soviets, including those of the Supreme So+
viet, play a real role in both monitoring administration and for
mulating resolutions for the meetlngs of the general bodies {i.e. ,__
they are not mere '‘rubber stamps'’' for preformulated partyj
policies). (R. Hill, 1977, chapter 5, 6; Skilling and Gr1ff1ths,
1971; Hough, 1976.)
Authentic workers’ democracy implies a real opportumt

for conflicting ideas to confront one another so that workm
class interests can be correctly formulated. Public debate onf
most of the issues confronting society occurs on a far vastef
scale than in the U.S. (contrary to Western and Maoist pre-§
judices). The Soviet press is full of debates on a very wide range; i
of issues: literary policy, economic and legal reforms, city plan- ;
ning, crime, pollution, farm problems, the role of the press,
women's role in the economy, access to higher education, etc
The only issues that are more or less immune from open debate _L'
and concerted criticism are the basic institutions of Soviet soci-§
ety (e.g., the leading role of the Communist Party, the t—:~>~:1s,t<-:'nct=:*j 'j
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of a military, the desirability of socialism) and the persons (but

Lot the policies) of the top leaders of the party. The consensus of
those who follow the Soviet media is that the breadth and depth
of public debate has been growing and that in recent years there
has been virtually no proposal for gradual change in the policy
of the Communist Party which has not been aired in the mass
mnedia. (Hopkins, 1970; Skilling and Griffiths, 1971; Hough,
1974, 1976.)

In addition to extensive letters to the editors in the Soviet
newspapers and diversity of editorial opinions in the major
Soviet papers, extensive debates occur in specialized journals
and conferences and at meetings of workers in factories as well
as within the party. It is standard practice to submit drafts of
legislation on policy changes to a lengthy period of public
debate. These periods of public discussion have often produced
considerable change in the original drafts. {Skilling and Grif-
fiths, 1971.)

Some of the concrete issues that have provided the strongest
and sharpest public debates in the USSR in the last 25 years
have included Khrushchev’s attempt to proletarianize higher
education from the late 1950s until 1965, the long and ongoing
debates about greater access of children of the intelligentsia to
higher education, the debate over the role of the Communist
Party in the military which occurred between 1958 and 1962,
the perpetual question of centralization-decentralization of
economic decision making, the debate over pollution of Lake
Baikal {and other similar environmental questions), the discus-
sion over whether the birthrate can best be increased by paying
mothers a wage for housework or improving day care services
[Prominent in the 1970s), as well as the debate about the elec-
tlign of managers. (Yanowitch, 1977; Skilling and Griffiths,

71.)

The working class is involved in all aspects of local self-
sovernment including ''‘comrades courts’’ with nonprofessional
eleCtEd worker judges that deal with minor crimes; elected

"People’s Control Commissions'’’ (invigorated in 1962} whose
Sole function is to inspect enterprises and state institutions and
€Xpose abuses; '‘auxiliary police’’ (volunteer worker police}
Which have come to have increasing responsibility for local
Crime control since the 1950s. (Hough, 1974, 1976.)
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Probably the most important organization of working class
power in the USSR is the Communist Party organization. Since
the mid-1950s there has been a steady tendency for the propor- |
tion of manual workers in the party to increase (in 1956 they }
were 32% of the party, in 1976, 42%). Since the Twenty-Third
Party Congress in 1966 well over 50% of all new recruits have f‘;
been industrial workers and in the major industrial areas the }

proportion has been about 65%. {Rigby, 1974.)

Since the mid-1950s there has been renewed empbhasis on §
democratization and rank-and-file initiative in the party. There §
is considerable evidence that inner-party democracy is real and §
that it includes wide ranging criticism and self-criticism (which |
both fills the party press and is expressed at party meetings). |

(Hough and Fainsod, 1979.)

Other structural factors which serve to guarantee that the
""vower elite’’ in the USSR is rooted in the working class include
the not to be downplayed fact that the vast majority of the top
"decision makers'' comes from working class and peasant
backgrounds (and were promoted under party supervision on |
the basis of their political orientation), as well as the necessity 3§
for the party to maintain legitimacy and actually inspire people §
to work hard for its goals (the disaster in Poland is evidence of §
what happens when the party loses its legitimacy and ability to

Inspire respect).

In conclusion, there is a very high level of both worker par-
ticipation in the political processes and a multitude of institu-
tional channels by which the working class (together with the
intelligentsia} exercises control over those in *‘power elite’’ posi-
tions. If there is a ruling class in the USSR it is clearly not the in- §
dividuals who at any given time find themselves in the top posi-*fﬁ,'
tions, but rather some combination of the industrial workersff

and intelligentsia that control them.

It should be noted that the technical and professional in-_i__f'-

telligentsia play a disproportionate role in both the public

the USSR is real, there appears to be disproportionate influence §
over state and party policy exerted by those in highly skilled and
relatively privileged professional and scientific positions._{;
Therein appears to lie the principal distortion in Soviet 3

soclalism.
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debates and in the political process. While democractic life in j
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In summary, Maoist claims that the working class has no
rights of self-expression and no access to political power are
totally mistaken. Unfortunately, Maoists generally rely on
rcommon sense,’’ (colored by the anti-communist values that
permeate Western culture} and journalistic anti-communist
reports, rather than doing a careful study of what even most
Western experts know about Soviet reality.

The Nature of Socialism

There seems to be no a priori reason why a post-revo-
lutionary state bureaucratic society such as that outlined by the
R.C.P. could not have evolved in the USSR. In fact, if the transi-
tion to socialism is as fragile and difficult as both the Maoist and
Trotskyist traditions have maintained, it is most difficult to see
how Soviet socialism could have survived the grievous travails
it faced from 1918 through the 1950s to institutionalize authen-
tic socialist forms. Maoist historical arguments about -the
degeneration of Soviet socialism are, in fact, compelling. The
party and working class were decimated during the Civil War,
when most class conscious workers either were killed or
became officials. In the early ‘20s the working class itself largely
dispersed back to the countryside. The working class of the
1930s was composed mostly of ex-peasants without Marxist
traditions. The old Bolshevik leaders were largely purged in the
late 1930s. Agriculture was forcibly collectivized against the
wishes of the majority of peasants (and a substantial repressive
apparatus thus had to be built up). Almost everything was
subordinated to industrializing and defending the country in the
1930s. An extreme concentration of decision making power in
the top echelons of the party and state occurred in the 1930s.

There seems to have been every opportunity for those in the
1ea§1ing positions of the Soviet party and state to consolidate
their position and transform themselves into a state bureau-
Cratic class. In the tradition of such conservative sociologists as
Roberto Michels, Vilfredo Pareto and Max Weber, as well as the
TrOtSkyist traditions of Marxism, Maoism argues that power
florrupts and that those in positions of privilege and authority

“Cessarily hold onto their positions and attempt to find ways of

z)ak.)ilizmgr protecting, and perpetuating their favored status in
Clety_
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The fact that Soviet society passed through the shoals of the

......

1918-1950s period without becoming a state bureaucratic soci-
ety, instead in the last generation experiencing a blossoming }
(albeit somewhat distorted) of socialist institutions, means that
many of these basic assumptions must be re-evaluated. The §
Trotskyist and Maoist theories of the fragility of socialist transi-
tion, the notions imported into Marxism from bourgeois §
sociology such as Michels' "'Iron Law of Oligarchy,” and the ‘4
traditional anarchist (and New Left] notion that power
necessarily corrupts, and that those in positions of authority will 4
always attempt to consolidate privilege and dominate those that §
have entrusted them with operational decision making authori- §
ty, must be rejected. In spite of the lack of vital democratic
working class life, and in spite of the extreme concentration of
decision making powers in the 1930s and 1940s, the structure in §
which the leaders operated led to the consolidation of socialist
forms instead of to the creation of a new state bureaucratic §
class. On the basis of the results achieved the Soviet leadership '§
in the 1930s through the 1950s must be understood, however
tenuous its direct (or '‘instrumental’’) connection to Soviet
workers, as the authentic representative of this class. Hence, §
the Soviet state and Communist Party in this period must be-§
considered to have been exercising a genuine dictatorship of the

proletariat.

It is inconsistent for many Marxists to apply qualitatively}jﬁf
different criteria to the question of whether the bourgeoisie is 1§
the ruling class in a capitalist society {or the landlord class the §
ruling class in a feudal society) than they do to the question of
whether the proletariat is the ruling class in a socialist society.
All Marxists realize that the presence of elections in which per- §
haps only two or three percent of the electorate are capitalists is
no guarantee that the capitalists don't dominate the electoral {
process, i.e., that in spite of the form of popular rule, a whole set *§
of instrumental mechanisms (campaign funding, candidate se-
lection, lobbying, policy formation), as well as a whole set of
structural mechanisms (the necessity to maintain ''business
confidence'’ to insure economic prosperity, ideological f;i;
hegemony of the bourgeois media, the threat of military in-

tervention) act to insure bourgeois rule. No Marxist would be so %

foolish as to argue that since the military took over in Brazil,
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Argentina and installed a military

ile, Turkey, Souy, . prea or
Chile, Turkey. ® iy, gor of petit bourgeois class back-

S .
entially ruled by 4  capit . ect
ilictatorships of the tgurgeoisie as they would be if all capitalists

and only capitahsts) ~omposed the electorate and ‘elected one of
their own to be any o untable leader. Few Marx1:?ts argue.that
Hitler in the 1930sy, .5 not the instrument of the dlth:ltOI‘Shl[? of
German capital or pqussolini in the 1920s of Italian capital
merely because they were not held accountable by any forr_nal
. hstrumental procegg of election or control tc? Ge.rman or Italian
capital. Likewise, fewy Marxists would mall}taln that the ab-
solutist kings of late feudal times {e.g., Louis XIY of France,
Phillip II of Spain, Charles I of England) were not, in faf:t, exer-
cising a dictatorship of the landed classes even while they
subordinated the loca] autonomy of the lesser nobility.

It is clear that there are informal or structural mechanisms
operating in class socjeties to insure that hereditary monarchy,
military juntas, fascist dictatorships, as well as popularly
elected officials, act in the interest of the dominant propertied
class. Why, then, can We not expect that parallel structures
could not exist in socialist societies to insure that those in
leading positions ct in the class interests of the proletariat just
as surely as the Brazilisn Or South Korean junta acts in the in-
terests of capital, or feydal hereditary kings acted in the interest
of landlords? _

Why must utopian ln.'.::trumentalisrn dominate the discus-
sion of the criteria of wotKing class power which occurs among
most Western Marxists/ In essence, Maoists, following the path
established by anarch®M. syndicalism, Trotskyism and left
wing social democracy before them, define socialism as dire~t
and immediate control VY Workers of both their economic and
political institutions. _

If equivalently rigof()us Criteria were applied to capitalist
SOcieties (as, in fact, ¢y often are by conservative critics of
Marxism who attemp? 10 argue that the U.S. is, in fact, a
democratic pluralism),l W?UId. pPerhaps be shown that none of
the major capitalist co‘igtﬂes In the world is ruled by their
Capitalist class, We Wot’rk }hen be left with the strange conclu-
S10n that neither the J0KIng class nor the capitalist class is in
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power in any country, i.e., all countries are either pluralistic (as
in the U.S.}, or run by a state bureaucratic class (the USSR) — a
most un-Marxist (and pro-U.S. imperialist) conclusion.

No, the only reasonable criteria by which it can be judged
whether or not the capitalist class is the ruling class is whether
or not this class has power (i.e., whether the state operates in
their interest, against the interests of other classes, because of
direct or structural mechanisms which force the state to adopt
pro-capitalist policies). Likewise, the only criteria by which it
can be judged whether or not the working class is the ruling
class is whether or not they have state power (i.e., whether the
state operates in their interests, against the interests of other
classes — or potential classes — because of direct or structural
mechanisms which force the state to adopt proletarian policies).

To ask whether hired managers or workers run socialist
enterprises is to confuse day-to-day operational decision mak-
ing with questions of fundamental power, equivalent to asking
whether hired managers or major stockholders and banks run
the corporations. Just as major stockholders have fundamental
power over corporations even though they hire managers to run
their businesses for them, there is no a priori reason that
workers cannot similarly have fundamental power, while
allocating day-to-day decision making to hired managers. The
question of de facto ownership of property, just like that of real
state power, has to be addressed on the same level in both cases
_ are the decision making powers of the managers essentially
limited by direct (i.e., incentives, the threat of being fired) and
indirect structural mechanisms (prestige, pride in work,
necessity to increase productivity and output, etc.) to do the bid-
ding of the owning class (capitalists or workers}, or do they have
fundamental autonomy and thus de facto real ownership.

Contrary to the arguments of such conservative sociologists
as Roberto Michels ('The Iron Law of Oligarchy'’} and Max
Weber, that everyone in a position of power attempts to consoli-
date their personal power, the corruption of militant trade
union leaders and the moderation of socialist politicians in of-
fice has nothing to do with some biological power hunger (and
its corollary of striving to be led on the part of the masses). The
behavior of individuals in positions of power in capitalist soci-
ety is a result of the structural logic of capitalist society. There
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are tremendous structural pressures on both union leaders and
cocialist officials in capitalist societies to behave '‘responsibly’’
and constructively, i.e., to promote "business confidence,’’ 1n-
crease wages through increasing productivity, etc., with most
serious negative consequences (from losing the next election to
assassination) for noncompliance. Further, there are tremen-
dous temptations to move towards pro-business policies for
working class leaders within capitalism, not the least of which
.re the promise of high paying jobs with business (versus the
Jlternative of going back to work in the factory), and the
prestige of associating with upper class people. But both the
direct and indirect mechanisms of corruption are historically
specific to the capitalist mode of production. A socialist mode of
production has a qualitatively different logic.

The immediate structural necessities of real post-
revolutionary societies such as those of the Soviet Union in the
1920s and 1930s — building solidarity, increasing production,
military defense, realizing fundamental social justice within the
framework of essentially socialized industry, led to a high level
of concentration of operational decision making power. The
self-conception and prestige of those in the '"command posts'’ of
Soviet society during this period were thoroughly tied to both
their immediate tasks and to the long term goal of building
socialism. Indeed their feelings of accomplishment, as well as
the threat of demotion, were tied to the progress they made in
achieving these imperatives. Thus, the actual movement of So-
viet society was a product of the structural logic of its social for-
mation, not of the subjective desires of its "'power elite.”

In a socialist economy surrounded by a capitalist world, the
necessity to develop industrially, to feed the people, to protect
itself and catch up with the leading capitalist countries, imposes
a fairly limited set of options on a socialist leadership. The
public claim that the leaders' positions rest on their attaining
progress towards communism can easily be discredited (and
their positions delegitimized) in the absence of such progress.
Self-serving decision making and accumulated privileges (or
even systematic manipulation of the masses, as has been the
case in Poland) among a leadership which bases its legitimacy
on revolutionary egalitarianism and progress towards com-
munism, leads to cynicism and eventually massive resistance
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(Poland is a prominent example). Socialist economies must rely
on massive grass roots participation if they are to work,
especially since the control functions of markets do not operate.
The productive classes must be mobilized and politically active
if rapid economic progress is to be sustained. Such massive and
authentic participation creates great pressure on both the selec-
tion of leading officials and the formulation of party and state
policies (with or without formal elections). As Poland has made
painfully clear, manipulation and lack of consideration for the
sentiments (and interests) of the masses results in demoraliza-

tion and depoliticization, a decline in productivity and the decay
of the moral fabric of socialist institutions, and in general social
breakdown — mighty structural pressures indeed — to insure 3}
that the leaders of a socialized economy, however weak their §
direct ties to the working class, take continuous measures to in-
crease popular participation, increase equality and expand the

sphere of goods distributed on the basis of need, i.e., lead their

countries towards consolidating authentic socialism and

perhaps even towards full communism.

INTERNATIONALISM OR
SOCIAL IMPERIALISM

The remainder of this article will analyse the relationship

between the USSR and both the less developed countries of f?.i.

Asia, Africa, and Latin America and its allies in the Council for

Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA or COMECON) (which in-

cludes Poland, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Hungary, the German
Democratic Republic and Rumania, as well as Cuba and Viet-
nam). The "export of capital,’” Soviet foreign assistance and
Soviet foreign trade as well as the economic co-ordination that
takes place between the USSR and the other CMEA countries

will be scrutinized for evidence that the USSR is imperialist in ;

its relations to them, i.e., dominates them in order to
economically exploit them.

The Export of Capital
Maoists typically claim that '‘Soviet imperialism'’ is pri-

marily driven by the need to export capital. But there is neither

pressure nor mechanisms to export capital in the Soviet econ-
omy. Each Soviet enterprise or association operates according to
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over a dozen separate target criteria given to it by the central
planning agency. The criteria of profit maximization and enter-
prise control over capital investment does not apply in the
Soviet economy (where most investment funds are centrally
allocated, and profit is only a secondary criterion of enterprise
success). It should also be noted that all relations with other
economies are handled exclusively by one of about 20 auton-
omous foreign trading enterprises which have no direct con-
nections to domestic production companies (they operate solely
by directives of the central planning agency and are concerned
primarily with securing imports necessary to fulfill the state
plan) (see Gregory and Stuart, 1974, Ch. 8). This means that
domestic Soviet production enterprises do not have the option
of deciding to open up overseas operations.

In 1979 the Soviet Union had an ownership interest in a
total of 92 firms in the advanced capitalist countries as well as
25 firms in the less developed capitalist countries. The total
value of its direct investments in the advanced capitalist coun-
tries in 1979 was $280 million {about $3.1 million per firm}. In
the less developed capitalist countries Soviet investments total-
ed $18 million (or about $700,000 per firm). This represented
.01 percent of the estimated Soviet NMP for that year. Two
things should be noted about these foreign investments. First,
they are miniscule by Western standards. Two, they are
qualitatively different in nature from Western investments in
that they are largely oriented to facilitating Soviet trade (mostly
Soviet exports) with the capitalist countries, rather than asis the
case with the West, to take advantage of cheap labor or control
world commodity markets (McMillan, 1979:629-33).

In 1978 the value of U.S. direct investments in the other ad-
vanced capitalist countries was $120,471 million (or 431 times
more than that of the USSR). In 1978 the value of U.S. direct in-
vestments in the less developed capitalist countries was $40,394
million (or 2,200 times more than Soviet investments). Thus, it
can be seen that whether in relation to the Soviet economy or to
Western investments, the gross value of Soviet foreign in-<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>