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Introduction: objectives
and limits of the lecture

1. I will not talk about what is planned later (our strategic,
programmatic and political answers, at a global level and in
different contexts).

2. The central objective is in the subtitle: we will concentrate
on the fundamentally democratic and egalitarian essence of the
“socialist/communist” project — as a “concrete utopia” (utopia not
in the sense of non-realistic but in the sense of never having been
realised; concrete because linked to the potentialities that are
emerging in long term history and in the current history of the
struggles themselves in and against the capitalist system).

3. But we will have to clarify the meaning we attribute to the
words “socialism” (or “communism”); made unclear by
experiences, by the diversity of contexts and of political cultures
in which the term is used and by different meanings who
sometimes are presented as Marxist definitions. As Antonio
Gramsci said (the Italian communist who died in a fascist prison
in 1937), the struggle for the meaning of words is part of the
battle field to win “political hegemony”. The objective of the
lecture is also to discuss a coherent approach at this level.

4. And finally, an updated Marxist approach of the
emancipatory socialist project must integrate fully the issue of
bureaucracy. We have a duty of making the inventory on the so
called communist past as Daniel Bensaid said; but also because
more generally, the idea of calling into question the exploitative
capitalist relationships , that would allow the constitution of a
society without relations of domination has been, to say the least,
insufficient or even false (more particularly relations between
genders, the national question and racism). We have to give a
renewed meaning to the communist utopia as a movement of
struggle against all currently existing unequal social formations.
To this central objective we can and must link the specific
analysis of a reality — not foreseen by Marx (anarchists were
more aware of it) — of the bureaucratisation of the organisations
and of the experiences whose aim was/is the fight against
capitalist exploitation. But how can we fight this? We have to
take on again the discussion with anarchist currents by taking
fully on board the democratic and anti-bureaucratic aspirations
we see emerging in the Indignad@s movement and make a
balance sheet of the experiences.

The FEI., especially thanks to Ernest Mandel’s contribution
( see the reading materials), has put a specific and coherent
emphasis on this essential challenge of the struggles against
relations of domination at three levels: a) the functioning of the
parties; b) the relation between party and mass movements; and
c) the concept of a socialist society itself — taking into account
the experience of the stalinisation of the Soviet-Union. | will try
to reconstruct in a synthetic way this reflection whilst at the same
time pointing at different debates related to this (without treating
them in a systematic way) — hoping to transmit the opinion that
this is about a big project for our thinking and re-foundation of
the socialist project and integrating the experiences of all
emancipatory struggles.

Outline of the lecture

I. Socialism, communism clarify the
issues and restore a meaning to the
emancipatory project

A) Revisiting the classic “definitions” in the handbooks
1.The two phases — a critical discussion

2.Importance of Marx’ critique on “utopian socialism” and
what we should keep from it.

B) The essential differences

1.Communism as a concrete utopia — a profoundly egalitarian
and democratic movement — the words linked to aspirations and
experiences...

2.Self labelling of historical realities as *“socialist,
communist” or the “models” (and means) which are put forward.

And hence the possibility

a)to analyse the difference between 1 and 2 — its historical and
contextual causes , voluntary or involuntary and the lessons to be
drawn;

b)to re-establish a non dogmatic articulation between the
means and the ends (explicitly stated)

Il. The bureaucratisation of the labour
movement and the anticapitalist
revolutions : an organic tendency

PS: “bureaucratisation” what does it means exactly? Social
and political dimension (inside the workers’ movement):
apparatus, full-timers, elected members ... at the service of ...
speaking on behalf of ..., and who end up defending their own
interests or are being corrupted by the system: make a difference
between a process or deformations and changes in the social and
political logic (not always easy without hindsight).

A)Specific historical conditions and contradictions of the
struggles inside/against capitalism and anticapitalist
revolutions:

1.“How to become everything whilst being nothing?” — role
of political and trade-union organisations: inequalities and the
delegation of power ... Difficulties of controlling, pressures of
daily life.

2.How the “prepare” for socialism in/against the capitalist
system? The dialectics of partial conquests; dangers of a
stalemate and of powerless revolutionarism.



B)Unavoidable difficulties in the building of socialism
1.Inequalities and inherited behavior

2.Permanent self activity is impossible — diversity of
aspirations

3.The pressures of a hostile environment...

C)The historical experience
1. Stalinisation: what is it? International dimensions
2. Different degrees and scenarios of bureaucratization

3. Organic tendencies ... important to us.Complex,involuntary
relations of domination. The impossible “purity” of the real
movements but a conscious struggle

4.0r the refusal of integrating this reality in a self critical
sense: only “bourgeois” domination? Or a new revolutionary and
dominant class ( managers, intellectuals, parties)?

I11. Conclusions

Resistance against bureaucratisation and
against all relations of domination — some
historical and some current debates.

1.Against fatalism in history — the conscious awareness of
the difficulties of the emancipatory project — Bureaucracy as an
intermediary category ( oscillating between fundamental classes
to be analysed in the specific historical context) and
bureaucratisation as a relationship of domination to be fought
against — the challenge of “real” democracy to be invented —
Concrete measures - see E. Mandel: rotation of tasks, payment,
revocability ... The deepen this debate : see also relations of
gender, inequalities

2.Wrong visions and wrong answers ...

a) workerism - and a naive idea about the
proletariat(representing the and homogenous, without
conflicts) — autonomy and mix. Different facets of individuals.
Freedom of thought and of organisation.

b) The market against State bureaucracy? See debate Mandel/
Che/ Bettelneim on material stimuli against bureaucratic
planning. Anarchists concepts on self management

c) The suppression of institutions as a solution? No State? No
party? No union? No organisation?

3. Necessary coherence
a) against all forms of domination ...

b)From today on

c) Linking three fields: the party, the relation with mass
movements and with alternative projects ...Return to the
scientific Marxist truth detained by the party ( the leadership, a
certain tendency?) without being capable of convincing others?

QUESTION FOR THE
DISCUSSION GROUPS

1. What difficulties do you have in your country when using
the terms communists, socialists — and which pedagogical
methods do you use to explain the essence of socialist ideas?

2. How do we fight bureaucracy, relationships of domination
in political organisations, in unions, in movements in which we
are active? Which measures? Which experiences?

3. Can we prepare ourselves for a project of self managed
socialism in/against capitalism? Have you experiences at this
level? Which difficulties and which lessons?

4. Was there a movement like the Indignad@s in your country
— What concepts on democracy? What do you learn and what
difficulties do you experience in this kind of movement?
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The essence of Marxism ists in explaining the historical
development of societies in terms of the relationships and conflicts of
the various classes within them. While nineteenth-century Marxism
concentrated on studying the fundamental social groups — classes —
rooted in the productive process, Marxism in the twentieth century has
come to realize the importance of groups which are not fundamental,
which are not classes and have no fundamental roots in the process of
production, but which, nevertheless, play an important role in the

jevelop of both capitali ieties and societies in iti

from capitalism to socialism.

Among these secondary groups, the main place undeniably belongs to

the L T century d the

ph of | [ this problem, born within the
working-class movement in the last years of the nineteenth-century,
had grown and acquired i ing imp: in the life and practice

of working-class organizations.

This i | y pamphlet distinguishes two main aspects of the
problem — the th ical and the h ical —and aims to answer the
following questions:

What is working-class bureaucracy? How does it emerge
and develop? How can it wither away?

What concrete forms does the ph of b Y
take in the history of the working class?
What attitudes have the vari dencies inside the
king-class taken is the problem of k ?

Basic Concepts

I The genesis of the bureaucratic phenomenon

The problem of bureaucracy within the working-class movement
poses itself in its most immediate form as the problem of the apparatus
of working-class organizations: the problem of full-timers and petty-
bourgeois intellectuals who come to occupy the middle or top
functions within the working-class organizations.

As long as these organizations are limited to tiny groups, to political
sects or self-defence groups of limited numerical strength, there is no
apparatus, there are no full-timers and the problem does not arise. At
the very most, there is the problem of the relationship with petty-
bourgeois intellectuals who come to aid in the formation of this as yet
embryonic working-class movement.

However, the very growth of the movement, the appearance of mass
political or trade-union organizations, is i ivable witk the
creation of an apparatus of full-timers and functionaries; and the very
existence of an apparatus carries within itself a potential danger of
bureaucratization. From the very beginning there comes into play one
of the fundamental roots of the bureaucratic phenomenon — the
division of labour within capitalist society.

The division of labour within capitalist society reserves the manual
work involved in day-to-day production for the proletariat, and the
production and assimilation of culture for other social classes. It's
tiring work, exhausting both physically and intellectually, does not
allow the proletariat in its entirety to acquire and assimilate the
objective sciences in their most advanced farm or to maintain a
continuous political and social activity: the status of the proletariat




under the rule of capital is one of scientific and cultural under-
development.

The development of the working-class movement brings about the
creation of a apparatus and functionaries, whose specialized
knowledge is necessary to fill the gaps caused by this status of the
working class and is an absolutely indispensible condition for further
continuation of the class struggle. 1

To put it very crudely, it is this specialization that gives rise to the
of bur y: as soon as a number of individuals are

Irwolvad in political or trade-union activity as professionals, on a full-

time basis, there exists the latent possibility of bureaucratization,

This ialization, in a dity-producing society, also gives birth,
at a deeper level, to the phenomena of fetishism and reification. In a
society based on an extreme division of labour and of generalized
commodity production, the fact that people are emprisoned in a tiny
sector of global social activity tends to find its ideclogical expression
in their attitudes: they come to consider their activities as ends in
themselves and become more and more unable to understand society as
a who.le. Organizational st , originally c d as means for
attaining certain social goals, come to be regarded as aims in themselves
— particularly by those who are identified with them most obviously
and directly, who live permanently within them and draw their
livelihood from them, those who make up the apparatus: the full-
timers, the potential bureaucrats.

We will now proceed to examine the psychological and ideological

basis for the creation of working-class bureaucracy: the dialectic of
partial conquests.

1l The dialectic of partial conquests

This dialectic manifests itself in the attitudes and activity of those
who subordinate the pursuit of the struggle of the working class for
the conquest of power and the radical transformation of society —
building a socialist world — to the defence of such working-class
conquests as have already been achieved, At the international level,
they see the defence of the Soviet Union, China and/or other workers’
states as of greater importance than the extension of the international
revolution. For such people, the existence of workers’ states in a
world dominated by imperialism is an aim in itself. What has been
achieved there for them constitutes socialism, and they therefore
believe it imperative to subordinate all new struggles to its defence.
This constitutes a fundamentally conservative world outlook.

The f; ) ; in the Ci Manif which says that the
proletariat has nothing to lose but its chains puts forward a very
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enjoys material privileges and is determined to defend them. However,
2 the problem of bureaucracy solely to this particular aspect
A not help us to understand its origin and subsequent
~ development. For example, the degree of bureaucratization of the
- communist parties that are not in power {e.g. PCF, PCI) or of the
communist parties in semi-colonial countries (e.g. Brazil) could not be
explained with this simple model.- On the other hand, we see in these
cases the ideology of partial conquests clearly at work: identification
of the aims with the means, of the bureaucrat with the organization.
This identification, as we have said, gives rise to deep conservatism and
this conservatism often comes into violent opposition with the
interests of the working-class movement.

Just as we should avoid a vulgar materialist explanation, we should
equally avoid the opposite, psychologistic error. The psychological
tendency to conservatism on the part of leaders and other function-
aries is clearly related to both the material advantages and privileges
and the power and authority which their status bestows upon them.
When we look at the nature of bureaucratic privileges as manifested
in the first organizations of the working-class, the trade unions and
social-democratic parties, we can note two different aspects:
1. Leaving the place of production, especially in the conditions
prevailing at that time (twelve-hour working day, total absence of
social security, etc.), in order to become a full-timer represented for a
worker an unquestionable social promotion, a certain degree of
individual self-emancipation. It would be wrong to equate this with
‘bourgeoisification’ or the creation of a privileged social layer. The
early secretaries of working-class organizations spent a considerable
p_an‘. of their lives in prison and lived in more than modest material
circumstances. All the same, from an economic and social point of
view, they lived better than the rest of the workers at the time.
2. At the psychological level, it is obviously infinitely more satisfying
for a socialist or communist militant to spend all his time fighting for
his ideas than to spend his days performing mechanical work in some
factory, knowing that the result of his labour will only serve to enrich |
the class enemy.

The phenomenon of social and personal promotion unguestionably
contains the potential seeds of burea ion. Those who

such positions quite simply want to carry on occupying them; the; -
will defend their status against anybody who wants to establish instead

a rota system, whereby each member of the organization would at :

some time fill these posts.

While social privileges are not very tangible at the beginning, they
become considerable once the mass organizations gain a position of
strength within capitalist society. There is then the question of

profound thesis, which should be taken as one of the fundamentals of
Marxism: the proletariat s given the historic task of transforming the
capitalist society into a communist one precisely because it possesses
nothing to defend.

But at the moment this is not absolutely the case, i.e. as soon as a part
of the proletariat (the working-class bureaucracy, the labour aristocracy
which forms within the proletariat in the imperialist countries)
acquires an organization or a superior standard of living in place of its
original state of total deprivation, there emerges the danger of a new
frame of mind. The pros and cons of every new action now come to
be weighed and balanced: might not the projected move forward,
instead of achieving something new, result in the loss of what has
already been gained?

This is a fundamental root of bureaucratic conservatism, found
already in the social-democratic movement before the First World War
and in the bureaucracy of the Soviet Union even prior to the extreme
peak of the Stalinist era.

The dialectic of partial conquests is a dialectic reflecting real problems
and not a false contr that can be resolved by a formula.

While bureaucratic conservatism clearly harms the interests of the
proletariat and therefore socialism, because it refuses to wage and
support revolutionary struggle in the capitalist countries and the
world as a whole, the initial cause of this attitude (the need to defend
working-class achievements) reflects a real dilemma. The reason why
we call this attitude conservative is because it assumes a priori that any
revolutionary leap forward, whether on a national or an international
level, threatens the gains of the working class. It is this assumption
which underlines the deep and pen'nanent conservatism of both the
reformist and Stalinist t
The dialectic of partial conquests, linked to the phenomenon of
fetishization characteristic for a society of generalized commodity
production organized around an extreme division of labour, expresses
an important aspect of the pi of bur 1. Assuch itis
inherent in the development of the working-class movement in the
historical stage of the decay of capitalism and transition towards a
socialist society.
The real solution to the problem of bureaucracy lies not in trying to
abolish it through decrees or magical formulae, but in creating the best
subjective and objective conditions for it to wither away.

m Bureaucratic privileges
As materialists we cannot, of course, separate the problem of the
bureaucracy from that of its material interests: this bureaucracy

electing advisers, MPs and trade-union secretaries who are capable of
negotiating directly with the bosses — and thus, to some extent, of
co-existing with them. Similar considerations apply when appointing
newspaper editors or representatives to take part in the additional
activities through which the organization intervenes at all social

levels.
This produces a genuine dialectic which cannot be reduced to a

trivial contradiction. For example, when the movement starts
producing a paper and therefore needs an editor, it faces a real
dilemma. If it applies the rule designed by Marx to prevent the forma-
tion of a bureaueracy — that the salary of a full-timer should be equal
1o that of a skilled worker — it risks a process of professional selection
in reverse. The most politically conscious militants will accept the
logic of this rule, but many talented journalists who are in a position
to earn a lot more elsewhere will be continuously tempted to take up
the more lucrative option. So long as they are not sufficiently
committed they will be in danger of getting re-absorbed into the
bourgeois milieu and thus being lost to the workers’ movement.

This holds true for other professions as well. For example, in towns
administered by the labour movement the same problem holds in rela-
tion to architects, engineers or doctors. A strict application of Marx's
rule would in most cases lead to the elimination of all those whose
political consciousness is insufficiently developed, but who might be
professionally better skilled.

Itis i ible inside a capitalist society, with its prevalent norms and

values, to build a perfect communist system of human relations even
within the workers’ movement. This may just be possible for a nucleus
of highly conscious revolutionaries, but a large workers’ movement is
much more firmly integrated into capitalist society and communist
principles are thus much mare difficult to put into practice within it.
Consequently there is a tendency for the obstacles specifically erected
against the danger of bureaucratization to be gradually abandoned.

In this historic phase of capitalist decay, the dialectic of partial con-

quests assumes its fully developed form of i gration into
bourgeois socimr together with ths pnlllu:s and logic of class collabora-
tion. All ¢ les to b ion disappear, privileges multiply,

the social-democratic leaders no longer give a part of their parliamentary
salary to the organization — indeed, these functionaries come to repre-
sent a client layer inside the working-class. From this point on,
bureaucratic deformation can only leap forward towards bureaucratic
degeneration.

w The bureaucratization of the workers' states
A similar three-phase process can be found at work in the bureau-



cratization of the workers’ states during the period of transition from

*  capitalism to socialism. At first there are only the privileges of au-
thority and the political advantages ing from the monopoly of
power over the state apparatus, Then follow the bureaucratic privi-
leges of a material and cultural nature. Finally, complete degenera-
tion takes place: the political leadership no longer attempts to check
the growth of bureaucracy, consciously integrates itself into it and
becomes its motor, striving for further increase of privileges. This
process leads to the monstrous excesses of the Stalinist era.

Here are some examples to illustrate the scope o
‘the Peak of the Stalinist era, a system of 'ﬂxl;: hz;ta::gmi:?::asm
ms‘.m’!md whs[abv a certain number of top bureaucrats could claim
unlimited crgdn while their bank balances remained always the same.
The only limit to spending was the relative lack of goods. For these A
people, o_ornmun!sm really existed in the midst of a still poor societ
Post-Stalin literature is full of concrete examples of top artists and i
party. leaders who owned such accounts. Then there is the case of
:?peclal S'I:Iops' which sold goods generally unavailable to the
_norrnal m_nsl._Jmer. These shops appeared in Stalin’s time and con-
tinued to exist in rf:o‘st workers' states up to 1956-7. Patronized by
?rany;nd state officials, their existence was kept carefully hidden
rom the rest of the population — their fronts were disguised to look
like o_rdlna_rv houses, There existed a real hierarchy among these
functmnar_les: the lowest on the bureaucratic ladder had to pay
the full price of goods, those higher up only half the price while the
top bureaucrats — those with ‘fixed bank accounts’ — could take an
thing they fancied without having to pay at all. %

During 1947-8, which was a time of want and misery in the workers’
states, CP bureaucrats in countries like Germany used to receive

parcels from the Soviet Union containing silk or woal stockings, butter
sugar, etc, The‘ care with which the hierarchy was respected is q’uits '
amusing: the size and content of the parcels strictly reflected the rank
|_:f rhe_ reoghrer. It would be comic, were it not really tragic, to find

in a situation of generalized famine such a rigid applim‘tion’of the
b_ursau:ral!c mind, which elevates the hierarchy into a sacred prin-
ciple. However, it is only logical to find even in such petty instan

dl the paraphernalia of bureaucratic degeneration. s

v Some wrong solutions

The most important lesson that sh
ould be drawn from this brief
study of the problem of the origin of bureaucracy in the working-
class movement is that one must distinguish t s
following: v ! e
1. the germs of bureaucrati which are ink
lopment of the working-class mass organizations;

2. full and complete bureaucrati i
| ization, as found in the vari -
formist and Stalinist parties and in the Soviet state. o

1t in the deve-

the workers' states was to abolish all wage differentials. But what would

be the objective result of this m imi
) ? 1 easure? Eliminating overnight all dif-
ferem:&s_ In wages in a society dominated by material scarcigv \m:mh;f
nl-:_elaln eliminating those incentives that make people want to learn n
:ule ns.a n012? e:::: ?ossesszn of adprnfessiona! skill no longer guarantn:‘:
: stly impraved standard of living, then only th i
:;:?tl;y ;fonfc]ous elements, who understand the uh]ect};e :u;;s::: ¢
raising professional skills, would make the ¢
., effort to a
;:m;n. Consequently the development of the productive forcssm\:g:m
Guss :su\;e‘;r aﬂ.lnd the state of scarcity would last longer. The objective
el ur“urea ti;rr:;ﬁ:ﬂof b;;reaucracy {low development of productive
3 underdevelopment of the proletariat)
and the result would be exactl iloachieie
d the ¥ the opposite of that hoped f
maintaining some modest difference in w ills i i
4 ! ages, skills increa
does the material basis favourable to the withering away o:ubf:r:ga?mt

ization and privileges. Once again one i i i
el is faced with a dialectical process

Vi The revolutionary Marxist solution

beMarx did not see clearly all the aspects of the bureaucratic problem
: cause there had "f’“ been sufficient historical precedents, Navenhe‘-
us;s;::nvn: soilel\rlwnh the experience of the Paris Commune, he drew
¥ simple but fundamental rul i i :
A gk as. Whlf‘.‘[’: co;ta:jn nearly all the
workers' movement: G e

1. The political functionari
es of a workers’ state must have wage
h H
:ﬂp::e\:‘th those x':f skilled ‘m:rkers. For Marx the aim of this rule wa:::|
nt careerism, that is, seeking public office for the sake of

sonal advancement, s

2. All officials should be

elected and subject to the ri
e i ght of recall at
Le‘:. 'm":gbt: ::::mw:ha}lacm:: them. This principle (supplemented by
will further the withering away of
as classes disappear and each citiz i e
. ar €N gains concrete i i

carrying out administrative functions, b

::: revuIL-Jtional:v‘Marxist solution to the problem of bureaucracy is t
= tmru:!II in Lenin's th’eur\r of the revolutionary party, and in Trmsky':
aga;;:-:; ?u t:a:orksrf state and the vanguard's role in the struggle

; Ireat rati; i This sol is based on a cl -
::::f;r::;fttm objective nature of the tendency in the w:r::l;r;?:s

" owards bureaucratization and provides the move i
effective means to combat this tendency. o

ln:rtuan f; th;::i of the party was first developed in What is to be done?
r ussian working class underwent its i i i
; : rst revolution
ietxpenanee of I;:rgeﬂ:ala-mass action — in 1905 — Lenin himself f::r:nd
¥ to his analy The true Leninist theory of the
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|f one does not make a distinction between the two and consequently
rejects any form of mass organization for the workers' movement, on
the assumption that it will inevitably degenerate, then one is forced to
conclude that the self-emancipation of the proletariat is impossible. By
refusing to recognize the dialectic t s ity and organi
tion, such a procedure is defeatist from the outset.

This confusion of the two poles of the bureaucratic phenomenon char-
acterizes various ‘ultra-left’ groups. Some of them argue that, because
of the danger inherent in the very presence of an apparatus and full-
times, one should therefore rule out any role for ‘professional revolu-
tionaries’. Their thesis could be summarized by the phrase: the first
professional revolutionary who appeared within the working-class
movement pre-figured the future Stalin. The real question, however,
hether a workers' ipation t is possible at all without

is
some permanent organizational structures — not in some imagined
ideal situation but in capitalist society such as it is.

A movement which did riot seek to create professional revolution-
aries — from, and linked to, the working class — would be incapable of
moving beyond the most primitive workers’ defence groups. Such a
would be incapable of carrying the class'struggle beyond
the most spontaneous and immediate demands. It would certainly
not be able to overthrow capitalism and liberate the proletariat, thus
p the way for sociali Histary shows that this option is never
taken and that there is not a single country where the working class,
out of fear of bureaucratization, continues to cling to organizational
primitivism after some experience of the class struggle. On the con-
trary, historical practice shows that a workers’ movement which
refuses to organize and does not select and systematically educate its
cadres, only falls under the ideological and organizational domination
of bourgeois and petty-bourgeois intellectuals, who reproduce within
the movement the pattern of cultural monopoly which they already
\exercize in capitalist society at large. So there is really no choice at all:
wanting to avoid the pitfalls of “incipient” bureaucratization, one falls
into even worse pitfalls.
These ‘ultra-left’ groups do not understand that the choice is not be-
tween an organizational form which is totally free from the bureau-
cratic danger and one that contains it in embryo. The only real choice
is between developing real organized working-class autonomy (involving
the potential danger of bureaucracy) and leaving the workers’ organi-
zations under the ideological sway of the bourgeoisie. A working-class
organization whose members are only manual workers engaged full-
time in the productive process is far more easily conguered by bour-
geois politics and ideology than an organization which makes a consc-
jous effort to educate and select the most conscious workers and form
them into professional revolutionists.
Another false solution, which stems again from not seeing the problem
as a dialectical one, was produced by the ‘S i ou Barbarie’
group.2 They argued that the way to prevent bureaucratization in

party thus includes two elements. In the first place, what he wrote at
the beginning of the century, in What is to be done?, about the crea-
tion of the nucleus of the revolutionary party in conditions of clandes-
tinity. Secondly, what he wrote after the Russian proletariat’s first
mass revolutionary experience — the experience of mass parties, trade
unions and soviets. To understand Lenin’s theory of the party is to
understand both the need for vanguard detachments and parties, which
can only organize a small minority of the working class, and at the
same time the need for the vanguard party to be integrated into the
masses and not substitute itself for them nor take upon itself tasks
which can only be executed by the masses themselves. The thesis that
the emancip 1 of the proletariat can only be accomplished by the
proletariat itself must not be modified, either in theory or in practice,
to mean that it is the revolutionary party’s task to emancipate the
proletariat and to establish the workers' state on behalf of the prole-
tariat — first in the latter’s name and then, in certain historical situa-

tions, against it.
In this dialectic between the vanguard and the masses, it is necessary to
insist on the fact that the party can accomplish its historical tasks only
if it is actively supported by the majority of the proletariat. But this
active support of the masses for a revolutionary party can only occur
at ional though hi lly determined moments, which means
that the party must remain a minority party as long as there isnota
revolutionary situation.3
The true Leninist theory of the party lies in its global understanding
of the dialectical relationship between the party and the masses. This
dialectic implies a definite ty pe of organization and a definite concep-
tion of the professional revolutionary. The latter must never be separ-
ated permanently from the masses; he must always be ready to retum
to the factory floor and cede his place to another comrade, in order
that he too can acquire the necessary experience. This is the theory of
the rota system, which blishes a real ‘circulation of life-blood” be-
tween the proletariat and its vanguard.
The same fundamental principles ‘apply for the workers' states in
transition from capitalism to socialism. Here, although Lenin initially
developed a number of important abservations and theses on the
problem of bureaucratization of workers' states {indeed, in 1921-2
he was much more aware of the danger than Trotsky), it has mainly
been Trotsky and the Trotskyist movement who have provided the
revolutionary Marxist solution 10 the problem.

While a tendency to bureaucratic deformation is inevitable in a back-

ward and isolated society, it is not i ble that this b should
lead to the monstrous deg ion of the Stalinist era. In these condi-
tions, the role of the subjective factor is once again decisive. The revo-




lutionary vanguard must fight against the danger of bureaucratization
at all levels:

— at the level of the political organization of the state, it must foster
workers’ democracy and encourage direct intervention of the masses in
the running of the state;

— at the international level, it must support the development of the
world revolution which, by breaking the isolation of the workers’
states, will be the most effective antidote to bureaucratization. 1fa
prDlletarian vanguard free from moral and physical exhaustion succeed-
ed in taking power, it would be able to take over the leading role in
the spread of the world revolution: this is what Trotsky called the
third aspect of the theory of Permanent Revolution,

— at the economic level: any radical separation of the function of

I from the fi of production, any radical separation
of the real, living working class from control over the social surplus
product — whether through an ultra-centralized state bureaucracy or
whether through free functioning of ‘market laws' — rmust be avoided
at all costs. Democratically centralized, planned workers’ management
of the economy is the historical answer to this problem.

away of the state must coincide with the withering away of the state
apparatus. The three rules drawn up by Marx should be seen as the
basic safequard against the bureaucratization of any democratic
structure — whether of state, trade union or party. While Marx did
not live to see the bureaucratic deformation of mass working-class
parties and of workers’ states and thus could not provide a full analysis
of the problem, the passage he wrote nevertheless constituted for long
the key weapons for the struggle against bureaucracy.

. Kautsky's Parallel

The next major contribution to the analysis of the bureaucratic
phenomenon we owe to Kautsky. At the end of the last century
Kautsky wrote a book called The Origins of Christianity, in which he
raised the following question: after the working-class seizure of power.
is there not a danger that this power may be surrendered into the hand;
of a bureaucracy? This Was the first time that the problem was posed
so clearly though it is true that anarchists had previously alluded to it),
Kautsky asked: is there not a possibility that the working-class move-
ment could undergo a process of bureaucratization similar to that
which the Catholic Church underwent after its consolidation as a
dominant force in society? Kautsky went on to compare what had
happened to the Catholic Church after it became a state church {in the
4th century A.D., under Constantine the Great) with what could hap-

pen to the workers’ party and state after the victory of the working-
class movement.

This comparison was not the fruit of Kautsky’s theoretical labour alane.
He drew inspiration from two sources. Engels, in his introduction to
The Class Struggles in France, had already compared the per ion
suffered by the working-class movement to that of another movement |
sixteen hundred years earlier. In spite of harsh repression, Christianity
had gone from strength to strength until this movement of the
oppressed, bitterly fought by the ruling classes, progressively reached
all social classes and ended victarious.

Another possible source of inspiration was the anarcho-syndicalist
movement represented by Most.4 Starting from Engels’ remarks, Most
concluded that workers’ organizations become bureaucratized as they
d?velop in the same way that the Church had done in the course of its
historical development,

Faced with the parallel, Kautsky grasped and posed the problem
correctly. Of course, he knew that a complete parallel between the
workers” movement and the Catholic Church was not possible, never-
theless he saw that the conquest of power would confront the working-
class movement with a problem of bureaucracy analogous to that
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The Problem of Bureaucracy:
Stages in the Development of
a Scientific Analysis

1: Marx's analysis of the experience of the Paris Commune

Perhaps the best way to introduce this topic is to consider the les-
sons drawn by Marx from his study of the Paris Commune. The most
striking feature of this first attempt at building a workers' state was
the effort made (more instinctively than cc ly) by the C
leaders to destroy the permanent state apparatus bequeathed by the
previous ruling classes (the absolut hy and the st ive
bourgeois regimes). In his analysis Marx isolated three main precon-
ditions for the success of this project (two of which have already been
mentioned):

1. The sal of the C fi
those of skilled workers:

2. these functionaries were elected and could be recalled at any
time by those who elected them;

3, the third requirement was alluded to by Marx and subseguently
made explicit by Lenin: an end to the separation of the legislative and
ive functi This separation, which is the fundamental
characteristic of the bourgeois state, was suppressed in this new state
which was already not quite a state — i.e. the creation of the workers’
state marked the beginning of the withering away of the state. Right
from the beginning, workers were involved not only in the legislative

functions of the state but alsa in the execution of laws — right from
the beginning the proletariat was involved in the exercise of power.

This first experiment in the creation of a workers' state also produced
the first effective against b z the withering

ies were not higher than

undergone by the Catholic Church after its arrival in power. Kautsky's
answers are interesting, since they differ considerably from the ones
given by Marx and remind us of those later produced by Trotsky.

Kautsky argued that the parallel would be perfectly tenable if the
historical conditions under which the working class came 10 power
resambled those under which the Church had triumphed. The Catholic
Church had risen to power at a time when the forces of production
were on the decline. Under similar conditions the workers’ movement
could not avoid bureaucratization either. But, in reality, the conditions
would in its case be the exact opposite. For socialism means a t

dous development of productive forces which lays the foundation for
the withering away of the division of labour and a revolution in the
cultural level of the masses. Given these conditions, the victory of the
bureaucracy is historically inconceivable,

Kautsky's answer is thus on the whole correct. But he overlooked the
possibility, a possibility nobody considered at the time, that the
working-class might take power not in an advanced capitalist country
but in a country that had only begun in the last few decades to shake
off the fetters of a semi-feudal social order, In this case the absence

of the factors mentioned by Kautsky — material plenty, cultural revolu-
tion — that would act as a brake on the development of bureaucracy,
coupled to the low cultural level of the masses and a numerically

weak wpfking-class might allow a temporary victory of the bureaucracy.

m Trotsky’s polemic against Lenin's conception of the party

The third phase in the development of the analysis of the bureau-
cratic problem is rather ‘delicate’ for those communists who are both
Leninists and Trotskyists, since it is marked by Trotsky's polemic
against Lenin's theory of the revolutionary party. In this debate Trot-
sky was undoubtedly wrong, as he himself later acknowledged.
However, while the internal logic of Trotsky's argument is far from
perfect, his conclusions nevertheless appear as an acute premonition
of subsequent events, In 1903 Trotsky wrote that a theory in which
the party substitutes for the proletariat in carrying out the fundamen-
tal tasks risks thereafter substituting the Central Committee for the
party, the Secretariat for the Central Committee, and, finally, the
General Secretary for the Secretariat, so that in the end one man alone
is given the mission of realizing the great tasks of the revolution.

This argument represents a perfectly correct condemnation of all sub-
stitutionist theories — but has, of course, little to do with Lenin’s reak
theory of the party.5

In Stalin’s time, however, this substitutionist theory effectively became
the official theorv of the Russian Communist Party. Bureaucrats in the



workers’ states are always surprised when, if challenged, they cannot
find a single line in Lenin's writings which says that the dictatorship of
the proletariat is to be exercised by the party, that the party should
nationalize the means of production, that the party should govern the
workers' state, etc., etc. This is because they have been brought up in
a political spirit which transfers to the party the tasks of the proletariat
Lenin, on the contrary, always envisaged these tasks as being accom-
plished by the proletariat under the leadership of the party — which is
a very different matter.

The theory which allows the party to usurp the place of the proletariat
leads in a natural way to situations in which the party comes to execute
these tasks against the will of the great majority of the proletariat. For
example, this theory justifies the Soviet intervention in Hungary in
1956 and the violent suppression of the general strike in which 95% of
the Hungarian workers took part. In other words, ‘dictatorship of the
proletariat’ was exercized against 95% of the proletariat!

In 1903 Trotsky's critique of the substitutionist theory, while absol-
utely correct, appeared an abstract exercize in polemic, because no one
in particular — certainly not Lenin — held such substitutionist positions.
Thirty years later, however, the substitutionist theory became the semi-
official doctrine of the Soviet bureaucracy (semi-official only because
the Stalinist bureaucracy never quite dared to reject openly and
completely Lenin's theoretical heritage).

IV Rosa Luxemburg's struggle against the German trade-union
bureaucracy

The fourth phase in the analysis of the b atic ph 100 is
very important, because for the first time it was applied to an already
formed bureaucracy: that of the German trade unions. We owe this |
development to Rosa Luxemburg who, between 1907 and 1914, waged
an open struggle against the German trade-union bureaucracy and the

growing general bureaucratization of the German social-democratic
mass movement.

Rosa Luxemburg drew on the experience of the revolution of 1905,
particularly as it affected the most industrialized parts of Tsarist
Russia: the industrial sectors of Poland, Lettonia, the Ukraine and
Petrograd. She found in all these cases that the working class enters a
political or trade-union movement en masse only at times of revolu-
tionary upheaval. Consequently, this indicates the need for a political
strategy towards millions of workers who have never had the form-
ative experience of belonging to an blished working-class
organization. Given that the activity of these workers cannot be
channelled via the usual oraanizational forms. new ones are required:
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However, in her concemn with the need to wage the anti-bureaucratic
§tmggle, Luxemburg went too far in underestimating the objective
importance of these organizations for maintaining a minimal level of
class consciousness in the ‘normal’ periods of capitalism. Even in the
most advanced capitalist countries, the alternatives are not a
revolutionary working-class on the one hand and a working-class
regimented by bureaucratic trade unions on the other. There is also
the very real possibility of an atomized working-class without any
organization or any class consciousness. When criticizing the counter-
revolutionary and bureaucratic aspects of trade unions, one must also
bear in mind that they represent at the same time the guarantee of a
minimal class combativity for the broad masses within capitalist
society.

It is necessary to emphasize this point, because on the periphery of the
Trotskyist movement there is an ultra-left current which does not
distinguish between the two polar aspects of the problem and conse-
quently draws the following equation:

mass trade union movement = reactionary bureaucracy = betrayal

forgetting that the mass trade union movement is the objective
expression of the collective force of the class during the period of
social calm. When such people say that in the advanced capitalist
countries trade unions have become institutions of 'social welfare’,
dealing mainly with pensions and family allowances, they are to a
u:rtain extent correct. But one must not forget that if the trade unions
did not exist, workers would have to solve all these ‘welfare’ problems
on an individual basis. The relationship of forces would then be much
m.me unfavourable to them and they would not have any chance of
winning against the employees. The function of trade unions is, in the
last analysis, to bring the collective force of the working class to bear in
this day-to-day dialogue with the bosses. Furthermore, when the

class struggle accelerates its pace, trade unions can become formidable
class weapons.

It is necessary to start from this dual nature of the trade-union bur-
eaucracy in order to understand why, after fifty years of repeated be-
trayals by the bureaucracy, the workers remain strongly attached to
these organizations. The workers know very well that trade unions are

crucial to their day-to-day struggle against the capitalist bosses and
that therefore it is not in their interest to abandon them.

v Lenin’s theses on the degeneration of social democracy

The fifth phase in the analysis of the bureaucratic phenomenon is
constituted by Lenin's theses on the degeneration of the Second Inter-
national and the betrayal of social democracy at the outbreak of the
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forms of organization which would have greater flexibility than a
trade union or a party and which would unite in action a much larger
mass of the proletariat.

History has supported Luxemburg's theory by showing in practice the
usefulness of the soviet organizational form in times of revolutionary
upheaval. Soviets constitute an extremely flexible form, since each
Soviet is related to the specific local situation. It is sufficient to look
at the first soviets in the 1905 Russian revolution, the workers' and
soldiers’ councils in the German revolution of 1918, or the committees
formed during the Spanish revolution in order to realize their rich
potential. Specific to a given situation, they were always formed in
order to solve a practical task posed by the revolution at a given
historical moment. Soviets are the only organizational form capable of
uniting all workers, whether previously organized or unorganized, in
action for a specific revolutionary task.

Consequently, they should not be seen as permanent institutional
structures applicable to all historical situations. Similarly, if one has
understood their real nature, then one can see how dogmatic it is to
give them the same label in all countries and in all situations. One can
then see the absurdity of Maoist groups which, repeating the Stalinist
“third-period’ tactics,want to immediately set up soviets in countries
like Belgium or the United States. Mesmerized by labels, they are
blind to the real problem: what organizational form is best adapted to
the aspirations of a given working class, in a given country, ata given
time: to the possibilities of a decisive development of working class
consciousness,

Rosa Luxemburg called attention to another aspect of the problem of
bureaucracy. The trade-union bureaucracy, once its period of forma-
tion has been completed, tends to become an extremely conservative
force which constitutes a growing obstacle to the development of the
class struggle. Her personal experience of the German trade-union
movement enabled her to see this process more clearly and long before
either Lenin or Trotsky; she was therefore able to predict the counter-
revolutionary role this bureaucracy was to play a few years later.
While other working-class militants stressed at the time only the most
immediately visible aspect of this problem — the opportunistic

nature of this bureaucracy — Luxemburg documented its process of

i ion into the bourgeois state, its identification with certain
‘hourgeois-democratic’ institutions and its concern with its own

privil pecially those of a ial nature.

In 1914 Lenin used Luxemburg's theory of bureaucratic degeneration
in order to explain the general state of degeneration of Eurapean
social y and the for the hery of the Second
International in face of the imperialist war.

First World War. Lenin explained this by two factors:

1. The appearance of a bureaucracy inside the trade unions and
social-democratic parties, which controls these organizations and is
committed to the privileges it has acquired both within them and out-
sicle (MPs, mayors, journalists, etc.).

2. The sociological roots of this bureaucratic layer are to be found in
the ‘labour aristocracy’, i.e. in that part of the working class inside the
imperialist countries that has been won over to the bourgeoisie by
means of colonial ‘super-profits’.

Lenin’s theory has been a ‘dogma’ for revolutionary Marxists for nearly
half a century. We must now re-examine it critically, for at least two
reasons:

1. There are things that are difficult to explain by this theory. For
example, it is difficult to explain the nature of the trade-union bureau-
cracy in the United States solely by the existence of a ‘labour aristoc-
racy’ corrupted by colonial super-profits. True, American capital
invested abroad brings home profits but these constitute a negligible
sum compared to the total wage bill of the American working class,
and certainly not a sufficiently large fraction to account for the exist-
ence of a trade-union bureaucracy that rules over more than seventeen
million wage-earners, P day France has practically no colonies
left and draws a very limited profit from its former colonial territories,
and yet the bureaucratization of the French working-class movement
has not correspondingly diminished.

2. The second reason is even more important. When we examine the
economic conditions of existence of the working class throughout the
world, we see that the real labour aristocracy’ is no longer constituted
inside the proletariat of an imperialist country but rather by the prole-
tariat of the imperialist countries as a whole in relation to that of the
colonial and semi-colonial countries. For example, the wage of an

English worker is ten times larger than the wage of a black South-
African worker, while the wage differential of two English workers is
1:2 at most. Imperialist exploitation has produced a tremendous
wage-differential between the workers of imperialist and under-developed
countries and this factor plays a significant role in the political corrup-
tion of certain layers of the proletariat inside the advanced capitalist
countries.

There are other reasons why we should use the concept of ‘labour
aristocracy’ with great discretion. For example, in the history of the
European working-class movement it is often the so-called ‘labour
aristocracy’ i.e. the best-paid layers of the proletariat - that has acted
as the spearhead of the Communist movement. The German Commu-
nist Party became a mass party in the early twenties by winning over
the metal-workers, who were the best-paid section of the German
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working-class at the time. The same is true in the case of France: the
growth of the PCF after 1934 was based on its growth among workers
of large enterprises, where wages were among the highest in the coun-
try. Thus it was the Renault workers rather than the textile workers of
the North of France who joined the Communist Party in large numbers;
the latter have remained faithful to social democracy,

Rather than mechanically applying Lenin's concept of ‘labour aristoc-
racy’, we should emphasize his global analysis of the increasing symbio-
sis of the trade-union bureaucracy and the bourgeois state,

VI Trotsky's theory of the degeneration of the Soviet workers’
state

Trotsky's theory of the degeneration of the Soviet workers’ state, a
society in transition from capitalism to socialism, constitutes the sixth
phase in the development of an understanding of the bureaucratic
phenomenon. Trotsky's main contribution was to transform the
theories of bureaucratization of workers’ organizations into a coherent
theory of the bureaucracy in a workers’ state. Though recognizing the
importance of objective factors in this bureaucratization process,
Trotsky also recognized that degeneration was by no means inevitable.&
It should have and could have been combated, through a conscious
effort by the Bolshevik party. The great tragedy of the development
of the Soviet Union was the total lack of understanding of the bureau-
cratic phenomenon by the majority of the Bolshevik party at the
decisive moments in its history. If a concrete understanding of the prob-
lem had been reached by 1922-3, when preventive measures were still
possible, the history of the Soviet Union could have followed quite
another course. Industrialization could have started earlier, the prole-

tariat could have become more numerous, the alliance between the pro- y

letariat and the poor peasants could have been based upon producers’
cooperatives founded upon superior technology, and therefore higher
productivity and income than those of the private peasants, proletarian
democracy could have been extended: the international revolution
could have been successful in a number of countries. If one disregards
the subjective factors and considers the whole process to have been
inevitable, then one certainly cannot understand what the Left
Opposition’s struggle against the rise of Stalinism was all about.?

Other important aspects of Trotsky’s theory of the bureaucratization of
the Soviet state are his positions on industrialization, planning and
workers' self-management.

In the early twenties, a confrontation developed between the leader-
ship of the Bolshevik party, led at the time by Lenin and Trotsky, and a
tendency inside the party — the so-called workers' opposition led by
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Shlyapnikov and Kollontai. The present-day supporters of this wing of
the party maintain that if this tendency had won no bureaucratization
would have taken place.8

But this conclusion is totally wrong and what Trotsky said at the time
remains quite correct. One only needs to recall the state of Soviet
factories in 1921, Three-quarters empty and manned by only a few of
the 1917 veterans, they were producing practically nothing. This disas-
trous economic situation did not allow the Soviet worker much scope
for bating the re of petty-commodity production, on the
basis of barter between an extremely weak industrial sector and an
increasingly discontented peasantry. To believe that in such conditions
the answer to the problem of bureaucracy lay in giving power to the
small groups of workers still working in the factories is to endow self-
management with magic powers. Such a belief ignores fundamental
realities: if the working-class is to manage factories, then these must
be functioning; if the working-class is to direct the State and society,
then it must exist in some strength and be employed: if this class is to
show a minimum of political initiative, it must have a full stomach and
some leisure time. Only on the basis of a minimal development of the
productive forces and a functioning degree of workers' democracy can
a struggle against bureaucracy be a real possibility.2

Though Trotsky under-rated the institutional aspect of the problem
with which he hardly dealt, he saw quite clearly that the first imperative
was to increase production, to set production back into motion with
the maximum possible speed, in order to strengthen the proletariat
numerically, to combat the tendency towards private accumulation, to
provide the masses with basic food and shelter, and to create the
minimum material basis for enough workers’ democracy for the
proletariat to begin to play a growing direct role in the direction of

the economy and the state.

The invocation of a self-management and workers’ control which were
impossible in the social and economic reality of 1921 is simply so much
rhetoric.

The Bureaucracy
in the Workers’
States

Marxists studying Eastern Europe encounter difficulties which
indicate a basic problem: the theoretical framework required to
analyze societies in transition from capitalism to socialism does not yet
fully exist.

We know Marx's ideas on socialism and, while it is difficult to define
closely what socialism is, we know quite well what it is not. Any seri-
ous Marxist can see that socialism has not yet been achieved either in

the Soviet Union or in any other of the workers’ states. But this state-
ment does not solve the problem, because between capitalism and
socialism there is inevitably, as Marxists from Marx himself to Lenin

and Trotsky have recognized, a period of transition. And given that we
have only elements of a theory of transitional societies, it is extremely
difficult to decide which developments are due to bureaucratic degenera-
tion and which are historically inevitable.

Numerous bourgeois, social-democratic and ‘ultra-left’ ideologues argue
that the survival of market categories (money, commodities, trade, etc.)
in the Soviet Union automatically classifies the Soviet Union as a
capitalist country, because a market economy implies a capitalist system
of production. This is a serious mistake. While Marxists would agree
that a fully developed socialist mode of production is one in which
commaodity production is no longer present, they also realize that the
overthrow of capitalism does not result in its immediate abolition. The
existence of commodity production in the Soviet Union does not mean
that the Soviet Union is a capitalist country but rather a country in
which socialism has not yet been fully realized. One of the character-
istics of all societies in transition from lism to socialism, h
advanced they may be, will probably be the survival to a greater or




lesser degree, of market categories. Capitalism is characterized not by
elements of commodity production, but by universal commodity pro-
duction which does not exist in the Soviet Union.

Anarchists argue, in similar vein, that the continued existence of the
state (an instrument of class strugale) in the Soviet Union points to the
continued existence of exploitation and therefore capitalism. Lenin
has already dealt with these arguments in his State and Revolution.
The fact that the existence of the state indicates the existence of
classes and class conflict in these countries does not prove that they are
capitalist. On the contrary, in the transitional period from capitalism
to socialism the state, in so far, as it represents the dictatorship of the
proletariat, is absolutely necessary to the building of socialism.

These arguments show that it is necessary to abstract from the historical
specificities of the individual workers' states and to investigate at a more
general level the problematic of transitional societies.

1 The general problematic of transitional societies

From an economic point of view, a society in transition from capital-
ism to socialism is principally defined by the suppression of private
ownership of the means of production (industry, land, transport, banks,
etc.}, the monopoly of external trade and the introduction of planning
into the economy. Thereby, production is no longer fundamentally
governed by the law of value. It is no longer market forces or competi-
tion t 1 different capitals which basically distribute economic
resources between various sectors of output. Consequently, there
arises a fundamental contradiction between the mode of production,
which is clearly no longer capitalist, and the mode of distribution,
which basically remains a bourgeois one. In his Critique of the Gotha
Programme, Marx analyzed at great length the continuing survival of
social inequalities in the transitional period and even into the first stage
of socialism. These inequalities he attributed to the survival of bour-
geois norms of distribution (material incentives, the struggle to maxi-
mise wages, inequality in consumption, etc.).10

This crucial contradiction of the transitional period derives from the
fact that the socialist mode of production presupposes a much higher
stage of development of the productive forces than exists today on a
world scale — a stage of material plenty that would render unnecessary
the bourgeois aspect of the norms of distribution. This means that the
historical task of the transitional society is twofold: it has to destroy
the ideological residues of the old society based on class division, money
economy and the trend to individual enrichment and, at the same time,
it has to bring about an important new growth of the productive forces,
to a level which will make possible a full development of plenty for all
mankind.

|f the problem is posed in this light, then one can proceed to a structur-
al analysis of the historical origins, the inner logic and the unfolding of
bureaucratic degeneration in the Soviet Union.

1l The origin of bureaucratic degeneration in the workers' states

As indicated above, the inevitability of bureaucratic deformation in
the transitional societies is linked, in the last analysis, to two funda-
mental factors: insufficient development of productive forces, and the
survival of capitalist features in the post-revolutionary society. To these
two we should now add two more factors that lie at the roots of
Stalinist degeneration. In the countries in which capitalism has been
smashed, we find not only that the level of economic development was
too low to ensure a rapid achievement of the state of abundance
required for socialism, but also that this level was much lower than that
of the industrialized capitalist countries. Hence the transitional
societies were forced to accomplish the tasks of socialist accumulation
at the same time as those of ‘primitive accumulation’ — notably
industrialization. (This is what Preobrazhensky called 'primitive
socialist accumulation’). It was foreseen neither by Marx nor by other
Marxists that the revolution would triumph first in a backward country,
while the advanced countries would remain capitalist for a whole
historical epoch. The fact that this is what in reality occurred has had
awhole series of disastrous results in the last fifty vears.

The revolution, it was believed prior to 1917, would either take place
simultaneously throughout an important part of the world or, failing
that, it would at least capture the most advanced capitalist countries
first. In the latter case, the non-socialist sector of the world would not
significantly influence the development of the new social order, whether
through military pressure, through ideological pull, or through a higher
standard of living.

But the isolated victory of the revolution in a backward country meant
that this country had to defend itself against the military aggression or
threat of aggression of all the advanced capitalist countries and to spend
an important part of its national social surplus product for this purpose.
At the same time, the higher standard of living in industrialized capital-
ist countries exerted a strong ideological attraction upon significant
sections of the population. These two ‘unf 1 factors’, supp

ing those which had already been foreseen by Marxists as ‘normal’ for a
transitional society, lie at the roots of the bureaucratic degeneration.
This is the fundamental historical explanation for developments in the
Soviet Union after October. No Bolshevik leader in the period from
1917 to 1923 foresaw this evolution. And yet Lenin and Trotsky, and
other leaders at various periods in their lives, understood well how the
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It is the imperative necessity to realize these two tasks simultaneously
which is the source of all the main contradictions of the transitional
period, resulting in : 1) the partial survival of commeodity production
at the same time as it progressively withers away; 2) the survival of
class divisions (peasantry, working class, urban petty bourgeoisie) at the
same time as they too begin to wither away; 3) the survival of a state
under the dictatorship of the proletariat, which at the same time starts
to wither away — a state whose main function is to prevent a return of
the old ruling class and to regulate the day-to-day economic activity
which will ensure the socialist accumulation vital to the building of the
new society. Clearly, the rapidity with which commodity production,
social classes and the state wither away does not depend only on the
domestic class struggle, but also on the international balance of forces,
or the international class struggle.

The withering away of the state co-exists, therefore, with the need for
coercive direction of the economic process. Hence — a point most
difficult to accept — certain bureaucratic deformations are inevitable.

These bureaucratic deformations would not be inevitable were the pro-
letariat as a whole in a position, as soon as it takes power, to direct
collectively, as a class, all spheres of social life. Unfortunately this is
not the case. Those who refuse to acknowledge this fact only give
undue historical credit to capitalism. For capitalism (which precedes
the transitional period) alienates workers in all domains and, by subject-
ing them to an eight—, nine— or ten— hour working day (including
time lost in going to and from the work place) denies them the system-
atic cultural development that would enable them to take on immedi-
ately the running of society as awhole. As long as the working day is
not drastically reduced, the most elementary material conditions for
workers’ management of society do not exist, so that a certain delega-
tion of power is inevitable — which in turn leads to partial bureaucratic
deformations. What a transitional society needs is to find an ideal
rhythm for the growth of its productive potential — one that will re-
duce the amount of social tension and at the same time will allow the
progressive withering away of all the negative features inherited from
the old society.

The problem of analyzing the bureaucratically degenerated workers’
state can now be posed in the following way. Fifty years after the
creation of the Soviet Union, there are no signs whatsoever of the
withering away of the features of class society. On the contrary, they
are being progressively reinforced. The state dominates all spheres of
social life. Partial commodity production and growing social inequality
have been consolidated. Bureaucratic deformations, culminating in the
total political expropriation of the working class, have become institu-
tionalized.
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lation of the lution in a bach d country could provoke
dangers unpredicted by Marxist theory,

The historical genesis of the Soviet bureaucracy therefore cannot be
viewed either as a wicked plot or as the inevitable outcome of the
specific socio-economic formation.11 These two poles are mediated by
an increasing political passivity of the Soviet proletariat during the
1920s. It is this decisive mediation that explains how the intense
political and economic activity of the Soviet proletariat in 1917 -1919
became gradually transformed into its total political expropriation ten
or fifteen years later. The increasing political passivity of the Soviet
proletariat was determined by a whole series of historical factors: the
physical elimination of a great part of the workers’ vanguard during the
civil war; disappointment following the failure of the world revolution;
generalized hunger and misery; weakening of the institutions-of wor-
kers’ power, etc. Lenin saw the danger during the last years of his life
and started to fight them. From 1923 on, Trotsky and the Left
Opposition argued for an economic policy at home and an internation-
alist strategy abroad that would objectively help the Soviet proletariat
to resume its political activity. These proposals, which ined no
illusions about some miraculous quick solution, were designed to create
a situation where a faster development of productive forces would go
hand in hand with the revival of the political climate of the first post-
revolutionary years, in which soviets were actually functioning and the
proletariat had a direct role in the management of enterprises.

The strategy of the Left Opposition, squarely based on a Marxist
analysis of the epoch, took into account (as Lenin had done from 1920
on) the growing danger of a di hip of the bur y. ltwasa
tragedy that the majority of the Bolshevik cadres, despite all their
experience, failed to understand the correctness of the Opposition’s
proposals. Such a catastrophic ideological breakdown is unfortunately
not infrequent in the history of the working-class movement.12 True,
between 1923 and 1936 most of the old Bolshevik leaders came to
realize the monstrous nature of bureaucratic power; but this realization
came too late. Their failure to perceive the real danger in time,
coupled with their inability to see the historical significance of the
factional struggles in which they took part, meant that the process of
bureaucratic degeneration proceeded uninterrupted.

However, to rest content with this explanation only would mean

falling into subjectivism: it is necessary first to find the historical causes
of this tragic failure. The Bolshevik party apparatus became the uncon-
scious instrument of a bureaucratic social stratum; this was made
possible only because the party itself had become bureaucratized. The
party apparatus, which was heavily integrated into the state apparatus,
had already gone through the first phase of bureaucratic degeneration.



It was thus against both its ideological and its material interests to com-
bat a process in which it was to a considerable degree itself implicated.

One can go on at great length - as many analysts, from Souvarine to
Deutscher, have done — about how Stalin's victory was historically
inevitable or about the tactical errors committed by Trotsky.13 But it
is much more important to recognize how a whole series of political and
institutional errors committed by the Bolshevik party aided the process
of integration of party and state apparatuses and their simultaneous
bureaucratization, so that the party b sociologically i bl
acting as a brake on this process.

1.  The ban on factions inside the party. The prohibition of
factions inside the party meant the beginning of the end of internal
party democracy. Freedom of expression inevitably implies the right
to the formation of tendencies: these equally inevitably can turn into
factions, particularly when bureaucratization is under way, since this
results in a systematic g i 1 of political diffi

2.  The introduction of the single-party practice. Contrary to a
widespread belief, nothing in Lenin's writings suggests that the period
of the dictatorship of the proletariat allows for only one party. Nor is
such a principle to be found in the Soviet constitution. Up to 1921 a
number of parties (Left-Menshevik, Social-Revolutionaries, Anarchists)
enjoyed legal existence, so long as they did not align themselves openly
with military counter-revolution. A number of soviets were led by
these parties (e.g. the Rubber factory in Moscow was under Menshevik
leadership) and elections were carried out on the basis of different
slates representing different parties. However, from 1920 onwards, al-
though no law was passed to that effect, the single-party principle
became a practice. The banning of factions within the Bolshevik party
logically led to the suppression of other tendencies in the working-class
movement. The fact that the single-party principle is entirely absent
from Lenin's writings has been completely obliterated by the ideology
of Stalinism. What Lenin did say was that the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat was impossible without a Bolshevik party, but that is something
quite different.

of

The Bolshevik party made the mistake of believing that, although the
civil war was over and social tensions were beginning to diminish, the
introduction of NEP with its attendant dangers required an accentua-
tion of political repression and more centralization. The ban on other
parties was based on the fear that they might be used by the bourgeoisie
and the peasantry to overthrow the new social order. However, history
shows that the best way to combat the danger of capitalist restoration
is the continuous political activity of the proletariat. Therefore it was
absolutely vital to create conditions favourable to the political re-
activation of the proletariat —whereas the suppression of proletarian
m

policies. Only the conjunction of these institutional reforms with a
more rapid industrialization, a step-by-step collectivization of agricul-
ture, and a conduct of the international revolution which permitted
victory in countries like Germany and China would have effectively and
lastingly prevented the triumph of the bureaucracy. Then the historical
evolution would have been different: internal democracy within the
party would have survived, multi-party political life would have been
maintained, workers’ management of the economy would have been
institutionalized and strengthened. A Conagress of Workers' Councils
and not a handful of bureaucrats would have taken all the great
decisions determining the .basic orientation of the planned economy.

The conclusions of this brief historical study can be summarized as
follows: In order to prevent the unavoidable tendency to bureaucratiza-
tion in a workers’ state (especially a backward one) from being trans-
formed into institutional bureaucratic degeneration, a combination of
three fundamental factors are necessary: 1) state institutions of soviet
power, i.e. genuine workers’ democracy; 2) economic and social policies
designed with a view to increasing the socio-economic weight, the
‘self-activity’ and the consci of the proletariat at all levels, i.e.
with a view to improving the balance of forces between the proletariat
and the other social classes (this includes a development of the produc-
tive forces and of the standard of living of the proletariat); 3) an
international extension of the socialist revolution.

{1 The nature of the bureaucracy in the workers’ states

Under certain historical conditions, when the balance of forces is
very unfavourable to the proletariat, the bureaucracy may acquire a
considerable autonomy — at first sight a quasi-total one. But this
autonomy can never be complete. The bureaucracy can never separate
itself completely from the mode of production which gives it birth and
create a qualitatively new mode of production, The autonomy of the
bureaucracy is limited by the mode of production into which it is
inserted and it is this mode of production rather than its own sectoral
interests that dictates its priorities.15 One should distinguish very care-
fully between the demands of the historically objective socio-economic
system within which this bureaucracy functions and its interests as a
socially privileged layer,16
For a long period, Trotsky characterized the overall policy of the
bureaucracy by the notion of bureaucratic centrism: the social nature
of the bureaucracy leads it to move from one extreme to another, so
that the internal logic of this centrism can only be grasped by an overall
analysis of the conjunctural oscillations.17

atic rule in g even after the degeneration has gone to the

democracy encouraged the bureaucratization that Lenin wanted above
all to avoid.

3.  The third, and perhaps the most serious, institutional error was
the failure to understand the organic links between Soviet power,
collective ownership and the need for ‘primitive socialist accumulation”
(i.e. for competition with the private sector of the economy).14 The
party believed that this competition would be won by the state enter-
prises through their higher economic productivity. Consequently, great
emphasis was placed on individual productivity, which demanded a high
degree of centralization at the level of the enterprise, leading to the
principle of one-man management. Aware of the possibilities for bur-
eaucratic misuse inherent in this principle, the Bolsheviks provided a
number of safeguards: a) a high degree of trade-union autonomy; b)
the ‘troika’ system within the factory, whereby the powers of the
factory manager were strictly controlled by the party and the trade-
unions (this in practice often turned into control by the party secretary
and the trade-union secretary); ¢} avery advanced social legislation
designed to prevent abuses by the managers. In this last domain, the
Soviet Union in the twenties was a model; workers could not be sacked
by the managers, overtime could not be imposed, etc.

What Lenin and the other party leaders did not realize was that all these
safeguards depended, in the last instance, on the health of the political
power. As the party and the state came ever more under the control of
the bureaucracy, the struggle of the workers — already extremely
passive — to maintain these safeguards against the increasingly exorbi-
tant power of the bureaucracy became more and more difficult. In the
period after 1927, Stalin in fact removed all the various safeguards
without meeting any significant resistance from the Soviet working
class. First he got rid of the ‘troika’ system and instituted absolute
powers for the manager. Then he suppressed all trade-union autonomy.
Lastly he even abolished much of the progressive social legislation,
introducing piece-work, overtime, Stakhanovism, and all the other
aspects of abusive practices against the labour force.

If the Bolshevik party had understood the problem in time, at the
beginning of the twenties — it it had allowed the existence of factions
within the party and other Soviet parties and at the same time had
encouraged in a systematic fashion the growth of workers' self-manage-
ment — then the resi to b atization would have been
immeasurably greater. There can be no doubt that these historical
factors played a far more important role than the tactical errors made
by Trotsky and the Left Opposition. But even if both these factors —
Soviet democracy and workers' self-management — had been present,
this in itself would not in the long run have prevented the victory of the
bureaucracy, if working-class passivity had continued as a result of
failure to achieve a correct orientation of economic and international

point where a hardened bureaucratic social layer has appeared, is charac-
terized by the dual nature of the bureaucracy.

The first aspect reflects its relation to a society and mode of production
that is no longer capitalist, that is indeed radically opposed to capitalism.
This aspect explains the forced collectivization of the Soviet peasantry,
the heroic resistance against Nazism and the destruction of capitalism

in the countries occupied by the Red Army on a permanent basis, 18

This first aspect of the dual nature of the bureaucracy is related to the
fact that this social stratum has acquired its privileges on the basis of
the previous destruction of the old ruling class. These privileges can
develop only within the fr ork of a no italist mode of produc-
tion. They are incompatible with the victory of private property of the
means of production. The restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union
(which, for those who do not believe in ‘peaceful roads’ in reverse, can-
not happen unless a violent class war is unleashed and won by counter-
revolution) could allow some bureaucrats to own factories. But this-
act would also signify an end to their existence as bureaucrats and their
transfarmation into capitalist with quite different social attitudes. The
economic attitude of the bureaucracy as a social layer is not dictated by
the laws of competition, of profit maximization and of accumulation of
capital, but by quite different motivations related to their role in the
transitional period.19

The second aspect of the dual nature of the bureaucracy is its funda-
mentally conservative social outlook: its desire to maintain the sttus
quo in the international arena and hold back the advance of the world
revolution. Indeed, the advance of the world revolution spells the end
of the historic usurpation by the bureaucracy of the economic and
political power of the proletariat. The reactivation of the international
proletariat poses a threat to the bureaucratic hegemony.

The dual nature of the bureaucracy represents a permanent combination
of these two contradictory aspects characteristic of the bureaucracy in
power in the workers’ states; it defends the non-capitalist nature of the
workers' states and at the same time it fears and fights world revolution
and thereby undermines the socio-economic basis of the workers’

state.

Its fundamental conservatism should not be interpreted narrowly: when

y this bur y does not hesi to cross national boundaries
and extend its power over other countries — provided this can be
accomplished without the proletariat becoming re-politicized on a
dangerous scale in the process.20

v The need for a political revolution in the workers’ states

What revolutionary strategy follows from the contradictory nature
of the bureaucracy in power in the workers’ states?



This social layer, conscious of its interests and privileges, will not
simply abandon them under the pressure of an objective evolution —
the development of productive forces and the growth of the numerical
and cultural strength of the world proletariat — that continuously
modifies the balance of forces at its expense and make its hegemony
increasingly difficult to maintain. Only a political revolution will
smash the power of the bureaucracy and institute the power of the
proletariat. This does not mean that such a revolution will necessarily
have to be long and viclent. The historical examples available (Berlin
1953, Budapest 1956, Czechoslovakia 1968} show that when a process
of political revolution is initiated, and a growing mobilization of the
working-class takes place, with factory occupations, the election of

workers' councils etc., then the local bureaucracy virtually melts away.

Only military intervention from outside is capable of halting such a
political revolution. And in the case of the USSR itself, of course,
there could be no such outside intervention. One may thus be rather
optimistic about the way in which the political revolution will be
achieved. After all, what social base could the bureaucracy call on to
defend it? Who would be prepared in the long run to fight at its side
against the proletariat?

This vulnerability of the bureaucracy is an indication of what is meant
by a political revolution in contradistinction to a social one. Ina
social revolution, the mode of production is changed and power passes
from one class to another. A political revolution, on the other hand,
leaves the mode of production fundamentally unchanged and power
passes from one layer of a class to another layer of the same class.21

The effect of a political revolution in the workers’ states would be to
give the existing mode of production a new content: bureaucratized
management of production is incompatible with the exercise of pro-
letarian democracy. But the main framework of the economy —
collective property, planning, the survival of some market mechanisms,
etc. — would not be transformed. They would acquire a new meaning,
but would not be destroyed and replaced by others. Consequently the
form of the state would undergo a transformation but its social nature
would remain the same.22

Vv The bureaucracy: a social layer or a class?

The conclusion that the power of the bur y will be
through a political rather than a social revolution stems from the fact
that it is not a class rooted in the production process but a social layer
growing out of the proletariat. This definition is not a question of a
play on words: it is of crucial importance in formulating the correct
strategy for the international working class movement.

inists they have a slim chance of success; that we do not have to fight
against Stalinism, etc.).

Then there are those who see in the bureaucracy of the warkers’ states
a new social class historically progressive in relation to the bourgeoisie.
This position would lead the proletariat to support another class, the
bureaucracy, in its struggle against the bourgeoisie and imperialism, i.e.
it denies the proletariat the leading role in the world revolution.24
Consequently the political groups which start off with this premise
entertain serious illusions about the revolutionary potential of the bur-
eaucracy. But who can really believe that the present policy of, for
example, the French Communist Party, is directed towards the con-
quest of power?

Let us now turn to the position which claims that the bureaucracy
constituted itself as a class after the revolution and let us examine
what kind of politics flows from this. When one looks at the theore-
ticians of the ‘new exploiting class' (people like Djilas, Burnham, etc.)
one finds that in most cases their revolt against Stalin and the post-
Stalin  Stalinists has resulted in scepticism. towards the working class,
adulation of bourgeois democracy, denial of Marxism. Their denun-
ciation of the Kremlin has only turned them towards Washington, 25
These people have in effect crossed the class lines and joined the bour-
geoisie. Nothing more needs to be said about this thesis.

There are others — most notably the Polish comrades Kuron and Mod-
zelewski — who also ct ize the bur y as a social class but
do so within the framework of a Marxist analysis denouncing capital-
ism and bourgeois democracy and expressing a firm belief in the his-
torical role of the proletariat. In the case of these comrades the prob-
lem is more one of terminology than of politics.

In 1939 Trotsky wrote on this problem:

‘Let us begin by posing the question of the nature of the Soviet state
not on the abstract-sociological plane but on the plane of concrete-
political tasks. Let us de for the that the b y is
anew “class” and that the present regime in the USSR is a special
system of class exploitation. What new political conclusions follow
for us from these definitions? The Fourth International long ago reco-
gnized the necessity of overthrowing the bureaucracy by means of a
revolutionary uprising of the toilers. Nothing else is proposed or can
be proposed by those who proclaim the bureaucracy to be an exploit-
ing “‘class’. The goal to be attained by the overthrow of the bureau-
cracy is the re-establishment of the rule of the soviets, expelling from
them the p L acy. Nothing different can be proposed or
is proposed by the leftist critics. It is the task of the regenerated
soviets to collaborate with the world revolution and the building of a
socialist society. The overthrow of the bureaucracy presupposes the

The widespread confusion regarding the nature of this social layer is
caused by its social mode of existence, which resembles in certain out-
ward characteristics that of a class: the monopoly of power, material
privileges, collective identity, etc.23 To call this bureaucracy a class
does not allow a correct understanding of the reality of the world revo-
lution and leads to insoluble contradictions on the theoretical and
methodological plane. If the bureaucracy is a class, then either this
class constituted itself as a class and took power only after the revolu-
tion, or it existed as a class before the revolution and the revolution
was in fact its seizure of power.

The implications of these alternatives are quite different and have to
be carefully distinguished. Take the args that the bureacracy
exists as a class before it takes power and that in the capitalist coun-
tries it consists of the leadership of the communist parties. To Marxists
this proposition is a theoretical monstrosity: what is the relationship
of the Communist leadership in capitalist countries to the process of
production? But this simple ‘mistake’ can have extremely damaging
political ol For ple, according to this theory, a
strike led by the PCI or PCF would no longer be an instance of the
class struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie but between
the bureaucracy and the bourgeoisie — in this case the proletariat
would have to adopt a “class alliance”, or even worse. Similarly, any
national liberation struggle — the struggle in Vietnam, for example —
would no longer be seen as a struggle between imperialism and the
masses but between the bureaucracy and the imperialist bourgeoisie.
This theoretical position, we see, totally distorts actual reality. For
Marxists, a strike led by the Italian or French Communist party is an
instance of the class struggle between the proletariat and the bour-
geoisie. True, the CP bureaucracy attempts to bend the strike to its
own aims, but thereby the struggle does not become a three-cornered
struggle between three classes; it is still a struggle between the prole-
tariat and the bourgeoisie.

The logic of this position (the position that the leaderships of the West-
ern communist parties form classes in embryo) is, in the last instance,
the logic of abstention from the class struggle; in essence it is a counter-
revolutionary position, There are groups who argue that the war in
Vietnam is a war between two imperialist camps (likewise the Korean
war in the early fifties); that the Cuban revolution is of no interest to
revolutionaries because it is led by a new exploiting class, so that the
conflict between Cuba and USA imperialism is one between two ex-
ploiting classes, in which the proletariat should take no sides; and so
on. Now, whether we like it or not, anti-imperialist and class struggles
in many countries are led by communist parties and it is our duty to
support those struggles (which does not mean that we abstain from
pointing out that as long as these struggles are led exclusively by Stal-
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preservation of state property and planned economy. Herein is the
nub of the whole problem.

Needless to say, the distribution of productive forces among the vari-
ous branches of the economy and generally the entire content of the
plan will be drastically changed when this plan is determined by the
interests not of the bureaucracy but of the producers themselves. But
inasmuch as the question of overthrowing the parasitic oligarchy still
remains linked with that of preserving the nationalized (state) property,
we call the future revolution political. Certain of our critics (Ciliga,
Bruno and others) want, come what may, to call the future revolution
social. Let us grant this definition. What does it alter in essence? To
those tasks of the revolution which we have enumerated it adds nothing
whatsoever.

Our critics as a rule take the facts as we long ago established them.
They add absolutely nothing essential to the appraisal either of the posi-
tion of the bureaucracy and the toilers, or of the role of the Kremlin
on the international arena. In all these spheres, not only do they fail to
challenge our analysis, but on the contrary they base themsleves com-
pletely upon it and even restrict themselves entirely to it. The sole
accusation they bring against us is that we do not draw the necessary
“conclusions”. Upon analysis it turns out, however, that these con-
clusions are of a purely terminological character. Our critics refuse

to call the degenerated workers' state — a workers' state. They demand
that the totalitarian bureaucracy be called a ruling class. The revolu-
tion against this bureaucracy they propose to consider not political

but social. Were we to make them these terminological concessions,

we would place our critics in a very difficult position, inasmuch as

they themselves would not know what to do with their purely verbal
victory. It would therefore be a piece of monstrous nonsense to split
with comrades who on the question of the sociological nature of the
USSR have an opinion different from ours, insofar as they solidarize
with us in regard to the political tasks.'26

The difference is, however, not purely terminological, because Kuron
and Modzelewski are led by their analysis to a number of incorrect
conclusions:

1. They are forced to introduce a qualitative difference between the
central political bu y and the alled technocracy; these two
become for them distinct classes,

2. They are led to attribute to the bureaucracy a class aim (produc-
tion for production’s sake} which has in fact already been partially
-abandoned (see footnote 10 above).

3. They are led to adopt a ‘national’ analysis of the bureaucratic
phenomenon and fail to understand the international rale of the Russian
bureaucracy.




These three factors put together lead them to underestimate the capa-
city of the bureaucracy for further adaptation and repression.

vi Conclusion

In conclusion, let us stress that the one basic truth that must never
be lost sight of is that the fundamental struggle in the world today is
the struggle between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. The bureau-
cracy intervenes in this struggle only to distort it. The only way to

limi both the bt racy and the be is to lead to its
logical conclusion both the working-class and the anti-imperialist revo-
lutionary struggle. Only the widest possible spread of the world revo-
lution can ultimately guarantee the destruction of the bureaucracy's
power,

The problem of bureaucracy has already been partially answered by
history. All the victorious revolutions since 1945 have posed more or
less directly the problem of bureaucracy: the Yugoslav revolution by
its attempt at self-management; the Chinese revolution in the distorted
form of the ‘cultural revolution’; the Cuban revolution most explicitly
ad deliberately in its attacks against bureaucracy. As Marx said:
history poses only those problems it can solve. Today both the objec-
tive and subjective conditions seem to be ripe for solving the problem
of bureaucracy. On the one hand, we are witnessing a widespread ex-
pansion of the world revolution and a tremendous development of the
world productive forces. On the other hand, revolutionary militants
in both capitalist and workers’ states have become aware of the funda-
mental importance of this problem for the socialist revolution. There

is thus no doubt that any new proletarian revolution will have conscious-

Iy to confront the problem of bureaucracy and to solve it in the most
effective way.

¥ socialist i the cl of the p iat and what
it is in fact prepared to do.
6. These objective factors could be summarized as: insufficient level of develop-
ment of the productive forces; cultural and numerical under-development of
the proletariat; isolation of the victorious revolution with the retreat of the
world revolution; the general state of scarcity prevailing in the country, ete.

7. Deutscher never quite grasped this point: for him the men who made up the
Left Opposition were heroes condemned to lose and whose destiny was to
prepare a very distant future.

8. Recant 10 il this have come from various quarters:
1. ‘ultra-left’ groups (e.g. Socialisme ou Barbarie], who cherish a
‘Prophetic’ text published by Kollontai in 1921,

2. Vugoshv ideologues, who defend its struggle against Lenin’s democratic
—a hat surprising given the hyper-centralization of

the political power structure in that country.

i i Some members of the Pabloite’ tendency, which is not surprising given

their belief in self-management as a unm!rsal pnnam for all problems in the

society of ition from italism to y bur

9. The example of Yugoslavis shows that a purely formal system of self-manage-
ment limited to the factory level, is insufficient for fighting bureaucracy.

10. In pre-capitalist societies, these norms of distribution either do not apply
or are present only in an embryonic form, In feudal society, for example, the
quantity of goods at the disposal of an individual is not so much a function of
his income as of his social status.

11. From a subjective point of view the actors in this drama were to a great
extent unaware of what was at stake. Trotsky once suggested that if someone
in 1820 had been able to show Stalin that he was going to suppress all forms of
workers' power, and to destroy the Bolshevik Party and the Communist Inter-
national, it is quite possible that Stalin would have committed suicide. The
same is true of the other party leaders who rejected the Laft Opposition plat-
form and allied themselves with Stalin,

12. Every time the working class is confronted with a new and unforeseen major
problem, a considerable section of its best cadres fail to respond to it correctly,
One example was the failure, after 1908-10, to understand the nature of the
aornlng -mpedalm war |nd period of revolution and the undarl\fmn causes of the

wal. This inability to come to grips with the
new situation lasted for a number of Years even cmnng those who later cama to
constitute the new communist parties.

13. Those wha go in for analyses of this type generally try 1o prove two mutu-
ally exclusive theses: 1. thal Trotsky's mlﬂlkﬁ allowed Stalin's victory; 2.
that Stalin’s victory was inevitable due to obijt fiti in the Soviet
Unjon at the time. This was particularly clear in the case of Isaac Deutscher,

in whose works we find the two theses systematically interlinked.,

14, This failure derives from the opposition b the need to
and the need to defend the producers as ‘consumers’ charmsnnlc ol the
trmmmnal period. Within the k of ‘market d

of the producers may come into con!lu:l whh lhe fundamen-
tal principles of a mahn . even in ically
Examples of this can be found in Y lavia, where a o i elsv,-lud

workers' council can vote 1o lay off 25% of the labour force in order to improve
the wages of the rest of the workers. This shows that the coincidence of interests
between individual groups of workers and the proletariat as a whole is not auto-
matic,

Notes

1. The absence of organizational structures would condemn the working-class
movement to a level of medioerity that would make its victory appear as &
historical reg from the ad made by the capitalist system of produc-
tion. Indeed, if in the aftermath of a successful revolution the new society were
10 do away with all specialists and technicians not directly involved in the
material sphere of production, it would regress to a level of primitive communism
which would in turn quickly disintegrate through a new process of social
differentiation. Instead of eliminating the danger of b ization, this
procedure would revive it — only under more insidious conditions.

The ion of an app it even for reasons of simple efficiency;
it is impossible to organize, say, 50,000 people without a minimal infrastructure.

"2, This group broke from the French nl:tion of the Fourth International in
1949, and p the review until the midisixties.
They were the ideological mentors of the Snlldal’l“f group in Britain,

3. The numerical size of social-democratic parties, far from being an cbstacle to
their h.lmu:ru:lznﬂon isin facta m_nor cause of it, It is far easier to prevent

the of an which :|nl\|I recruits rnembers who
already have a basic mini of politi and activity
since this makes it | ible for the ph of 10 appear on
any large scale.

4, Around 1891-2 a number of ultra-left groups of more or less anarchist orienta-

tion developed inside the German social-democratic movement, This ‘Berlin

left” is little known in the working-class movement. No black-and-white judge-

ment nn itis powbba Lenin himself was forced after 1914 to change his

(] ¥ and came to view in these oppositional
a!imf- i i against the g r ism and

carruption of the social-democratic movement.

5. In the preface to the second edition of What is to be done?, Lenin specifically
emphasizes this point: the moment the vanguard detaches itself from the prole-
tariat it falls into complete adventurism and arbitrariness. A small group of
bureaucrats sits around a table and decides how, at a'given historical moment, the

proletariat ought to act. Such p dure banishes the basic obj eriterion of
15. One cannot attribute all the errors ited by the b
to its desire to defend its privileges. Thus it was l:lmul\'I not m the interest of
Stalin and the Soviet o di g (! ion for 25
years. Inother ies, e.g. Y fia, the has shown itself per-
fectly capable of maintaining y friendly with the peasantry.
16. The Polish Kuron and M i make a ical mistake by

arguing that giving priority to heavy industry is a fundamental feature of the
bureaucracy. It in fact merely represents one particular phase of bureaucratic
rule — a phase which has already been left behind in some countries, e.g. the
Soviet Union. This mistake is dengerous, because it can lead to the belief that

the will have no ial basis once heavy industry loses its prefer-
ential ition in the
17. Many people in the i 10 ize the on

the basis of its right-wing policy of concessions to the peasantry and were conse-
quently quite unable to explain the turn of 1928 and the brutal elimination of
the kulaks. Similarly, those who identified the bureaucracy with violent police
dictatorship and large-scale concentration camps could hardly explain Yugoslav-
in in the sixties.

18. The thaory ucorr.ﬁng to which the Soviet Union is u mrl:ers state whila
the ‘peopla’s d ! are capi gives a s

view of reality: how can one bl in that the C: i
system is qualitatively different from the one in the Soviet Union but identical
to that of the capitalist countries? That the East German economy is qualita-
tively different from that of the USSR but of the same social nature as that of
West Germany?

lﬂ For Murx the nmlnn of ‘mle italism’, i.e. the p PRt of

was ivable: capitalism cannot exist except
as different capitals. The total suppression of competition would put an end to
the accumulation of capital and economic growth under capitalism, as its motor
‘would have disappeared,

20. Stalinists justify the USSR's refusal to extend the révolution into countries
like France, Italy, Greece or Yugoslavia by reference to the Yalta agreement,
which the USSR allegedly had to respect under the American threat of unleash-
ing anather warld war, This justification *forgets’ that the revolution did not
respect the division of the world into power blocs and was sul:r:sss!ul in YumA
slavia, China and Cuba. Each success of the luti d an inter
tension but in the end imperialism had to accept the fait accomphi.

21. To Marx, the years of 1830 and 1848 in France were examples of political
ravolutions: nal& power changed hands between vurluul l.uym of the same
class (fi i isie, industrial o The i ial b

had to fight arms in hand to wrench political power from the financial bour-
geaisie — hance the revolution of February 1848, But the 1848 revolution was
fundamentally different from that which brought the Paris Commune into
existence: in the latter case, state power passed temporarily out of the hands
of the bourgeoisie and into the hands of the proletariat.

22, The definition of the nature of the state rests, in the last analysis, exclu-
sively on its relationship to a given mode of production. The change from
fascism to bourgeois democracy in Germany in 1945 involved a considerable
change in the form of the state without any change in the mode of production.
So did the change between the Second Empire and the Third Republic in France.
The fact that many forms of state power are possible within a given economic
formation does not mean that the change from one to another can necessarily

be made in a reformist or gradual fashion,

23. The tendency among certain’ Marxists in Eastern Europe to characterize

the burelum:v as a class springs hom the desire to draw a line of demarcation
and the wnts which believe in the strategy

of alliance with one wing of the bureaucracy against another,
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