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Statement of intent

The working class is bound by radical
chains:itexperiences sufferingand dehu-
manisation of global significance, yet -

d

ous than that of the years following 1848
when the revolutionary party, as Marx
observed, was ‘driven from the field’ by

because of this - develops cap an
needs which call for the supersession of
class society. This 'greatest of all the pro-
ductive forces' demands conditions ad-
equatetoitself, and is self-driven tobring
them into being, ie to abolish itself as the
working class. Communism is thus not
merely an idea. It is a human need, em-
bodied in the historical presence of com-
bxned propenyless labour power.

land ial recovery. [t
is not only that are we surrounded by the
debris of October. The working corollary
of this is that in different national loca-
by often symbiotic mass stalinist and so-
cial democratic ‘workers parties’ and so-
cial structures functioning as barriers to
proletarianself-development. Evenworse,
there continue to exist small but politi-

xs‘. ly peo-

cally signil pings which have
i lised - with whatever reservations

social planmngA Communism is the liv-
ing potential against which the alienated
categories and experiences of the present
make human sense.

Marx’s method was deve]oped in the

- key aspects of the stalinist ideological
legacy. The cnprlmg assertion that the
USSR and similar entmes were transn-

these Stalmxsm is too often narrowl: and

period of remains

seenas a primarily political

the dation of r y thought
and action tod; ay Theworld in Wthh we
live is riven by a contradiction between
the need for and possibility of planning
and the law of value. Within the transi-
tional epoch as a whole these correspond
totheneeds of the proletariatand those of
capital, which remain the polarities of
dlass relationships across the earth.
Planning has not the law

The coreof historical materialismis the
analysis of social forms of surplus extrac-
tion and labour process control from the

Stalinism may
foratimehave suspended the law of value
as a means of economic regulation, but
without bringing about a move towards
p]annmg, which can only be conscious,

icand global. Sccial d

ofvalue, and is notdoingso. There cannot
beplanning except by the producers. Ad-
ministration, by bureaucraciesand elites,
functions in a variety of forms as a surro-
gateforthelaw of value. Centralised, top-
down attempts to coordinate the activi-
ties of the direct producers and adjacent
social strata must fail, for they are prop-

has done the same in more partial ways,

where capital remains the direct form of

lus extraction. Imposing limits upon

e law of value only preservesit. During

an ennre historical period the prevention

of communism has been, and remains, for

gltal the pressing requirement, even
ere the resulting social forms are barri-

marker nor to that of the consc\ously
associating society. In the presence of
combined labour, containment and ex-
ternal coordination of an administrative
nature can only be partial, unstable, and
unsuccessful.

The communist potenha] of the work-

ers to the of capital.
Radical Chains exists in order to de-
velop revolutionary critique and thus to
carveoutatheoretical space within which
the need for and movement towards hu-
man emancipation can be explored. This
objectiverequires the re-evaluationof cat-
egonea and concepts which have previ-

ing class remain:

ment of October was pnmanly achleved

before October, internationally, through
tothe

uslybeen debased. This does notsimply
necessitate a project of recovery, but an
attempt to forge new categories and con-

P
pro]etanat in Britain, Germany, and else-
where. The USSR was transformed intoa
centre of reaction penetrating the world
labour movement.

For more than halfa century stalinism

cepts ap ate to our own period.
We are not a party, nor even the nu-
cleus of one, though we aim todevelop as
a contributing strand towards a future
formation. The revolutionary party of the
proletariat will not come into being with-

partnered social d in obstruct-
ing proletarian self-transformation on a
world scale. In fact, the bogus claims
made for Soviet ‘planning’ gave social
democracy a new lease of life by appear-
|ngtovmd|catetheranonallryand viabil-

outa
ing class. In !he meannme, the closest
available approximation to such a party
necessarily takes the form of dispersed
individuals and groups, of which Radical
Chains is one. To dec]are apolitical party

ity of d ion. By vir-

nucleu: ly without

tue of its origins in the d. of
October, stalinism was able to bring

of the complexity of the prevention of
communism is to create yet another bar-
7 , lobacianself. fosy

marxism into d It corrupted
manxism whmh became somethmg e[se

beinggranted them by the political repre-
sentatives of capital.
The problem today is even more seri-
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to peu etuate the dispersal.

is period of deepening decay and
disruption, our starting point can only be
the need for free association and the po-
tential for abundance.
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Disagreement and debate is vital for
the development of revolutionary
theory. Articles in Radical Chains ex-
press 2 range of differing views and
pieces critical of articles in the journal
are especially welcome Contributions
should ideally besenton 35" IBM com-
patible discs, although fype-written
copy will 2lso be accepted.
Wcmashdpsmgansengu-

with other groups and mdmduals of
differing political outiooks. Anyone
who wants to come 2long should get in
touch with us for details (or come and
see us at the Critigue conference in
January).

Distribution of communist litera-
ture isbecoming increasingly difficult,
so if you think you can sell Radical
Chains or get your local bookshop to
stock it, please contact us and we will
send you copies on 2 'sale or return’
basis.

Apologies for the delay between is-
sues 3and 4, and for the fact that some
advertised articles have not been in-
cluded. Dueto lack of space these have
been held back and will appear in issue
5. Apologies also to subscribers who
have not yet received issue 4. This is
because we have lost part of our sub-
scribers list and we would urge you to
get in touch with usassoon as possible
so that we can sort things out.

Write to us at: BM Radical

Chains,London WC1N 3XX



Europe: nationalism or class struggle

William Dixon

The virtual breakdown of the ERM, the
European monetary system, appeared to
be a purely technical phenomenon. It
could be claimed that currencies such as
the pound were overvalued or that there
did not exist adequate controls over the
of capital, so spt
money could destroy the system. Such
considerations would appear to exclude
action by the working class as in any way
responsible. This view is supported by the
b ionifi I des

Y 88
Britain that could be identified as having
lead to the departure of the pound from
theERM. Yet, despitethis absenceitisstill
the working class that lurks behind the
various terms and categories used in the
debate. Thedifficultyisinuncoveringthe
often tortuous mediations throughwhich
class struggle appears.

One important category used in the

has been that of pl It
isacategory into which the class struggle
has been compacted. The reason for capi-
tal to be concerned about unemployment
is not profit but the threat to political
stability. This is not immediate and nor
does it even necessarily mean the unem-
ployed themselves, although this is not
ruled out. As theabsence of work itis the
absence of the preferred means of social
organisation and reward. Long term un-
employmentthreatens the political order;
it opens to question all political institu-
tionsand promises a polarisation of politi-
cal positions. It opens the possibility of a
real crisis, not just some spectacular ad-
justmenton thestock exchange butamore
serious political crisis within the ruling
class as they argueabout thebest course of
action.

The actual category unemployment
poses the social question of capital as one
concerning the continued provision of
work. In this way it tends to mediate the
struggle posing the interests of the class as
synonymous with accumulation. The
problem for capital is that this mediation
does reqv.ure a dehveryofns promise that

t, perhaps now, can-

not deliver,

Wehavealreadyseen somethingof the
impactoftheclass through this compacted
category
Europe, The problem for capital i to de-
vise the appropriate arrangements so that
the class struggle is subsumed within
them. The keynesian arrangements did
foraperiod successfullyachieve this. Capi-
tal temporarily gained a real objectivity;
struggle was channelled via productWity

into accumulation. Of course this objec- “*National home

Profit is
capital’s

tivity did not last. The post war arrange-

ment became incapable of containing the

stmggle This opened up aperiod inwhich

caplta must re-assert its objectivity
gh

unbelievably crude Thatcher and all her
cronies should be soagainst Europe. Was
it not nationalism that saved her miser-
able reputation with the Falklands? She
certamly dld not miss the Labour Pany

loyal
hould TheseTor ti-E
peanshaveanostalgxafornoslalgm They
perceive that in troubled times national-
ism still has a card to play, a few more
bodies may be piled up in tribute to it.
They perceive a danger in Europe as a
market without appropriate political in-
stitutions. This is a real danger for order.
Convergence forced political tensions on
Europe as different areas were faced by
punitive interest rates, or tax rises, reduc-
tions in social spending and all with in-
i ! . The By

8r

thoughinthepositiontoactasa European
Bankdid not. Indeed there seems nothing
substantial in Burope tomake up for what
is lost as the distinctiveness of the nations

In his hasbeen
successful. The free market policies and
new technologies, by reimposing abso-

lute poverty, have made unemployment
work for capital. However for this to be
consolidated the old national restrictions
on labour needed to be dissolved.

The dream of a unified Europe is of a
single market in both capital and labour.
The crucial element in this is of course the
competition of labour for jobs from a capi-
tal withnoloyaltiestoanythingbutprofit.
All the convergence requirements of the
Maastricht Treaty have been designed to
erase the vestiges of the old arterio-scle-
roticEurope, the Burope of national work-
ey hi iorl welfare deal

of different kinds, but that lead toa form
of leapfrogging and the export of infla-
tion. The problem with convergence
would be its success, eradication of the
national peculiarities that each bourgeoi-
sie share as their common totems of con-
trol. These peculiarities are either back-
ward nostalgias for non-existent pasts, or
are distinctions of dress, style of shoe and
trouser, of creaseand rumple, distinctions
insporting or culinary preference that are
s0 inane that they may exercise the mind
but not the intelligence. It is no accident
that these several peculiarities that vari-
ous nations have in common all tend to
favour the continuation in power of the
same tired gang (tradition). The peculiari-
nes have assisted the bourgeoisie. Here

ism has undoubtedly been the

is dissolved. In this situation the right
talks of national unemployment and na-
tional policy.

One way offered to preserve the dream
of a Europe for capital is a consolidated
attack on the working class. In this case
the aim will be reductions in what are
called social costs. This prospect is being
talked about n relation to the social chap-
ter of the Maasrricht (maty. There wnII be

p hework
into outdoing each other in gwmg up
social benefits. We have already seen this
spectreat the micro level in the moving of
Hoover production from France to
CambuslanginScotland. Whereasimilar
deal was offered at Dundee-Timex and
was faced by stout resistance, despite the
union, the company simply closed down.
Profit is capital’s national home.

The lines between the so called third
world and the west have little meaning
when employment can be moved so eas-
ily. The USA working class, as well as the
European, have been learning this hard
lessonof international solidarity. Thecon-
ditions of work, of contracts, of social
benefits of workers several thousand miles
awaybecomeamatterof practical concern
when factories move across the world.
Repression abroad arrives here as a natu-
ral necessxrymworkharder,asaplau<xbie
to reduce social costs, as the

most reactionary and in fact murderous
force in the history of capitalism. In its
name social crisis is reduced to the con-
struction of enemies.

Now the problem is that, with the at-
tempt to create the unified Europe, tried
and tested formulas of nationalism are at
threat. We should not be surprised if the

need to do this, do that for work.

Both sides in the dispute over Europe
have this much in common; they know
the working class must work harder for
less. Even MrMajor withall the verveand
fascination of two short planks is well
aware that attacking the working class is
wheretheheartis. The real differenceisin
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the perceptions of the adequate political
framework for organising the shambles.
It Vired

important theme arising from these at-
tempts has been that the left itself has
d a barrier to the to

P
the world for jobs should not there be an
even greater reliance on the nation as a
means of preserving division across Eu-
rope, of competition of French and British
etc etc, rather than workforces without

i

communism. The roots of the present
revolutionary left are still firmly in the
post 1945 period. A theoretical legacy of
this is the tendency to deal with the objec-
tive and subjective as separate spheres.

y y-Orperhap
be more intimate with increased
regionalisation of ourtreasured peculiari-
ties? Thatcher and that lot do not appear
towantto go that far. In fact the situation
is difficult enough that it offers us the
prospect of a real crisis in the Tory party.
How that will spread it is impossible to
say in advance. We can expect a more
vicious polarisation on the right as a re-
sult. On the other hand if the national
working class, rather than particular
workforces, is to compete conditions of
work downwards then maybe the Labour
Party still has a role to play as a Party of

This separation in theory is a real result of

tieth century.

The tendency of the revolutionary left
is to fail to grasp real developments and
instead rely on sectarianism. We can
identify twobroad strands, both tending
tosubjectivism. Oneside, usually leninist,
stresses objective factors that will lead toa
situation in which the class will become
revolutionary. The problem is that objec-
tive conditions keep maturing without
there being a revolution. In effect the
objective is frozen within the analysis.
The leap is then to excessively subjective

G Unemployment will be the
catchphrase, the national emergency will
be its arena, sacrifices will be the game.
Adequateunderstandingofsuchevents
will require an analysis of capital as com-
bining objective and subjective factors.
Several articles in Radical Chains have
attempted thisbutonlyasabeginning. An

often but not always im-
phm rather than explicit. We find here
thattheworkingclass has failed whilst the
party has to work even harder to over-
come the obstacles to consciousness. The
party itself becomes the frantic island of
sanity.

The alternative view, we can call it

The left itself
has
constituted a

barrier to the .

movement to
communism

anarcho-marxist, starts from the class it-
self by rejecting the notion that the strug-
gle of the class has been ineffective. It
rejects for example the usual notion of
economism and instead stresses the
oppositional nature of the struggle. This
agEm tends to excessive subjectivism as
the revolutionaries frantically attempt to
convey the truth to the world. Explana-
tions for the absence of communism must
identify betrayals, lies, etc. So both sides
tend to sectarianism. Particular pre-
mapped paths become the truth.

~ Thecrucial thing for the revolutionary
left is to come to terms with the extent to
which it has lost the perspective of com-
munism. No single strand is privileged

£t

yview of
ment. We cannot simply discover the
righti byourfavouri

ofquotes. Norcanre-thinkingbeachieved
through rehashing. One problem is the
immediatesituation of muchof theleft, its
organisational and social structures. The
needs of their members tends to obstruct
the threat to the organisation from re-
thinking. Thereare noinnocents ordained
with truth and position, those who act so
merely recreate the crimes of the past.
Thereare only participants for whom ten-
sion is necessary.

Lettersare welcome and should
be addressed to BM Radical

Chains, London WCIN 3XX

Correspondence

From George Gordon.

I recently attended the public de-
bate between Harry Cleaver and
Hillel Ticktin on 5 July in London,
organised by Radical Chains.Iwasn't
toointerested inwhat Ticktin had to
say (he's an unreconstructed
Trotskyist) but I listened intently to
what was said by Mr. CIeaver toget
anideaofthe real politi

consciously to ‘the black commu-
nity’, ‘women’s struggles’, ‘what
blacks/womenwant'... withoutany
reference to class whatsoever. The
most obscene example of this came
rightat the end when he referred to
proposals madeby the gang leaders
inL.A.asan exampleof ‘whatblack
people want'. You may recall that
these proposals included the polic-
ingoflabourdisciplineby the gangs
- so much for the refusal of work’

which was a list of questions toask
workers. He then said something
along the lines of: “This is what we
should be doing today. Go to the
factories, go to the black commu-
nity, go to the students, go to the
women’s movement. . . find out
what people want’. 0. K. , it's not
quitethesameas what Bob Avakian
{leader of the Maoist RCP in the USA
..ed. } would say ... But ...

To a certain extent he was just

It'sii ing h
for vehement anti-Leninists (Whlch
Cleaveris) tothinkina very similar
way to Leninists (although their

behind his (often bn]hanl) wn!mgs
about economics and ruling class
strategy. My worst suspicions were
confirmed. I have no hesitation in
saying that Cleaver’s approach is
essentially just the old leftist racket
of finding half plausible Marxist
justifications for supporting liberal,
‘progressive’ politics. At one stage
he claimed that ‘unlike those who
have abandoned Marxism’, he did
not like or use the term ‘new social
movements’ because he thoughtthat
things often described as ‘black
struggles’ or ‘women's struggles’
are actually expressions of the class
struggle. He then went on to spend
the rest of the evening talking as if
he did believe in ‘new social move-
ments’, referring completelyun-self-

methods of are very
different). Itbecame more and more
obvious thatbehind Cleaver’s com-
ments about what ordinary people
want lay the assumption that there
are basically two types of people
involved in struggle - on the one
hand “ordinary decent’ types who
don’t have much politics but do
have hearts of gold and on the other
(implicitly: middle class, academic)
people whodo have politics butare

ing his unusual p
a Marxist academic. What was of-
fensiveis thathe was assuming that
the audience must be composed of
people of a similar social role.
Iwould describe Cleaver’s over-
all position as‘council communism
without the workers’ coundil’. As
with other‘councilists’ thereis a lot
of truthin what he says. He stresses
the need for workers to form direct
links with each other rather than

Heisawarethatthe trade unions
areagainst the workers (1 know this
because | had a conversation with
him the day before in which he
argued with someone who was try-
ing to argue that workers used un-
ions to organise struggles despite
the reactionary leadership). How-
ever, whenitcomestopopular fronts
contzining ‘Labor Organisations’
this criticism is forgotten. In this
particularcase he was talking about
the network of groups which was
set up to oppose North American
Free Trade Agreement, something
which he sees as very positive

WhatCleaver'sapproachappears
to offer is the possibility of being
involved in struggle without hav-
ing to bother about strategic ques-
tions (at least not in practice). No
doubt if you tried (for example) to
attack nationalism in general (black
nationalism in US cities, National

‘uniteand fight’ throughadop
common ideology or joining the
same party. He rightly stresses the

not directly involved in struggle
and need to find ways of ‘relating’
to those who are. It's a problem of
getting the message across - you
can’tbe toocritical of ordinary peo-
plebecause thatmight put them off.
When he was talking about ‘what
people want’ he mentioned with
approval Marx’s Workers” Enquiry

diversity of the class
struggleand how itis reactionaryto
try to impose a uniform way of
doing things. It is true that a prole-
tariancommunity of struggleis, and
needstobe, diverse. Butitstillneeds
to be a community ot (as I think
Cleaver wants) a liberal multi-cul-
tural swamp where everybody re-
spects everybody else’s views.

Liberation , the implicit
US nationalism of people defend-
ing ‘constitutional rights’... and so
on) you would beaccused of trying
to impose uniformity on diverse
movements. In other words his
brand ofautonomism offers the pos-
sibility of ‘keeping politics out of
politics’. In practice this always
means ‘leave politics to the politi-
cians’.

3 out of 10, professor, must try
harder!
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20th century

M.K.

Socialism is dead or dying. Soviet-style
Stalinism has collapsed, LabourPartystyle
social democracy now offers no alterna-
tive to marke! austerity and very few
ortof revolutionary
socialism. Yet we should not regret its
passing.
Socialism did not fail because people
are intrinsically selfish, greedy or incapa-
b]e of workmg !ogether After all, the

based
on work.ers democracy from below, but
on state administration imposed from
above. They had little in common with
Marx's vision of communism, a society in
which the working class has abolished
exploitation, and therefore both money
and the state have become unnecessary.

These regimes first came to power in
the revolutionary upheavals that ended
the First World War. Even then they were
never intended to be fully controlled by
workers. The Bolsheviks did lead 900
workers' councils or soviets to power in
October 1917, but they also rejected the
factory committees’ proposals for demo-
cratic self-management of industry well
before the civil war. Within eight months
economic collapse combined with aliena-
tion from the working class created a
situation in which Lenin’s regime was
resorting to widespread arrests, censor-
shipand evenshootings torepress strikes.
A few months later the first social demo-
cratic government in Germany organised
the slaughter of thousands to crush revo-
lution there.

Since then these socialisms have acted
asabarriertoany real tendencies towards
communism by persuading workers that
they need not take power directlyand that
they could rely ontheir’ socialist govern-
ments tomake changes for them (even the
anarchists in the Spanish civil war sup-
ported the Popular Front government so
enabling it to crush the revolution there).
Notonlydid the CommunistPartiesinthe
Bast totally discredit socialism by slaugh-
tering millions, but in the West they
reigned back potentially revolutionary
situations both after World War Twoand
after the May ‘68 upheavals in France.

There were, of course, considerable
social improvements in this period, but
these were not due to the benevolence of
politicians; they were due to strikes and
other forms of working class pressure
which convinced governments of all po-
litical hues that they would never get
social peace unless they provided com-
prehensive welfare services. As the

“CPRZE) MLECZKO

infantile disorder, shows the inability of
even these ‘revisionist’ Trotskyists to re-
ally develop their ideas beyond those of
the old Bolshevik leaders.

A few groups, such as the RCP who
produce Living Marxism, have attempted
some rethinking. Unlike more conven-
tional Trotskyists they tend to concentrate
oncapitalismasawholeand sodonotend
up implying that the main cause of the
crisis is simply the Tory party or that the
main source of racism is the BNP. How-
ever, despite all their talk of being new
and different, their basic Marxist theory

A cartoon from Poland

Socialism is dead
or dying ... Yetwe
should ot regret

Lord Hailsham, said in the 1940s: "Ifyou 3 1ts passing

donot give the people social reform they
are going to give you social revolution.”

Byrestructuringthe system toformally
recognise working class needs capitalism
was temporarilystabilised. Howeverthese
reforms also laid the basis for the next
cycleof struggles, thestrikes and counter-
cultural rebellions of the ‘60s and '70s,
whichdemanded muchmoreand pointed
beyond all possible reform.

This ‘revolt against work’ restricted
profitability and provoked a major crisis,
compelling governments East and West
to attempt to return to the market to re-
structure industry, rediscipline workers
and weaken their collective strength. In
Britain this was begun with the mass un-
employment and welfare and wage cuts
of the last Labour government, which
paved the way for the Tory offensive of
recent times. in Soviet-style societies re-
pressionhad madeitimpossible for work-
ers to organise collectively but, despite
this, they could still rebel individually,
with sabotage, absenteeism and slow-
working and this contributed to the col-
lapse of their systems. Smce then the

talinist
o return to the market but this has had
little success and has lead to chaos from
Yugoslavia to Russia.

Having discredited, not only the name
of communism, but the whole idea of
radical change, these preventions of com-
munism, are now largely bankrupt, yet
many revolutionaries seem to wish to
revive them. Most Trotskyists still call for
trade union bureaucrats to lead strikes or
for workers to vote Labour ‘with noillu-
sions’. Whatever theirrealintentions these
tactics can only have the effect of main-
taining illusions in a Labour left whose
failure tolead any real fightback, from the
GLC to Arthur Scargill, is what has de-
moralised and demobilised so many peo-
ple over the years. The SWP's recent re-
printing of Lenin’s defence of similar poli-
cies from 1921, Left-wing Communism; an

has not developed much beyond that of
Lenin. While they were right to say that
the left’s call for Western intervention or
arming Bosnian nationalists showed their
bankruptcy, their unimaginative alterna-
tiveof waiting forthe West tobomb Serbia
so they could start backing Serbia against
the West was no more radical than Rus-
sia’ssupport for Serbia, orindeed Germa-
ny's support for Croatia or the US's for
Bosnia. Such Leninist support for ‘op-
pressed' nationalisms not only always ef-
fectively ends up supporting viciously
anti-working class regimes but also rival
imperialisms. Now that the role of na-
tional liberation movements such as the
ANC and the PLO has evolved from one
of largely recuperating and misdirecting
working class struggles to one of openly
policing them, the totally reactionary na-
ture of any sort of nationalism could not
be more clear.

This was the argument of many Marx-
ists, including Luxemburg, who debated
Lenin on this and other issues. Many left
communists also argued that revolution-
aries should not try to take power them-
selvesbut merely inspire workers todoso
and they developed a radical critique of
trade unions. These ideas seem particu-
larlyrelevantina period when the unions,
from Timex to Burnsalls to UCH, have so
systematicallystifled angerand prevented
strikes ﬁ'om spneadmg However the left

q ‘many of the form:
that contained the working class this cen-
tury, such as bourgeois democracy and
anti-fascist fronts, were lost toa left daz-
zled by the apparent success of the Soviet
regime. Although a revolutionary Marx-
ism more relevant to the post-war period
was later developed by thesituationistsin
France and the autonomists in Italy most
revolutionaries never wentbeyond arigid
Leninism; in fact radicals were as likely to
develop insights in the anarchist, feminist
or green movements as in any Marxist
groups.

This led to the present situation where
much of the left still has no real under-
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standing that it was the contradictions
created by the power of the working class
that lead to the collapse of the socialist
alternative, and that capitalism’s recent
policies of economic crisis and
deindustrialization werespecificallystrat-
egies that attempted to contain the revolts
ofthe'60s and '70sand escape the working
class. Without this as a starting point the
left can only see this process as a defeat
andsoputitsenergiesintotryingtorevive

i ibund instituti Either, like
most Trotskyists, they are trying to resur-
rectthe old Labour , or, like the

that around the poll tax, can expand into
anew workingclassmovement.... far from
it. While the left’s usual accusation that
these ‘ultra-lefts’ do nothing more than
abstractly call for revolution is blatantly
untrue, it is true that many of them are as
unthinking and dogmatically defensive
asany Leninistsand their failure toorgan-
ise beyond small unstable groups can of-
ten make Leninist parties seem an attrac-
tive alternative. The marginalisation of
these groups and individuals has created
asituation of isolation, lack of debate and

RCP, they are apparently giving up on

class struggle and putting all their faithin

the strategies of the party elite (or even

putting their faith in even more absurd

icons: witness the support some still give
I

dequate theory that shows that they
are as mucha product of the containment
of communism as any other tendency;
tragically we are all part of the mess that
theleftfound itselfin this century. We can
only escape by learning from all the vari-

to Castro’s Cuba which, since the collap:
of Soviet subsidies, can no longer even
supply the welfare benefits thatin the past
might have been used to justify a lack of
civil liberties worse than many of the old
Bast European regimes).

This is not to say that non-Leninist
communists have all the answers on how
recentclassstruggles, whetherintheform
of strikes, street protests or campaignslike

Yy Leninistand
non-Leninist, inordertocreatea Marxism,
going beyond both Lenin and Marx, a
politics relevant for the next century.

It is unfortunate that this article ap-
pears to be slagging off all the rest of the
left in typical sectarian fashion, but all
contemporary theories, not least of those
thoseinthisjournal, doneed tobecritiqued
and superseded. Of course there is much

All
contemporary
theories, not
least of those
those in this
journal, do
need to be
critiqued and
superseded

more to revolutionary politics than just
developing the ‘correct’ theory and more
insights will come from activity than aca-
demic-style debate, but the left does need
to understand and explain the world if it
is to offer anything to the working class
andbeabletoencourageratherthan hinder
any tendencies towards communism.
Talk of such a communist revolution
seefhs ridiculously utopian in today’s cli-
mate but we should not forget that virtu-
ally no-one predicted the explosions of
workers' struggles at the end of the '60s.
Although at present people lack confi-
dence in real social change, they are still
far less subservient than previous genera-
tions and it does appear that our rulers
have no way out of their present
underlying economic crisis. This crisis of
both the market and of any attempts at
socialist dmini: how
that modern socicty will never stabilise
until it is based on workers' democracy,
until wecanimplementcommunism. The
presentangeraboutdeclininglivingstand-
ards indicates considerable potential for
the future provided those whoclaim tobe
revolutionaries become an i i
rather than a barrier to such revolution.
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Searchlight South Africa was the first
publicationto expose the ANC's suppression
of the 1984 mutiny. Here its editor, Baruch
Hirson, writes about Chris Hani

Mul_rqlerlas a
political weapon:
a South African
scenario

On 10 April 1993 Chris Hani, nationalist leader, secretary of the
South African Communist Party, one time Chief of Staff of Umkhonto
we Sizwe (the ANC armed force), was assassinated outside his
home in a small town near Johannesburg. The curious position of
this man and the crisis that this has raised has more than local
interest. It requires socialists everywhere to pose the most awkward
of questions.

How is it that in this era in which the so-called communist
movement is inalmost universal disarray, a national secretary of the
local Communist Party should be deemed a hero? What was the
nature of his ‘communism’? What was his role in the mutiny of the
armed forces of the ANC? Did he help suppress a strike in the
Transkei after he returned from exile? Why was he considered a
nationalist hero?

The questions could go further, but it is through an examination
of the above posers that it might be possible to gain an insight, not
only to the man but also the society that nurtured him. It should also
lead to some important considerations about the objectives of the
left in this period of social decay.

First, some background. Hani was educated in the Eastern Cape
at Lovedale and then Fort Hare, both of them segregated institutions
inthe Transkei. Lovedale was one of the better schools for Africans;
Fort Hare was designated a University for Xhosa speaking students
afterstrict apartheid was introduced in 1959. Hani took a BA degree
in the humanities before leaving the country. Then he left South
Africa to join Umkhonto we Sizwe.

Hani was part of a group of guerillas involved in a disastrous
incursion into Rhodesia in 1967 from which few emerged alive. To
his credit he was one of the few men who later stood upand criticized
the leadership for their mishandling of the operation. It is reported
that the leader of the armed forces demanded that he be shot for his
outspoken criticism.

Hani escaped with his life and was posted to Lesotho shortly
thereafter, in charge of infiltrating men into South Africa. There is
no information about his military or political skills. Hani is not
credited with any campaign (although there are myths about some
activities that do not bear scrutiny). There are also no known
publications to his name, no political statements, and although he
joined the Communist Party and became a leading official, no
criticisms of events in the USSR, in Eastern Europe, or in other
regions that named socialist or cc ist. To all

that saw no action in South Africa. Politically he was a ‘yes-man’,
abletoaccept everything thatthe SACPsaid, not known to have ever
criticised the deeds of the world in which he
rose to leadership. Nor did he ever utter a word that can allow foran
assessment of his political views. How could he? It is said of this
leader of ‘communism’ that he had never read any of Marx’s works.

How then does such a man become a leader, a figure of venera-
tion and also, if the newspaper accounts are to be believed, a man
of immense learning and great erudition? At the outset it must be

said p he people inthe black ips, thatthey
will rally to any personality they see as their champion. Their
ty and deprivation, their ph

P
and their helplessness in the face of daily violence, leave them in
despair. They are also part of a vast population rendered illiterate by
arotten school system coupled with over a decade of boycotts that
kept the schools closed. They seek a saviour, and who better thanan
army leader, capable, it is thought, of mobilizing them against the
state’s armed forces? His so-called communism dovetails with the
hope of a new egalitarian society and, in any case, government
propaganda against communism only made it more attractive to the
dispossessed. What did it matter if Hani knew little more than them
about the meaning of communism? His ignorance could only
enhance him inthe eyesof hisadmirers. The myth became fact in the
case of Hani, and nobody sought todisillusion his followers, neither
in life or in death.

Hani became a figure of interest to the left on two particular
accounts. Firstly, by virtue of his involvement as an executioner in
the mutiny of 1984 in Umkhonto we Sizwe. Secondly, because of his
closeness to General Bantu Holomisa, the man who toppled the
corrupt government of the Transkei and took control of the region.

Hani’s position in the mutiny is of major interest. The events that
led tothe uprising, which involved the vast majority of troops arose
from a number of interconnecting factors. The troops of Umkhonto
we Sizwe in the Angolan camps were dispirited. They claimed that
there was no democracy in the ANC and that the leaders were self
appointed. Secondly, they said that their task was not to fight the
Angolan opposition army, Unita, but tomove intoaction against the
South African government. For this they demanded that they be led
in battle inside South Africa. Thirdly, they objected to being used in
the many smuggling ventures in which their leaders (although, it
appears, not Hani) were involved.

After a number of smaller upheavals there was a rising of
considerable numbers, at Viana camp in Angola. In this case there
was an additional factor. The troops were sickened by the torture
and the treatment of dissidents in the army.

The mutiny was suppressed when the Angolan army was sum-
moned and, at a tribunal, men accused of being the ring-leaders,
were sentenced to death. It has been claimed by former mutineers
that Hani was on the tribunal and/or witnessed the executions. The
evidence is not clear cut, but Hani was in the camp when this
occurred. His own claim, published in the South African journal
Work in Progress, is that he opposed the executions and flew to
Lusakato getthe ANCleaders tostop the killing. This is ingenuous.
Hani, as army issar was the senior Unmkh man present
and could have ordered an end to the brutality. He did not.

Hani did nothing to redress the wrongs of 1984 and, when the
inmates of an ANC camp in east Africa elected a majority of ex-

intents he was faceless, yet he rose to be an army commissar and
then Chief of Staff of Umkhonto we Sizwe and secretary of the
Communist Party, both in succession to Joe Slovo, Furthermore,
when the SACP met in conference in 1989 and praised the USSR
for its achievements, Hani did not dissent. More recently he has
visited China and Cuba and, in both cases, he either saw no faults
or, if he did, never mentioned them publicly.

Insum, outside of mytholog}f,’ Haq'&wasacammander ofanarmy

mutineers to the camp committee, Hani travelled there post haste to
oversee the dissolution of the democratically elected committee.

‘When next heard of, after the unbanning of the ANC and other
organisations, Hani was installed in the nominally independent
Transkei. Once again the details are blurred but there were reports
which indicated that Hani and his army comrades were installed in
the presidential residence and that they had assisted Holomisa in
putting down a local strike. All in the best of Stalinist traditions,
even if our man in the Transkei had not read his Stalin.
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In the Commissions of Enquiry, of which there have been three,
the facts of the mutiny, the repression and the tortures, are now well
established. Details of this are carried in Searchlight South Africa
No 10, April 1993. What was not disclosed is the names of all those
responsible for the tortures and executions. It seems certain that
Hani bears direct responsibility for the latter. But even if he did not
give the orders, his position in the ANC army makes him culpable.
Itis possible that hismartyrdom at the hand of an assassin will allow
the investigators to draw a veil over his guilt.

The assassination must also draw attention to the circumstances
under which Hani was shot. It is hardly necessary to state that
Hani’s lack of security, which included the dismissing of his
bodyguard over the Easter weekend, was not the action of a man
with military experience. Obviously, a determined assassin can
always strike, but to offer an opportunity such as Hani did on that
fatal morning is beyond understanding.

‘The second fact was the use by the conspirators of a Pole. It is a
telling indictment of the former Stalinist countries that in their long
period of control of the states in Eastern Europe, they reared so many
people who opposed the existing regimes and that so many have
appeared in recent years as skinheads, racists, fascists, or generally
members of extreme right-wing gangs. The forces of reaction to the
Stalinist states, so obviously widespread, were both positive and
negative, but little was said about them by those who were one-time
admirers of these states in the Communist Party in South Africa.
However, the crucial factor in this case was the eagemess with
which the South African government went out to recruit such
personnel to bolster their white supremacy policy. Such people,
added to hardened racists from Zimbabwe and Mozambique and
extremists from within the local population, provide the member-
ship for right wing groups and parties. These are men and women
dedicated to race supremacy who will use every method to maintain
their privileged position.

Behind them stand the elements of South Africa’s Military

which have been ible for the wave of killings in
the country over the past decade. This body, which has been
allowed, or encouraged, by the government to remove opposition
leaders is still intact. It is a force with a public presence but a covert
set of operations that will persist in its destabilising course until
forcibly broken up.

The continued killings, although less dramatic than assassina-
tion, are not the work of white racists alone. The spectre of terror has
gripped the country, embracing murder in the black townships,
(black) taxi-rank war, white vigilante sniping, random sectarian
attacks and pitched battles between the Inkatha Freedom Party, the
AANC, the Pan-Africanist Congress, and other smaller groups. Some
of these bodies are more horrible than others, none offer the hope of
social change and democratic rights.

There was a time when revolutionaries called for the arming of
the people in order to usher in a new society. It is doubtful whether
this would be an appropriate solution for South Africa today. It
could be more useful to call for the disarming of the population,
except for the obvious conclusion that this would leave the state
police and army as arbiters of the country’s fate and that opens the
way to political suicide. Quite obviously, however, a disciplined
armed force under trade union (or similar) control would be an
answer, if it was achievable. Given the political climate in the
country today, this does not seem possible.

It is at this point that other options must be considered, and that
takes me back to the issue of the mutiny. Consequent on the
publicity given tothisevent, and the equally nasty prison camps run
by the South West African Peoples Organisation (Swapo), in
Searchlight South Africa, a Campaign for Justice in Southern
Africa was launched. This small group of individuals called for an
International Commissions of Inquiry into these events; cam-
paigned for the release of men kept in prisons in central and east
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Africa on behalf of the ANC security department; demanded
statements from Nelson Mandela and the ANC; called on Amnesty
International to investigate these matters, and so on. By persistent
action remarkable successes have been recorded. Men have been
released from prisons, the ANC was forced (literally dragged) into
investigating the mutiny, and¥here has been widespread publicity
over the mutiny in South Africa. THarticle exposing the mutiny in
Searchlight South Africa No 5 was translated into Zulu and
reprinted in three issues in the Natal based paper, Umafrika. The
Namibian leaders, living in the new luxury derived from their
political positions in the country, have ignored the calls for an
inquiry into the prison pits they created in Angola.

In raising the issues, the Campaign for Justice saw beyond the
fate of individuals, as important as that aspect might have been. The
question of civil rights, of justice and equality of justice, and of the
right to walk free and talk openly, are central to the demands of all
socialists - whatever our criticism of the way such matters are
viewed in contemporary societies. This is a moral dimension of the
socialist perspective that has been overshadowed by other consid-
erations for too long a time. The failure to press these demands
allowed the Stalinist regimes of Eastern Europe to ride roughshod
over the rights of their populations. Yet it was the basic right of
individuals to be protected from arbitrary repressive forces that was
once the concern of socialists. A return to basic considerations
demands that a new sense of moral purpose inform Marxists.

It istoo soon to determine what factors will be required to rescue
socialism from the chasm of despair that followed the collapse of the
states of Eastern Europe. That it must revive is certain, but when it
does it will require new values, able to by-pass revived elements of
Stalinism (whether in Russia, Yugoslavia or South Africa) and set
anagenda that points a way to a socialism unsullied by the practices
of the past 75 years. A campaign for justice, against victims of state
violence and against the cynicism of nationalist movements might
well provide one of the crucial slogans in the coming years.

Postscript: Nothing New out of Africa

Charles Ngakula has been appointed to succeed Chris Hani as
general secretary of the South African Communist Party. He is
reported in The Guardian (30 April 1993) as saying that he and his
friends do not talk about the collapse of the USSR and its satellites.
“We are talking about resurgence. Communist parties in a number
of these countries are beginning to resurface. Some have even won
elections’.

Although apparently jolted by the events of 1989-91, Ngakula
says, they sat down and analyzed the factors that led to the collapse
and looked to their own party to see what lessons could be learnt. It
is perhaps unbecoming to be sarcastic about his observations, but
what can be said about his new understanding, as spelt out by the
life-long Stalinist, Joe Slovo: who suddenly discovered, first that
Gorbachev was the most important thinker after Lenin in the USSR
and then led him to pronounce the need for a ‘democracy’ that
consisted (in a ‘sunset scenario’) of a power sharing government
comprising the National Party of de Klerk and the ANC?

Ngakula, it must be added, was trained in military and espionage
work by the NKVD in the USSR, the Stasi in East Germany, and in
Angola. Did his new understanding come out of his training in those
models of ‘democracy’.

Editorial Note.

Baruch Hirson wrote this article in May 1993, shortly afier Hani's
assassination. InAugust, the ANC published a report which, despite its
fudging of the issues, admitted that Hani was guilty of sending people to
Viana camp although he knew what was happening there. In all the hype
surrounding Hani’s death, South Africa was virtually the onl
publication in this country to publicly criticised the man.




Harry Cleaver debates
Hillel Ticktin

TN N

on capitalism's
present crisis
... danger and
opportunity

It’s not often that you can bring together people from very
different revolutionary traditions for a public debate that
attractsone hundred and thirty five people who represent most
strands of the revolutionary left asit exists in this country today.
Harry Cleaver, a former editor of the journal Zerowork and
author of Reading Capital Politically (Harvester/Humanities,
1979), was one participant in this debate. The other was Hillel
Ticktin, editor of the journal Critique and author of a series of
importantarticl he political ofthe USSR. Cleaver
isan American who has drawn on and developed the important
work of Italian autonomists such as Toni Negri and Mario
Tronti, helping to challenge various ‘orthodox’ versions of
marxism and placing class struggle firmly at the centre of his
analysis. Ticktin, of South African origin, is closer to the
trotskyist tradition (although he carefully distances himself
from the orthodox trotskyism of the Fourth International) but
no less innovative than the autonomists in his approach which
has helped stress the importance of the law of value.

The debate was organised by Radical Chains in conjunction
with the autonomist magazine London Notes. The organisers
believed that there is not enough interchange between the
different fragments of the marxist tradition and when they
heard that Cleaver would be visiting Britain in July they
decided to ask him if he would debate with Ticktin. While there
has always been a degree of criticism within autonomism or
within trotskyism or within situationism, critical engagement
between different traditions hasbeenrare. It isthisengagement
of the adherents of one tradition with the ideas of another which
is necessary if the fragmentation and dispersal of the revolu-
tionary left is to be overcome.

The debate was transcribed by Mike Neary and David
Gorman and edited by David Gorman. The most interesting
contributions from the floor have been included, together with
responses from the speakers. Because of the success of the
event, Radical Chainsintends tohold further debates ona range
of topics in the future.

Hillel Ticktin:

‘When looking at the present capitalist crisis it appears to me that
there are four aspects to it. Since it’s not possible for me to go into
any detail in twenty minutes [ am just going to have to assume that
people have some understanding of certain of the concepts. Soin the
first instance it seems to me we are talking about the long wave and
along term downtown that began roughly in 1973. My view of the
long wave is not the same as Ernest Mandel who most people would
identify with it. I’d see it much rather in a kind of classical way
which underlies what I am going to say and might differentiate me,
I’m not at all certain, from the other speaker.

‘That is to say, if one looks at the movement of history in marxist
terms, there are always two aspects to it: the movement in the
categories themselvesand the class struggle. And it seemstome the
artor duty of the marxist is to be able to put the two together correctly
to see how, in fact, the form of the class struggle is merging with
movement of the categories. If one simply analyses the movement
of the class struggle you will not understand the history. All you do
is end up with an amount of empirical detail, which is useful but
which will not really give you a proper understanding of the nature
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of th i or Soone hasto dthe
categories. In other words, in this instance, one has to understand
what is happening to value, to accumulation. Now the difference I
think that have with Mandel here is that Mandel looksatitina much
more technical way and would place much more accent effectively
on accumulation and technological change. I don’t. Forme thelong
waves are much more to do with changes which are related to
accumulation which in turn is related to the class struggle itself.
Accumulation has proceeded to a certain point, the class struggle
ha: o intense, that the capitalist the only solution
in pulling the plug, if one can put it that way. And I think that is
precisely what happened in 1973.

In 1973 they realised - I think it was completely conscious - that
unless they went for a long term downturn and raised the Jevel of
unemployment, they would be faced with increasing demands for
control over production. The result was the permanent mass unem-
ployment that we have seen over the last twenty to thirty years. But
what they also did, and that’s the second aspect of this crisis, was
to go for finance capital. That is to say, they switched from the
overall decision that had been made by the capitalist class of 1940,
and made more permanent in 1945 when they decided to go for
industrial capital.

Ifyoulookatit historically, when referring to the world capitalist
economic structure the various documents of the Comintern con-
stantly refer to finance capital. If you look at Trotsky and Lenin, they
refer to finance capital and never to anything else. Now quiteclearly
what happened after 1940-45 was againa deliberate decision by the
capitalist class to go for growth, which had enormous effects. It
changed the whole mode of ion, leading to the possibili
of a welfare state which otherwise would not have been possible.
But in 1973, by pulling that plug, everything was of course called
into question. And then effectively they turned towards finance
capital. In effect they took one step back and saw to it that they
received their surplus value indirectly - through interest, rent,
insurance companies, pension funds, and so on, rather than imme-
diately through production. This appeared to be at some distance
from the working class, and it appeared much easier for the
capitalist class to actually extract its surplus value through this
form.

Now what has happened is that this twenty year period has come
toanend. It’sfairly obvi cannot gool i
value in this way without killing the host. The parasite finance
capital can’t go on taking surplus value from industry without
industry itself being harmed. Now it’s quite obvious in the case of
Britain, but it is not only true of Britain of course. Inevitably there
would have to bean end to this. There would have to be adownturn.
At some point industry could not supply the surplus value and the
attempt to make money out of money would come to an end, and of
course it did come to an end in 1989. Which effectively means that
the strategy towhich they turned after 1973 has cometoan end. That
is to say finance capital has exhausted itself.

But this crisis has now shown itself in another form which, ina
certain sense they didn’t anticipate. And this raises two questions.
One is the question of long term decline; the other is the question of
stalinism. You will not find stalinism as a political-economic
conceptof Western capitalism inmany marxist textbooks or marxist
theorists but it seems to me it’s absolutely fundamental in under-
standing modern capitalism. It is precisely the explosion or implo-
sionordeath of stalinism which is now creatinga crisis of a kind that
has not existed in capitalism for now sixty toseventy years. Onehas
to understand what is lying behind it. It seems to me, to come to
another point, thatat least since 1917, or some: other date inthe early
part of this century, we are talking about a decline in capitalismand
if one is talking about a decline in capitalism, then there are not
many solutions available to capitalism itself. In effect declining
capitalism can only do one thing - it can delay. It cant succeed in

urplus
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avoiding its own overthrow. But it can delay it. Some people might
want to argue it can delay it 300 years, 500, a thousand years, |
wouldn’t argue that. I don’t think it can delay itall that long. But it
has had a whole series of f8rms of delay and I have actually
mentioned one, that’s finance capitd, and one can go into the other
forms as well.

Now the obvious immediate forms which come to mind are
social democracy and stalinism. 1 see them not just as subjective
forms but as objective forms. If social democracy did not actually
come to power, it did come toa position where it was governing at
some sort of level, and we did have a welfare state and that again
affected accumulation itself. Stalinism was embodied in Eastern
Europe and China and so on. These were objective facts in history,
they were objectified. And it appears to me that it was precisely
these that acted as the subjective forms of delay, of maintaining
capitalism, in other words. The problem is that both are dying or
dead, and the capitalist class does not appear t0 have a means of
replacing them.

What else is going to replace stalinism? I think it’s worth while
sayinga few mot ini d
what the removal of stalinism now leads to. In the first place, it's
fairly obvious that because of stalinism we had the Cold War, and
the Cold War provided againameans of accumulation. Now,ldon’t
mean the Cold War was just on the side of the US: it was just as
much on the side of USSR. But the US knew perfectly well that the
USSR was much weaker but preferred to maintain it, to make a
whole period in which it could have a particular form of accumula-
tion. Now that of course had come toan end. It is no longer possible
to invest in the arms industry in the old way. The arms industry is
very important because its prime function lies in the way it can
discipline the working class. As long as you have an arms industry
it is much easier to control the working class both inside and outside
the armsindustry. It ispossible toargue that there is an enemy which
has to be fought, people have to work harder, there arespiesall over
the place, and in the US of course anti-communism played a
particular role. As it happens1 think the anti-communism in the US
had a partial truth. That is to say, it is perfectly true that the USSR
was a horrible society and nobody would want tolive under it. But
what it was serving as was a very imp meansof control. That’s
gone. What is going to replace it? What is the disciplinary form of
control that is going to replace the Cold War? 1 don’t think there is
a form that they can actually use.

Stalinism didn’t serve in the Cold War only in 2 particular

ic way. It also served p Ily and was most important in
the post-Cold War period in supporting social democracy. It is no
accident that the two are dying together. One can’t understand
social without ing the impor-
tance of stalinism for it. I’'m not saying that the social democrats
before 1917, before ther lini pported by stalini:
orthatin the period before the Second World War stalinism wasthat
important. I’m saying in the post war period stalinism was crucial
inmaintaini ial andthe forms
of concessions that were being introduced by the capitalist class.
And in so far as you don’t have stalinism in the working class, you
don’t have the same kind of mass support that could come info
existence in order tosupport the ruling class in this country or inany
other country. So one then has to ask exactly how are they going to
deal with the situation. I don’t know.

If one looksat it politically again the elimination of the Commu-
nist Parties is a fantastic gain. It may not look like that in so far as
bookshops like Collets are going under and one can’t buy marxist
books any more, and there are fewer marxist firms that will take
marxist publications. But in reality what it means that the kind of
suppression of the left that existed for somany years is going or has
gone. It’s no accident that in this country and in other countries the
far left is beginning toshow itself in asimilar form, ina similar way




or in similar places where the Communist Parties did before.

‘What does this lead to? The point is that stalinism is no longer
there as a means of control, therefore the ruling class no longer has
the same form of delay that it did. Or, if you invert it, I don’t think
there could have been any real change in the world until stalinism
had been removed. [ don’t think there could have been a victory in
Spain, or later, by the far left, precisely because Stalin or stalinists
did not want it and they had this enormous measure of control. But
it’s gone. So the capitalist class is now faced with the fact that it’s
in industrial decline, finance capital as a means of control and asa
formofretreat s in trouble, the various forms of delay it had through
stalinism are no longer there. What strategy can it actually use
today? And that is itsreal crisis: that it has nostrategy. It isa unique
crisis, there hasn’t been a crisis like this since 1923.

One can put it another way. In terms of the long term downturn,
or in terms of the long wave, what we are in is a position where the
working class has to be defeated in order for accumulation to
proceed. If one actually looks at Trotsky’s description of the long
wave you can see that he is arguing that it is precisely through the
defeat of the working class that the capitalist class has the possibil-
ity of extracting extra surplus value. Now to the degree that it does
not have that it won’t accumulate. In a certain sense, this becomes
asubjective phenomenon above the capitalist class: if the capitalist
class does not think it will make sufficient profit, it will not invest,
and that is where we are. It has to actually defeat the working class
under conditions that are no longer as favourable as they were
before. It may notappear like that,and most people I encounter seem
to be pessimistic, but in my view it is just the opposite. We are inan
extremely optimistic position. It may not be that there are enormous
numbers; there aren’t. There may be very few but that is neither here
or there. Let me remind you that the Social Democratic Party of
Germany, SPD, only had one per cent of the vote in 1878 but by 1890
it was already a major party. So, change can happen very quickly,
and I think that is what we must expect.

So the crisis we are in is a unique crisis, it’s a crisis in every
aspect of capitalist civilisation. It’s a crisis of ideclogy, it’s a crisis
of politics, it’s a crisis of the ruling class, and we’ve witnessed the
way the ruling class cannot hold itself together whether in Japan or
this country. The ruling class is now divided; it no longer has a
means of keeping itself together. The former means that it used, the
Cold War and stalinism, are not there. It hasn’t the collectivity ithad
before, precisely because of the collapse of stalinism. In a certain
sense when stalinism came to an end the capitalist class managed
toshoot themselves inthe foot.I’m not saying that the position today
iswonderful; it certainly could be better. But the position is far better
objectively than it has been for sixty or seventy years. The crisis is
enormous. It’s not a terminal crisis: tomorrow we won’t have a

socialist society. But it is a crisis from which the capitalist class can
not recover as it were. It has no solution.

Harry Cleaver:

Now you get adifferent view, at least partially. As there is a certain
amount of overlap in the positions that we take, at the same time as
there are radical differences, I will try to emphasise the latter more
than the former so that we can in fact have something like a debate.
I think that Hillel was intuitively correct when he said that there
were some fundamental theoretical differences between us. In
particular,  would say that his opening comments about there being
a difference between the movement of the categories and the
movement of the class struggle is a difference. Categories of what?
Categories of capital that is, in some sense, different from the class
struggle? Not from my point of view. The categories of marxist
analysis are the categories of class relations; capital is a class
relation - aclass relation of struggle. All of the categories of marxist
analysis in the three volumes of Capital and elsewhere are those of
thatsocial relation - which is the class struggle. The only movement
of the categories is a movement that occurs as part of the class
struggle. There is no other subject as far as | am concerned.

The crisis of capital is a crisis of the class relation. That means
that it is a crisis from the point of view of both classes. With respect
to capital, Hillel has said some relevant things. But, we also have to
recognise that the crisis for capital is simultaneously, in certain
ways, a crisis for the working class. The crisis of capital, the
manifestations of which begantoappear ~ fromthe early seventies,
can be traced to an international cycle of class struggle which
ruptured an epoch, a particular organisation of capitalist organisa-
tion, of its command. It was epoch making in the sense that we are
still in the same crisis. We’ve gone through business cycles, we’ve
gone through a variety of kinds of changes, but fundamentally the
problems that were created in that period of time, the late sixties and
early seventies, have not been resolved - nor is there any evidence
that they are likely to be resolved in the near future. So, the crisis of
capitalism is, first and foremost, once we cut through the fetishism
of its categories like money and finance, a failure of old methods of
control.

The crisis is profound because it is a crisis of capital’s most
fundamental mechanism of control: the endless imposition of work.
At the heart of the crisis lies the rupture not only of the capitalist
productivity deal (higher wages for more work), but also, more
generally, the capitalist ability to continue to shape and to subordi-
nate life to work - throughout what some of us call the social factory.

Now the crisis for the working class comes precisely when the
old of are because workers
always struggle about, against and beyond problems that they face,
the limitations that work sets on them. When capital counter-
attacks, it shifts the ground of the class relationship, and that means
a problem of adapting, of figuring out what the hell is going on, of
dealing with the new strategies that are mobilised against them.
This is what workers have been struggling with for the last twenty
years. The counter-attacks have occurred at all levels. They began
with the devaluation of the dollar in 1971 and continued through the
food and energy crises, changes in the monetary system, increases
in the price of oil, restructuring in industry and so on.

In too many ways capital has had a considerable amount of
success. Especially in beating down wages and reducing standards
of living but also, to some degre, in imposing more work especially
inthe Third World, but in the First World as well. In the US, workers
today are working a twelfth more on the average than they were
twenty years ago - an extra month of work per year. That's a
substantial defeat any way you look at it. So, at the level of austerity
there has been some success and we have had some defeat. Yet, at
the level of the reorganisation of class relationships, which is what
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is necessary in order to found a new, long wave of accumulation,
capital has made much less progress. Some reorganisation of
industry and reorganisation of the relationship between the state and
themarket has been undertaken for some time, but it isnot at all clear
that it has been successful or that it has laid the foundations for
future capitalist development.

The reorganisation of the relation between the state and the
market has been a prominent feature of this attempt to create a new
(decomposed) set of class relationships. Britain, like the US, has
suffered through Thatcherism, Reaganism, the substitution of mar-
ket mechanisms for certain kinds of government regulations. But
this is merely a recomposition. Despite the ideology of vaunting the
market against the state, what has been involved has been a

ition of the ip between them. Ulti the
market is merely a planning mechanism. It is used when it works
(i.e., gives the desired results). It is abandoned when it doesn’t
work. It is one planning mechanism among others. Market and plan
cannot be juxtaposed in the way that they have traditionally been.
Understanding the crisis involves seeing through such ideological
constructs and reinterpreting them in class terms.

Besidestalking about the nature of the crisis, we were also asked
to talk about the associated dangers and the opportunities. The
dangers are self-evident in the successes that capital has had in
making life worse for us, in making our situation more unlivable.
The process of decomposition has been undertakenonaworldscale,
and one of the biggest dangers isnot to recognise that it is global and
not to deal with it at that level. It isn’t enough to talk about it in
national terms. The major state institution today is the International
Monetary Fund, which has overseen the imposition of the new

isati itali aglobal level; i

of the North is closely connected to the reindustrialization of the
South; jobs are not disappearing from industry, they are just being
displaced - at least in many industries. In the US, the old industrial
beltof the North has become a rust belt and the numbers of Ford auto
workers is increasing by the tens of thousands across the border in
Mexico. The electronics industry has also moved many of its
operations south. Industry hasn’t disappeared, it has just been
recomposed geographically at the same time as it has been
recomposed technologically. At the same time work is being
imposed massively, partly in industry, partly outside of industry,
throughout the world. The history of the debt crisis of the eighties
was exactly the history of that imposition. The IMF assumed a
central role as it has gone around the world telling governments and
private capital how they have not been doing a proper job in
imposing the rules of the game and that they must do so. The state
has imposed such changes with austerity and with privatisation,
which is to say countries have been opened up to foreign and
multinational investment in order to achieve this process of capital-
ist recomposition (through the decomposition of working class
power). This process has been going on at both the micro level and
the macro level and we have to respond to both.

In his talk Hillel noted the end of the cold war, the death of the
Soviet bogey-man asameans toa permanent arms economy and the
social control of the working class, and raised the question of what
might replace the Cold War in capitalist strategy. Roughly speak-
ing, 1 agree with this bit of hisanalysis. In class terms, the role of the
Russian bomb was basically to help the Americans and the West
Europeans to keep control and the American bomb helped the
Russians do the same thing. Now those threats are no longer there
- and in a certain sense they haven’t been since the movie, Dr.
Strangelove, came out, which was after all subtitled, How to stop
worrying and learn to love the bomb. In the end many realized that
the bomb was not really a threat - at least not the generalised threat
of annihilation that everybody had been convinced that it was, We
had been lied to. We eventually realised that the Americans weren’t
going to drop thermo-nuclear bombs on the Russians and the
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Russians weren’t going to drop them on us. Having understood this,
we stopped worrying abowtit, and realized we could fight against
racism, the war in Vietnam, and*authoritarian schooling because
they were not going to drop a nuke on the San Francisco Bay arca
- it just wasn’t going to happen. That whole strategy of fear
collapsed as the New Left joined Southeast Asian peasants and took
the offensive against capital in the sixties.

Of course, there was an attempt to bring the fear back in the mid-
seventies with the discussion of limited nuclear war. Pentagon
scenarios were leaked. Ex-NATO General Hackett wrote his novel
of World War Three in which Birmingham (England) was nuked by
the Soviets while the US took out Minsk. And then the Ukrainians
overthrew the Politburo, dismembered the USSR and the war was
over. But of course instead of provoking fear and trembling and
reintroducing the bomb as an effective weapon of political control,
these efforts to launch a second Cold War produced the biggest
peace movement in history and deepened the ongoing problems of
capitalism.

Well, as Hillel suggests, we certainly should ask with what
might suchamechanism be replaced? The theoretical answer isthat
it can only be replaced by the same kinds of mechanism: those that
divide us in order to conquer us. Capital rules through divide and
conquer. The of one such ism by another
happenshistorically and must be appropriate to the level of the crisis
of command. One of the characteristics of the struggles that created
the current crisis was that it was an international cycle of struggles.
Itwasn’t just the Americansover hereand the French over there, and
the Italians over there, and the Vietnamese over there, and Che
Guevara down in South America. These things were all interlinked.
There was an overcoming of international divisions at that period in
time as struggles circulated internationally - even the struggles that
overthrew the communist regimes in Eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union had such an international character. Therefore, not surpris-
ingly, we find that one of the and more ob p
of capital’s attempt to regain control has been the reintroduction -
with a vengeance - of nationalism and racism. The situation in
Central Europe is just the most blatant and disturbing example.
Nationalism and racism are being wielded to divide and conquer
throughout Western Europe, North America and the South as well.
Everywhere we find i ing hateand carrying
out acts of violence, but also moderate politicians adopting an only
slightly more subtle form of racism to kindle fear of the enemy
within (e.g., the immigrant, the jew, the minority, the religious
other), now that the enemy without (the global communist con-
spiracy) is gone.

Attheheart of cycleofstruggl hichruptured
the old capitalist (and, if you like the term, stalinist) mode of
accumulation were those of women, people on the streets, people in
their homes, people at school, i.e., those of unwaged workers whose
battles circulated into the factories and back again. Fundamental to
all of these were the struggles of women. Thus along with nation-
alism and racism, sexism and the attack on women has also been
central to the new capitalist efforts to divide and conquer. The other
side of the Reagan attack on the wage and government regulation
was the so-called social agenda. That agenda - most of which could
not be implemented at the level of government and was pursued
instead through private groups such as the religious Right - was
aimed squarely at the womb. It was aimed squarely at making
women barefoot and pregnant and pushing them back into the
house. It is extremely basic to the situation in the States and |
warrant elsewhere. If you gotoItaly today you see the consequences
for women’sstruggle to gain divorce rights and thenabortion rights:
plummeting birth rates, reproducing in just a few years the whole
earlier pattern of the post war period in Western Europe. The
capitalist response has involved importing prostitutes from Africa
and increased violence against women. Such are part of the dangers




we face due to new forms of divide and conquer.

‘The opportunities which are present in the current crisis can only
be perceived through understanding our own processes of political
recomposition that caused the crisis. If we can understand how the
mechanisms of accumulation were ruptured, what were the class
forces that ruptured them and how they have been modified by the
struggles over the last twenty years then we are in a position to talk
about where we go from here. In other words, the only basis for the
elaboration of effective working class politics against capital is a
proper assessment of our own strengths. One of the problems in
Hillel’s discussion of the crisis (one he shares with many other
marxists) is a tendency to spend most of his time talking about
capital as if it were something separate from our relationship to it.
We need to talk about us, about how we (the working class both
collectively and specifically) created this situation, the degree to
which we have suffered setbacks, the degree to which we have
avoided defeat and the strength we have to push forward our own
demands. Hillel is quite right that this is an epoch-making period of
crisis. It really does threaten the continuation of capital, even more
so than the situation in the nineteen thirties, for example, which did
force a fundamental reorganisation at all levels. But what consti-
tutes the threat?

‘The content of the struggle that has brought on and mamtamed
this crisis goes to the very heart of the capitalist organi of life

able to do over the last forty years. Workers are by-passing the old
institutions of control, creating a new international fabric of alli-
ances and cooperation.

As marxists we need to draw the implications for politics. What
we are seeing is a reconstitution of politics, an abandonment of the
old institutions (trade unions and political parties) with which we
are sofamiliarand have oftentried to work through, and the problem
isto figure how to elaborate new kinds of politics within and among
struggles which are diverse and will not be homogenised. The
usefulness of the old ‘Unite and Fight’ slogan is finished. It's
useless. To talk about socialism as a homogeneous project is
useless. The end of capital is not going to involve, as far as things
look at this point, a replacement of one homogeneous system by
another homogeneous system. It is going to be more like what Marx
evoked in the Grundrisse: an explosion, or, as people like Deleuze
and Guattari like to say, the emergence of various lines of flight of
alternative kinds of social relations and experience. The problem
then is that of creating a politics of difference minimising antago-
nism. It is not a problem which will be solved automatically.
Politics, especially new politics, always has to be constructed.

Discussion.
First How far do the causes of crises as put forward by

around work, the subordination of society towork. The nature of the
struggles that precipitated the crisis, once we understand them, give
us an indication of what the alternatives to capital are; and their
analysis means that we can abandon a lot of old illusions. On the
basis of analyzing the processes of self-valorisation that people are
trying todevelop, we can reject the old ideas of transition and the old
conception of socialism as a homogeneous social project. The
struggles that ruptured the system, did not simply break the mecha-
nisms of domination, they also have had a positive content: they
were proposing new ways of being and developing projects of new
waysof being.I’m thinking here not merely of what workers in cities
have done, but what women have done, what the environmentalist
movement has done. We need tolook at the positive content of these
so-called new social movements, to see how they have been trying
to create new social relations in the present (the future in the present
as Marx said). Those new relations are not out there, and there isno
transition to them. They are already bemg constructed and whxle the

Marx in Capital contribute to, or account for, the present economic
crisis that we’re in and why did neither speaker mention any of
them?

Harry: | think nobody mentioned them because of lack of time.
Marx’s theory must be resituated within a historical context; there
is considerable complexity in his analysis of various aspects of
crisis. Unfortunately, much of the discussion of those theories has
been mired in an endlessly useless circle, because for the last fifty
years, for the most part, the categories have been taken as fetishised
categories. Money has been understood as money; the tendency of
the rate of profit to fall has been understood in terms of the monetary
rate of profit, etc. Whereas, if you reinterpret these categories as
categories of the class relationship then you can see all kinds of
things in a new light. For example, take the tendency of the rate of
profit to fall - which derives from the tendency of the organic
oomposmon of capital to rise. That in turn has to do with the

problemfor capital is,and

and toinstrumentalise them, our problemis not on]y torecognize the
emergence of real substantive alternatives to the present order but
to facilitate and foster their development. We not only need to be
aware of projects like those of women to achieve androgyny, the
recomposition of gender relations in society, but we need either to
participate in them, or to elaborate other projects and work out the
politics of the circulation of struggle across the diversity of such
efforts. Now there you have a political project that damn few
marxists have been involved in as far as I can see.

The fact that capital counter attacks in new ways, means that we
have new opportunities. I don’t like the language that Hillel uses
about objective conditions, but the fact of the matter is that because
Buropean capital ismoving toward EEC unity, itis both responding
toand forcing alevel of international working class collaboration of
struggle that we have never seen before. Because the US is pushing
the North American Free Trade Agreement to link Canada, the US
and Mexico, we are seeing an internationalisation of struggle that
has never existed. Today in the US there is a coalition of almost 300
groups fighting against NAFTA - labour groups, women’s groups,
student groups, environmental groups, all kinds of groups. In
Canada there is a similar coalition; in Mexico there is another series
of coalitions, and those of all thgge countriesare linked and working
closely together. They are connectedqyith computer networks; they
are circulating information, at a rate which only capital has been

of labour from . Therefore, the tendency
can be re-read in terms of the increasing difficulty of imposing work
- which being the most fundamental means of capital’s command,
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makes it, as Marx said, the most fundamental problem for capital in
the long run.

Hillel: I agree with what Harry said to a large degree, but it seems
to me that Marx is not saying that there’s a simple decline or a

didn’t want to take power. I think they knew perfectly well that in
Britain, America, France, Italy or Japan there was no possibility of
the working class reaching any degree of threat. So it’s true that the
limited degree in which the working class did constitute a threat is
no longer there, and I’m sure it plays some role. But I think the

sudden collapse or that there is one factor that i iately leads to
this. What he is saying is that in a period which leads to a crisis the
contradictions in a society reach a point where they can no longer be
held. That is the point at which one actually hasa crisis. So then one
has to look at the different forms of that contradiction: there’s the
question of the declining rate of profit, there’s the question of
disproportionality and the third one is one of markets.

The trouble with talking about the declining rate of profit is that
it’snotthatsimple. It is notatall clear that one hastoargue that there
is a simple declining rate of profit and a crash. The same force
leading to the rising organic composition of capital leads toarise in
productivity. The result is that it is not at all clear that you get an
automatic decline in the rate of profit. So then one is involved in a
fairly complex question as to exactly what is going on. It seems to
me that what is then involved are the different aspects of the rate of
profit. That is to say one then has to talk about the rate of surplus
value. One has to talk about the cost of the different elements which
gointoit.

Now the interpretation of the declining rate of profit is different
but I don’t see it as an automatic feature. Perhaps we agree - I don’t
know - but it seems to me you will only get a declining rate of profit
if the capitalist class is not able to offset the decline which is
occurring for other reasons (largely because the rise in the organic
composition of capital, but that again is complicated) by arise in the
rate of surplus value. In other words, if it isnot able to cause a decline
in the relative wage. In general it is often able to do that through a
series of complex forms: taxation; directly attacking the wage;
extending the amount of time that people work. Sowhen discussing
the declining rate one is discussing not one category but effectively
all categories in the end and that is why it is so complex. But itisa
crucial category and those are the three aspects. But having said
that, what is interesting is not to go over what Marx had to say, but
todiscussthe present ina more general context. One has toask why,
when one doesn’t get that kind of crisis in exactly that form, why
isn’tittaking place in that form? The answer of course has been that
the ruling class has been in a position to have a degree of control
which it didn’t had before and we haven’t had the same sort of
sudden slumps as you had before 1944 and for very good reasons.
But we are now back in it.

Second Speaker: Both speakers have emphasised the positive
aspects of the current period so I just want to throw in a couple of
Questions. To start with, I disagreed with the last bit of Harry’s
speech. Socialism is nothing if it cannot become a homogeneous

.Alotofthe mo hetal ut isedand

aspect which hasled to their internecine conflict, is the
fact the Cold War having gone, they can no longer find amechanism
for their collectivity. Let’s remember that before the Cold War there
wasn’t the same degree of collectivity as during the Cold War;
before 1917, there was the same degree. I think it is no accident that
that is so.

You also asked if there would be an inter-imperialist war. | am
not a prophet so I don’t know. However, 1 think it is extremely
unlikely. I never thought that one side would drop bombs on the
other side, I thought that was highly unlikely and I think today that
it is equally unlikely that god knows who will drop bombs on
anybody else. I don’tsee whois going tofight who. It’s perfectly true
that one can imagine minor wars occurring: the Ukraine could fight
Russia and I could imagine a few more globally unimportant wars,
as it were, but a war between the US and another imperialist power
eg., Japan or Germany, seems extremely unlikely. For one reason,
ifoneactuallylooks at the present day, youstill have US control over
those two countries. There are still troops in Germany. Japan is still
forced to invest in bonds in the US which is losing money. Why on
earth is it doing that if it is an independent country? So I find it
difficult to imagine an inter-imperialist war at least in the next
twenty years.

Harry: Ill respond to two things. First the business of homogene-
ity. You said socialism is nothing if not homogeneous. I would say
socialism has always dreamed of homogeneity but has never gotten
it, never will get it; it’s not in the nature of the species. Sosocialism
isnothing inasense, and particularly today. Second, the other issue:
the prospect of inter-imperialist war. If by that you mean what Lenin
meant by imperialist war (war between competing blocks of capi-
talists: e.g., WWI, WWII), then I agree with Hillel that it’s not
likely. However, if you understand inter-imperialist war not in terms
of competition for raw materials and capitalist markets or commod-
itymarkets butin terms of a political mechanism used for the control
of the working class, then the fact of the matter is that we already
have war. We have war all over the damn place. Our world is rotten
with war and a couple of years ago we just went through a war that
is being discussed as paradigmatic of the future of war under
capitalism - the damn Gulf War. The fundamental role of the Gulf
War was regulating labour relations in the Gulf and at home. The
strategy of the US government was to try to use the so-called need
to send US troops into the Persian Gulf to break through a whole
series of blockages which workers have placed to capitalist devel-
opment within the US, not least of which is in the field of energy
whichi: ising. The Gulfafterall, fromthe US pointof view,

sectionalised. They are not the new within the old; they are spanners
in the works of capitalism. Hillel argued that the splits in ruling
classes of various countries are occurring now because they are
losing their collectivity. But isn’t it also because, with the collapse
of the old accommodationist forms of working class representation
like social democracy and stalinism, the ruling class senses that the
working class has no collectivity? They feel safer to carry out
recomposition in asituation in which the working class actually has
no homogeneous collectivity. Harry talked about emergence of
regional blocks and the positive side of that in actually internation-
alising class struggle but neither of the speakers actually mentioned
the prospect of a third inter-imperialist war.

Hillel: There is not the same degree of fear of the working class. But

I’'m not at all certain that the ruling class really regarded the
Communist Party as a threat. I think they knew perfectly well they
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is nothing but an oil pit, one big gas station which has to be
available. So what do they try to do? Workers and people in the US
defeated the nuclear energy industry back in the seventies. Capital-
ist planning was for nuclear power plants to be supplying 60-70%
of electricity in the US by the year two thousand, but after 1974 there
were no more nukes being built, there were no more nukes being
commissioned and most of the ones that were being built were being
abandoned. That industry was killed. One of the things that Bush
tried to do with the Gulf War was to use it as an excusc to revitalise
the nuclear power industry and to open up the north shore of Alaska
to oil exploration. Both of which had been blocked by social
struggles in the US up until that point - mostly struggles by the peace
and environmental movement. As for other wars, we can talk about
Yugoslavia, South East Asia, Timor, and elsewhere, Southern
Africaand so on. War has always been an integral part of capitalist
class relations; its not about to disappear; it will continue.



Third Speaker: Nobody said anything about communism. Com-
munism is a society without wage labour, without commodity
production, a world human community. How do we get to commu-
nism? The working class has to overthrow capitalism. It has to
become autonomous - from all the forces of capital. I don’t think it’s
a debate any more between communists whether stalinism, social
democracy and trotskyism are part of the working class or not, some
form of working class representation. They are part of capital. The
system in the so-called Soviet Union was a capitalist system, the
Oommumst Parties were wpxtahst parties, and the trotskyist or-

ions. We don’t needtrotskyism

or a new version of trotskyism.

There are some basic definitions we need before we can have a
debate. Imperialist war wasn’t mentioned. The question of imperi-
alist war separates people very clearly. During the Iran-Iraq war,
there were some people who called themselves marxists who said
we should support one side in that war. But if this is declining
capitalism, which I think it is, one of the ways that it survives is
through imperialist wars. What happened in 1945 was a period of
reconstruction after imperialist war. That period came toan end and
we're now in a profound crisis. The war in Yugoslavia is an
imperialist war, not just a war between Serbs and Croats. There is
already the ings of new i Are you on
one side or the other or are you for the working class against all the
imperialist powers? That’s the real question for revolutionary
marxists.

Hillel: 1 agree with you that the working class has to be separated
from stalinists and social democrats. I'd go further and say that it’s
true that most groups today have along way to go, whoever they are,
including your group. Unfortunately the formation of small grouplets
over the whole stalinist period has stalinised all of them. It doesn’t
matter what they where. It doesn’t matter whether they opposed the
Russian Revolution i in 1917 and regarded it as state capitalist, they
all became small ised-ty| lets. It’s i ible to hold
out under these conditions and not be defcrmed But we are now in
a new period where, hopefully, we will not spend all our time
fighting one another and leaving everything to the capitalist class.
Under present conditions the previous differences, arising out of
stalinism, are no longerso important. As long as people are opposed
to capitalism as a whole and are not reformists, it’s important that
differences should not become once again important reasons for the
development of sectarian groups, and gurus. But it seems to me that
the last speaker didn’t give us any way forward in that regard.

1 do agree with the speaker who said that there is only one
socialism. And [ also agree with the last speaker that we are talking
about the working class. I don’t think it has been abolished. I think
the vast majority of the population do belong to the working class.
It is the universal class - I don’t think that has changed at all. But
the issue, which the last speaker was not facing, was why nothing

fectively forthe lastei years, sixty yearsor whatever
it 1s I| s no good just calling Russia state capitalist and saying we
got nowhere. Why didn’t we succeed? Why are we insmall groups?
And why are we marginalised? That question has to be asked. And
answered. And itseems to me you don’tanswer it by saying that that
awful society that existed, over there in Russia is just the same as
what exists over here. In certain respects it was far, far worse. But
whatever it was it was not the same, and it played a crucial role in
maintaining capitalism itself, ﬁrecisgly because it was not capital-
ist.

Harry: I just want to respond to part of what was said. Yes, of
course, the working class must be autonomous from capital, and it
has been, and that is why capital is in so much trouble. The question
is: what does it mean to be autonomous from capital and what is the

content of autonomy? Autonomy is not homogencous. Capital
formed the working class, right, and that’s the story of primitive
accumulation, the formation of the working class. Capital formed a
group which from its own point of view was homogeneous and
malleable, could be divided and conquered, and moved around and
used. Now the struggle against that making, from the beginning and
onthroughall the years of accumulation, involved arejection of that
homogeneity, sometimesa utilisation of it, but ultimately a struggle
against being, as Marx put it, mere worker. The traditional marxist
vision of socialism - which Hillel seems to share - is a world of
workers. Socialism, or communism for that matter, is not under-
stood as a classless society but as a one class society.

But that class is what we want out of. We never wanted into it
inthe first place, and we want out of it now. But out of it to do what?
Out of it to do all kinds of things, not to do one other thing. That's
what we mean by domination, the imposition of a single universal
order. At least that’s what I mean by domination. I can imagine
several different kinds of such an order, but the point is that in any
form of domination you have the imposition of homogeneity. So,
when we talk about autonomy from capital we mean autonomy from
homogeneity. It also means we have to recognise the autonomy of
different sectors of the class and the struggles of people to getout of
their class status. The struggles of women are not the same as the
struggles of men; the struggles of blacks are not the same as the
struggles of whites. Our problem is the construction of a politics that
gives up the illusion that everyone can be talked into agreeing how
the world ought tobe and, on that basis, unite and fight. That is what
the left has been trying to do for the last one hundred yearsand it has
gotten absolutely nowhere. Now you can, as some do, say that the
so-called new social movements have nothing to do with the
working class. But what do you think the working class is? If you
think the working class is just traditional factory proletarians, I'm
afraid that that is only a small part of the whole at this point. The
working class is not just made up of workers throughout the world
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whoare busy i 1ti 11 of those people
who are busy producing what is the most fundamental commodity
of all: labour power. Such producers include women in the home
and students in schools and a vast number of other people. That’s
the reason why the working class continues to make up the vast
majority of the population. All of those people are struggling from
different positions in the class structure and they are struggling for
different things. Now if you don’t develop a politics that recognises
and appreciates that autonomy among the people opposing capital
then you’ll just go on in this room talking to each other for ever.

Fourth Speaker: 1 want to follow on from what Harry has just said.
1 think the problem we’re faced with is that the left is stuck in a
nineteenth century paradigm and this is partly due to the experience
of stalinism. The whole approach to the centrality of the workplace
and trade unions, and an approach to, and a model of, revolution that
hasn’t progressed anywhere beyond 1917, shows how far out of step
the left is with the way in which capital has developed in the past
seventy years and how that development has remade the working
class. Working class experience is far broader than just the experi-
ence of the factory or the office or the workplace. In moving beyond
a concern solely with workplace struggle, and beginning to take on
other areas of struggle, I think we actually begin to develop the
whole process of struggle and an attitude to class struggle that is
actually far closer to the totality of working class experience. That
has to be important if we want to move towards a communist
society. But I think there is a problem in the way Harry has been
putting it forward. While it is important to move into a whole
multiplicity of arenas that the left has never considered as part of the
struggle for communism, I think that if you start denying any
possibility of leading or totalising those struggles, you leave those
struggle in the hands of the petty bourgeois careerist politicians. If
you look at who’s dominated the women’s movement, anti-racist
waork, the gay movement, it hasn’t been working class activists, it
has been middle class activists imposing their values on people in
struggle. The question I really want to pose is: what, if any, role is
there for the revolutionary party in the struggle for communism?

Harry: I am not opposed by any means to linking struggles. A
fundamental concept in the work I do is the notion of the circulation
of struggle. Instead of talking about uniting and fighting through
ideological methods, it means building concrete linkages between
struggles. In the sixties, the students in the US and the Vietnamese
peasants in the rice fields were not linked in a party, but struggle
circulated across the Pacific and caused enormous problems for
capital and ultimately, its breakdown. The struggles of women are
not often united with the struggles of men ina party or inany unified
institution, yet it is quite clear that their struggles have circulated
and profoundly affected the activities of men and the politicsof men.
The problem of politics is the problem of the circulation of struggle
and the organisation of the circulation of struggle. When I reject the
party, and I do in the traditional sense, it is not a rejection of
organisation, it is simply the rejection of a particular form of
organisation which was maybe appropriate to the skilled workers at
the turn of the century but is certainly inappropriate to workers
today. Our problem is to discover the way these connections are
being established today. It’s not done through a party; its not done
through a centralised organisation; yet the circulation of struggle is
extremely rapid, the speed of optical fibre.

Hillel: It’s impossible to discuss the party in one minute. Inmy view
we certainly can’t do without a party. I think we’re going to have to
have a much firmer party. If we look the way that things are
developing I think one has to consider not just the importance of
democracy in a party, which is very important, and different centres
of influence in a party, which I think is extremely important, but the
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fact that a party is a fighting party. The ruling class is not just going
togoaway. They may be fightingone another but when the working
class does become adanger the ruling class will stick together. How
do you then deal with it? You can’t go around saying I’'m opposed
to it, or linking up all over the place. When it is fighting you and
putting you in gaol, you are in gaol. You have to find a way around
it. You have to then go underground if necessary. Now the exact
form of the party, the exact form the working class will take in the
course of struggle, [ don’t know. It will come into being. Just as the
soviet was the particular form that took place in Russia, so here in
the West or wherever there will be another form. [ don’t know the
form, but it will come into being and there will have to be a party or
perhaps a number of parties, but there is no other way around it. [
don’t know any other way of overthrowing a ruling class.

Fifth Speaker: It’s a bit dangerous to say capitalism doesn’t have
any strategy after stalinism. The threat of proletarian revolution
occurs because of inter-imperialist conflict. Therefore, when capi-
talism is devising a strategy to oppose proletarian revolution, it
cannot allow inter-imperialist antagonism to lead to inter-imperial-
ist war. Therefore the strategy that is being developed by the
capitalist powers to prevent the proletarian revolution is that of
ultra-imperialism. Marxists have been blinkered about looking at
the question of ultra-imperialism because at one time it was asso-
ciated with Karl Kautsky. But the major imperialist nations are
getting together to offload the crisis of capitalism in terms of war,
joint offensive against the international working class. In trying to
dmde the working class, the capitalist powers are developing this
strategy of ultra-imperialism and therefore the question of interna-
tionalism is linked to anti-imperialism. That is how they are trying
to redevelop their ideological cohesion after the fall of stalinism. If
one strategy, for various reasons, becomes defunct, then obviously
new political strategies have to be developed. I think the real
problem in what Hillel Ticktin argued is that of objectivism,
fatalism, saying: after stalinism, it’s our turn. That minimises
question of the seventy years of the culture of defeat the working
class has had that has created fatalism and defeatism within the
working class itself.

Hillel: In terms of what you said, that is not much of a strategy. It’s
astrategy for chaos. To fight Saddam Hussein a hundred times over
doesn’t getanywhere. I don’t think it’sdividinganybodyandit’snot
establishing any form of control. All it is, is a tragic comedy or a
comic tragedy, but it is not a means of control. It doesn’t compare
tothe Cold War or the previous forms. None of these small wars are
achieving this object. One can see this by the results of ten days ago
when Clinton bombed Iraq. What was the result? Did he achieve
very much? Did he achieve anything except more criticism of
himself? He achieved very little, so I can’t see that that is much of
a strategy. So, if you are going to ask: is the strategy a nationalist
strategy, dividing people on a nationalist basis, and is it a form of
imperialist division results, now this is true. Quite obviously there
are national differences which are being played on; that isabsolutely
correct. However, one has to ask how long people are going to go
along with that. I don’t think Yugoslavia is any example. It is the
result of the decay of stalinist forms. It may be that capitalist powers
got involved, but even if they didn’t it would still have occurred and
it’s got to do with stalinism and not with capitalism as nself sothat
isnotan ple of nationalism. But for capitali in
general isof course crucial and Harry has mentioned it. The pmblem
is that it has obviously failed. Has it worked in Africa where the
standard of living is below that which it was under the colonial
overlords? Clearly it hasn’t worked. How long do people need to be
told that it doesn’t work? I don’t think that it’s that long. That isn’t
astrategy, and if you are talking about imperialism, that is what is
actually involved, let’s say binding together the whole population




ona nationalist basis. My answer, therefore, is that it cannot work,
they don’t have a strategy. It may work for one or two years. But
that’s all.

Harry: I just have a couple of things to say. Just because a strategy
fails does not mean there is no strategy; to say that there are limits
to what has been achieved so far through the use of the Gulf War is
not tosay that nothing was intended and nothing was accomplished.
The fact of the matter is that there has been a militarisation of the oil
fields of the Gulf and around the rest of the world. The message went
to Nigeria and to a lot of other places. The uprising in Caracas and
Venezuela mirrored that of the Gulf. That militarisation has made
the struggles of people in those areas extremely difficult. The
Palestinians are suffering the consequences, but they are not alone.
The Iraqi working class is suffering the consequences. The fact of
the matter is that in the Gulf War Bush was responsible for the
killing of Saddam Hussein’s opposition. You will remember the
Revolutionary Guards were pulled back from the front in Kuwait
and they were not wiped out. In a very real material sense the Gulf
War left Saddam Hussein in better control internally than he was
before, that was the result, and I would argue that there was a
strategy to use the war to regain control over the working class. In
the US the war was being used to rationalise all sorts of attacks on
the working class. The fact that they haven’t always succeeded
doesn’t mean it wasn’t a strategy.

The second thing concerns nationalism and racism. To say
nationalism and racism have failed in Africa is a statement I just
don’t understand. The racism in South Africa, the rupture of that
racism, or apartheid, through the struggles of the black working
class in South Africa has been an integral part of the crisis of capital.
That racism functioned for a very long time in the context of the
global accumulation of capital to make possible the existence of a
monetary system of a certain sort (based in part on gold) and the

ionof vast iti alue, Youdon’t th
efficacy of a capitalist strategy by whether or not the workers are
well off in a particular area of the world, for God’s sake, or whether
constant capital is accumulated in a particular place. Imperialism is
the differential accumulation of constant and human capital and an
intentional hierarchy of income. When you get right down to it that
is what marxist analysis is about: accumulation is always uneven.
The IMF imposition of austerity in Africa facilitates the extraction
of surplus value everywhere. The surplus value produced in Africa
is being transferred through international pricing, transferred through

urplus

the manipulation of money and commodity prices out of Atrica, like
it always has been.

Sixth Speaker: What is socialism?

Harry: What do I mean by the time for socialism is gone and how
else are you going to relieve the problems of war and poverty for
humanity? I don’t mean that we abandon the struggle against
capitalism and that we abandon the struggle to create a new world
by any means. I mean that the concept of socialism has been
ambiguous ina lot of ways. Ultimately the problem with it was that
it posed the idea of replacing one kind of homogeneous society by
another homogeneous society. That’s the project which it seems to
me is gone, or it should be gone. I also know it’s not gone for a lot
of people; they are hell bent on doing it. But they are not going to
succeed because it’s irrelevant at this point in history. The class
struggle has moved way beyond that. It may be that it was a
sustainable illusion for a certain period of time, but | do not think
that it is sustainable in this period of time. That’s what | mean by the
time for socialism is gone - not that we don’t have to replace
capitalism, not that we’re not to design social alternatives - but that
the old models that are still being clung to are obstacles to the social
processes which most likely to contribute to the actual transcend-
ence of capitalism.

Hillel: I wasasked to define socialism. I define it as a society where
creative labour becomes mankind’s prime want - the way it is
defined by Marx. Everything else follows from that and it gets away
from the question of income and a few other things. Obviously ina
socialist society you do not have a law of value. It is planned, and
planning involves the conscious regulation by the economy and
society by the direct producers. There is total democracy if you want
to call it that.

You also made the point, that I completely fail to understand,
about the present epoch in terms of Irag or South Africa or god
knows where. There are wars all over the place. Of course there are
wars all over the place. But that is not the same as before. The
question is: are these wars all over the place, these different forms,
meant to work in the same way as before, with the same degree of
efficiency as before? Are they going to control the working class in
the same way? That is the question. When capitalist powers are
going into Iraq, does it mean that the crisis in capitalism is reduced,
ameliorated, or removed?
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The leopard.in

the 20th

century

value, struggle and administration

An examination of the changes within

capitalism as a response to the development

of the antagonistic class. By William Dixon

Se vogliamo che tutto rimanga come & bisogna che tutto cambi (If
we want everything o stay as it is, everything has to change), The
Leopard, Giuseppe Tomasi di Lampedusa.

Capitalism is a combination of both subjective and objective
factors. Interms of the objective, capitalism is asystem that operates
through certain real categories, for example the opposition of use
value and exchange value. From an analysis of such categories we
may draw some conclusions regarding the tendency of the system.
These in turn may appear then as expressing the laws of the system.
As aspecificand distinctive historical system capitalism does have
objective characteristics; it is not feudalism, it is not primitive
communism, it has its own forms. The surplus is appropriated as
surplus value. We could now leave the analysis there and so
reproduce all the worst aspects of ‘scientific’ marxism. Capitalism
would then be seen as moving through objective laws. It would
appear in this light as a naturalised system. Too much of marxism
has appeared to endorse this approach. For example we are led to
believe in aset of objective conditions that mature when, hey presto!
- crisis! And the working class is woken up. Other than this the
working class has norole to play. The subjective appears to have no
historical presence until the final moment. The development of
capital is seen as proceeding according to its own laws and through
the interrelation of capitals.

Thealternative view to this istostressthe struggle of the working
class. This has been particularly characteristic of the anarchists but
they have had no monopoly. This view has been necessary because
of the previous orthodoxy of marxism. It fails though to consider
adequately not just the categories through which struggle must
move but also how the struggle leads to development of the
categories and hence new conditions of struggle.

‘We need to develop an of capital as
both objecti d subjecti pects. itali pssothe
subjective aspect becomes more important, indeed decisive. This is
an objective aspect of asystem that cannot help but develop through
the development of the division of labour and hence the creation of
social labour as a global, truly social phenomenon.

The conception of ‘partial suspensions of the law of value’ is
central toa thesis that attempts to understand the political economy
of the twentieth century as the interaction of the subjective and
objective. The formation of the working class and its political
development are taken into account as well as modifications in
bourgeois society by which the threat was contained. In this sense
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partial suspensions of the law of value are located at the heart of a
twentieth century political economy that has been characterised by
both the appearance of the revolutionary proletariat and also by
regimes that have successfully disorganised that threat. Capital has
no natural laws but it is a system that is constrained to change only
in specific ways, through the categories and their modifications, of
the law of value.

The view that explains twentieth century political economy on
the basis of partial suspensions of the law of value contests what
have been the orthodox right and left views that the USSR was a
communist experiment and the welfare states represented an ad-
vance of the working class. In this view the significance of the
Eastern European events of 1989 is that they mark an important
milestone in the disintegration of anti-working class regimes.
Similarly, the success of right wing free market projects in the West
are indicative of a profound crisis in left wing political groups that
have failed to represent the actual movement of the working class.
Inshort the significant failure of the late twentieth century has been
of regimes concocted on the basis of the prevention of communism,

pecially ic, often ini regimes.
The virtually wholesale implication of the left in these regimes has
aided the disorganisation of working classresponses to the fantastic
opportunities of this period.

Itis politically necessary to retrieve the communist perspective,
to draw a sharp line through the left on this basis. If this is to avoid
any sectarian assertion of purity, the insecure reliance on dogma, it
is necessary to reclaim theory as the specific prerogative of the
working class and communism as the heart of the movement. It is
necessary to lay claim to a perspective that is confident that
humanity’s development, while proceeding through the productive
forces, cannot establish its creative reason short of communism.
Only then can the real creative individuality of our species be
realised. Only then will individual development be freed from the
external limits of money and administration. Only then can indi-
vidual development be truly social.

The point now is to establish the communist perspective without
apology and without compromise. The reclaiming of theory as the
description of the real movement, the chronic tendency to commu-
nism, is necessary in order not just to orient practice, but also to
disrupt and affront a left that has been complicit in the prevention
of communism. This task can only be achieved if the retrieval of the

perspective is insif that it speaks of the development
of humanity, the self-creation of the historic subject, only then will




the arrogant banality of so much of the left be shown up.

1t is necessary in the retrieval of the communist perspective to
grasp the political economy of bourgeois society as it has developed
in the twentieth century. So much of this period has been claimed
uncritically as representing working class progress. This progress
must be reassessed from the perspective of communism. The
possibility of such an appraisal is not intellectual; it is real develop-
ment that makes theory possible and necessary. The rude fact
smarting on the face of the old ideologists is that the previous
regimes broke down not only without working class support but
actually under the impact of working class opposition or resistance.
After the breakdown of all this progress, all those limiting forms,
reality leaves us no choice but communism.

In this article I will outline the phenomena from which the
conception of partial suspensions of the law of value arose. After
this I will explain briefly the view of the law of value from which it
is then possible to explain partial suspensions. When this is done I
will explain why this is a fruitful analysis by outlining the various
facts, experiences, problems it can take account of within a theoreti-
cal framework that has an essentially simple core.

Grasping Politicised Facts

Inthisarticle I refer to ‘we’. This includes several different people.
They had in common that they were ex-members of different
political aware of the limil of theirown

not desperate to leap into another segment, not looking for position,
but needing to evolve etc. Although thefirstarticle on the prevention
of communism was by Binns and Dixon (Radical Chains 1) there
were several other voices hidden in that text.

‘We had in common the need to reach an understanding of the
present situation. While each would hold to the contribution they
could make from their respective backgrounds there was no desire
for a merely eclectic adding on of bits from different traditions. We
all recognised that the common theory we sought would have to
have its own basic simplicity from which eventually we could
critique the different traditions from which we arose. We shared the
recognition that there was a need for a theory and not for an
agglomeration of ideas.

‘Animmediate motivation was to make sense of the sorry state of
the left in relation to the current development of bourgeois society.
‘We shared the conviction, based on experience, that the left had lost
contact with any communist pcrspecnve irrespective of its marxxst
variant. Thiswasreflectedini intering intomutual
Trotskyist, Left Communist, Autonomist, Leninist, etc. Each knew
what was wrong with the other but remained studiously attached to
its own limitations. The problem to be addressed was certainly not
the success of the right (which still needed to be studied) but rather
the horrendous failure of the left. In this light there was little to be
gained through adopting one strand with militant fury and then
blaming the rest of the left from that position. Sectarianism is this
multiple correctness.

Our initial focus was on the twentieth century success of social
democracy in the West while in the East and “Third World” there
was the political power of what we and others before us identified
as Stalinism. These phenomena we regarded as something more
thanmerely political entities. Whide clearly, indeed murderously,on
the side of capitalist survival, they could not easily be dismissed as
capitalist in essence, anymore than they could be claimed as
wonderful victories for the working class, or as forms transitional to
anything but hell.

It appeared on both sides, East and West, that communism had
been blocked and that the social forms that had evolved depended
for their existence on this bi¥ckage. Furthermore the left was
centrally involved in the blockage. IriYact several forms of socialist
organisation had developed, at best, ambiguous relations to the

working class. It was clear that the left was actually a central
element of the prevention of communism.

Our initial critical perspective towards the left allowed us to
make sense of a split between class struggle and many of the forms
of the labour movement i.e. CPs, Social Democratic Parties, trade
unions etc. There were clearly struggles that had of necessity
developed autonomy from the usual representative forms. At the
same time these were struggles that showed up the limiting function
of the welfare state. In fact a critical perspective to these forms
would have been meaningless if there had not beensocial movement
outside and against them. The critique of these forms already had a
social expression.

There are never straightforward facts. It was our specific con-
cerns as political activists able to share different experiences and
perspectives that lead to the particular grasp of the problem to be
confronted. The facts themselves were politicised. We needed to
understand the blockage of the movement to communism and the
development of highly dubious, indeed repressive, social forms
supported by many parts of the left. The experience of these facts
was not only common enough amongst many activists but they were
perceivable because of the repeated opposition of apparent working
class forms to actual working class struggles.

Our initial attempt to grasp these facts was the thought that the
relation between the socialistic forms and the blockage of commu-
nism could not be accidental but was rather a necessary connection.
‘We came to regard these forms as not transifional to communism
but as necessary forms of the prevention of communism. Although
the epoch asawhole may be transmonal we regarded the prevention
of ism as an inevi form within this
transition. Clearly this required a questioning of the concept of
transition. We were inclined to sympathy with a discontinuous
eonceptmn, closer to !hat thsonsed by Pannekoek rather than what
we the ity in transition of Trotsky.
This latter conception tended to ascribe some virtues to forms
inimical to the working class. In fact with the appearance of the
proletariat as historical subject at the end of the nineteenth century,
beginning of the twentieth century, working class ‘advances’ had
become the condition for the survival of bourgeois society. Transi-
tion was marked by the requirement that bourgeois strategy should
speak a language of subordination to the working class but essen-
tially should still act as a discipline over it.

We took it as self evident that planning could only be the rational
activity undertaken by a subject with its needs and capacities joined
inasocial process. In other words for humanity the only possibility
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of planning would be the formation of the working class as universal
class, as the social power with no limitation by external mediation.
It was obvious that no such process took place in the Soviet Union.
The pretensionsof the socialist elitesdid not disturbus, for the claim
to planning by such elites and bureaucrats could never be sufficient
evidence that planning was taking place.

Our conception of communism allowed us to view the socialist
forms as quite distinct from planning, as administrative processes
that had supplanted the functions of the money system but in which
the social discipline of the collective was not established. It was
clear that the socialisms defeated in West or East had never been
victories of the working class anymore than they were victories of
the bourgeoisie. Talk of victory and defeat may be suitable to those
who still viewed class struggle as if it were a team sport but for the
evaluation of asocial process it could tell us nothing. We cansee that
the bourgeois survive so in this limited political sense the bourgeoi-
sie have won, but then they will always ‘win’ until the social system
isoverturned. Rather than victories or defeats moving us backwards
and forwards, to and fro, in a linear nightmare we aimed to identify
real transformations in political economy. The conditions of accu-
mulation and control over the surplus had changed in anticipati

law of value was the essential efement of the maturing system.

It was on the basis of this system, in this period, that Marx
developed his critique of political economy. This included his
identification, in the first chapters of Das Kapital, of the nature of
exchange value and use value, abstract and concrete labour. He
certainly did not waste his time by presenting acres of exceptions
and departures from some ideal development; such a presentation
would have negated the scientific purpose of his work. He showed
the system of domination of needs by exchange to be inseparable
from the sacial organisation of production for value and hence the
inseparability of exchange from value production. This is especially
truc when our viewpoint starts from the necessity of transcendance
of value by p for need.

and prevention of communism.

1t was inevitable that the development of proletarian potential
would provoke measures to forestall it. Where the working class
had developed these measures could not be crudely repressive but
would have to be couched in terms of a formal recognition of the
needs of the working class. The survival of the bourgeoisic required
the opening of a political channel to the working-class but of course
never for any other reason than intervention into the process of class
formation.

Since at least the 1880s bourgeoissurvival has had to be couched
in terms of a working class project, or rather, a project on behalf of
the working class. They were all socialists then, magnanimously
admitting to their socialist sympathies whilst coming up with their

practi * schemes for resp le working class improvement.

For communists this social progress has to be reconciled within
a theoretical framework that grasped it also as the prevention of
communism. The question then was not an quantitative one con-
cerning how much better peoples’ lives were, buta theoretical one
of uncovering in what essential ways the system had changed.
According to this criteria the crucial change to understand lay in the
orientation of the system to needs and the limits of this change.

The ical exp ion for the p: outlined here, what
I may term politicised facts, came out of an understanding of the
operation of the law of value. Indeed it had to. ‘We followed Marx
in identifying the law of value as the central mechanism and social
form of capitalism. The surplus was, peculiarly to capital, extracted
in the form of value. The social dominance of exchange value
marked the social dominance of capital itself. All previous social
forms had forms of power, dominance etc. The problem that had to
be addressed was the fate of the capitalist form; this meant the fate
of the law of value.

It is possible to identify the dominant tendency of the system at
different times. In the period of capital’s ascendancy the tendency
was to assert the rule of the law of value, that is to clear away all
obstacles and modifications. In essence this rule was the subordina-
tion of need to exchange. We can see it extolled and recommended
in the works of Smith and Ricardo. These formed the theoretical
basis for the movement of reform that allowed and expressed the
social rule of money, become capital. It is in this period, from late

h h century to mid-ni century, that e the height
of the movement to supplant the aristocratic and mercantile control
through state structures. The prospective achievement of the law of
value, that is to say, the i of need by exch was not

The Operation of the Law of Value

The argument is that partial suspensions of this law of value have
been characteristic of the twentieth century. We need to be sure that
we are dealing with real change. The crux of the change can be scen,
empirically, in the growth of administration but the essential
element of this is the changing orientation of the system to needs.
This change can be identified asa change in the operation of the law
of value. To grasp this we must be clear about the essential operation
of the law of value. We can then go on to specify what it means in
terms of the social orientation to needs.

The law of value is the mediation, distribution, of social labour
through exchange value. Through the tendency for products to
exchange as equivalents, different concrete labours are cquated. In
this exchange their common characteristic of being abstract human
labour is asserted. They are then, in this act of exchange, socially
validated as containing some quantity of socially necessary labour.
It is characteristic of capital that the social validation requires this
act of exchange and that it occurs after the fact of production. Only
inthe act of exchange is abstract labour socially constituted as such
because only in this act are different concrete labours brought into
a relation of equality to each other. Without this act the sharing of
some common characteristic, abstract labour, has no social or
logical meaning. The possibility of equating different concrete
labours is not merely an idea nor can it be established by decree. It
can only, and must, be established in the exchange of the products

Th ity ismade real by th d only then

can it be discovered by the investigator.
The law of value may appear asa functional process, a system of
distribution of social labours. Indeed it is necessary that it does
achieve a regulatory function. From this we may go on to conclude
that the act of exchange is the social relation itself. Of course it is not.
Although i y for the exi of abstract labour
it is not in itself sufficient. Exchange has existed for thousands of
years without human labours being systematically reduced to
abstract labour. The existence of exchange is not the same as its
social dominance. Where it acts only in the interstices of society
abstract labour cannot be said to have come into being. In such a
society the majority of products are made for use even if under
coercion. For the law of value to be the social form labour must be
subject to its disciplines, that is to say to the requircments of
i The exi of only indicates this

considered in any way a threat to the system but as its completion
and triumph. Although never achieved with a textbook purity, the
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potential; this is not the same as realisation.
Where the law of value pervades society then necessarily ex-



change value, hence money, must be dominant. If exchange is
universal then there must be the universal equivalent. For this to
have occurred specific social conditions must have come into being.
Theessential condition is the sale of labour power. This requires the
separation of the labourer from the means of production. Itis in this
separation that we can see the social relation necessary to the law of
value. It is only with this separation that labour is thrown by
necessity into the world of exchange, that labour capacity itself
becomes an exchange value. So it can only be on this basis, the
commodification of labour power, that the law of value can become
the social regulator of labour. In this circumstance the law of value
is the form of relation of labour to itself. It is the social existence of
the working class as labour power.

In the absence of the separation of labour from the means of
production, the absence of labour power as a commodity, the law of
value cannot develop adequately as a social form. There can still
exist production for use, whether in coercive or co-operative form;
in either case concrete labours are not equated through exchange
and hence abstract labour is not established. We find then that
abstract labour has another condition as necessary as exchange
itself, that is absolute poverty. This condition is not accidental but
isthe other side to the formation of abstract labour. In the separation
of labour from the means of production labour isabstracted; itistorn
apart from all its specific concrete abilities. In this moment it exists
as abstract labour but not yet in the process of social validation,
though needing this validation as a matter of life or death. It exists
to the extent that it is impelled to enter exchange. As the condition
of value production, absolute poverty is the separation of labour
from all means of production including itself; it is the required
atomisation over which value is the necessary mediation.

What has been described here is the social relation of money

ingthesocial wealth ing labour as poverty. We are
inthe topsy-turvy world of capital. It should be obvious to anyone
that in this world as described here the existence of abstract labour,
the operation of the law of
valueasregulator, isinsepa-
rable from the necessity for
the state. It is the organised
form by which the separa-
tion of labour and means of
production is ensured. It is
the guarantor of the abso-
lute poverty of the working
class. The only fair play it
knows is the abstraction of
labour. The essential use
value for capital and the use
value without which thereis
no capital relation is labour
capacity itself. This is the
immediate source of value.
This capacity is peculiar in
that its production as use
value is not a simple result
of concrete labour. Its exist-
ence as use value must be
established through thestate.
The most important commodity is produced by this ‘invisible’ hand
of production.

In its cohesion and unitary power over society the state guards
the atomised existence of the working class. It guarantees the
everyday normalcy of the mediation of the law of value. It ensures,
with all its compassion, that the need for the social existence of the
law of value isa genume need ’I’hmugh itslaws and regulationsand
police th i asordinary and ascontrac-
tual between equivalent citizens.

%

—Tudor Elements in Glass Boxes

For its essential operation then the law of value requires the
absolute poverty of the worker. This is necessary if exchange is to
be able to equate different concrete labours in terms of abstract
labour. In brief then, for the worker, to live means to work for the
wage. At the centre of this social form is the complete subordination
of needs to money mediation. It is because of this that we can
identify the law of value as not merely a distributive mechanism but
as the social existence of the working class. The law of value does
not stand apart from the working class as a separate mechanism; it
would be more purposeful tosay that the law of value isthe existence
of the workil ing apart from itself. Needs and capacities
are torn apart. Capital itself is the seizure of the collective power as
production of value. As such it is a regime over needs, the mediated
absence of subjectivity.

‘The atomisation of the working class is crucial to the operation
of the law of value just as the law of value is necessary for the
atomised working class. In this form of the working class we can see
the full operation of commodity fetishism in which social relations
take the form of relations between things. This is described of course.
in the first chaptersof Marx’s Das Kapital.1shall returntothis later.

Bourgeois Reform: Absolute Poverty
and the Unified Wage.

From the point of view of capitalist reform appropriate state
structures must be achieved for the full operation of the law of value.
I have already mentioned the defence of private property; this is
obvic . Theothersideof thisisthe on of the poverty
of the working class. In concrete terms this would take the form, in
the first half of the nineteenth century, of adebate over the poor laws
and the poverty composition of the working class. This in turn
would become a real political struggle between bourgeois and
landlord interests. At the pivot of this struggle was the relation to the
working class.

This was the period of
bourgeois reform as it
pushed towards the demo-
cratic state against aristo-
craticinfluence. Along with
the move to free trade, the
abolition of the corn laws
and constitutional reform
there was also the tendency
towards the abolition of the
old poor laws. In the works
of Ricardoand hismany cor-
respondentsthere isa shared
belief in the necessity for the
abolition of the Poor Law.
This abolition was part of
the completion of bourgeois
political economy. It would
be the expression and reali-
sation of the full sway of
capital over all social forms.
It meant the end of the
paternalist influence of the old poor laws, the local rates, and the
creation of the fully unified wage, the independent labourer. Under
the old Poor Law, work till required from
the parish rates, payments that helped foster the dependence of
workers on the local administrators, the gentry. For those represent-
ing the new political economy the ideal, set against this feudal
influence, was the subsumption of the worker to the free realm of

; the p the worker ocially through

money.

RADICAL CHAINS 21



The centrality of the unified wage as a distinguishing character-
istic of the political economy is derived from its significance in the
creation of a regime over human needs. The unified wage is a
particular form of domination over needs; there are other forms but
this is the specifically capitalist form in which needs are fully
subordinated to exchange value, to money. As capital pushes
towards the unified wage so it pushes towards the full naturalisation
of its own political economy and the achievement of commodity
fetishism.

Inthisearly period there wasan extraordinary effort to ensure the
education of the working classes to the political economy. Benevo-
lent institutions such as the Society for the Diffusion of Useful
Know] ored ideas that put the i atthe
centre of life for the working class. In this figure the working class
were expected to identify the dignity of their own atomism. As one
scholar has usefully described these educative efforts they were a
‘campaign of containment’ (R.Gilmour, Victorian Studies, Vol 11,
Dec 1967). Thisistrue, but not complete, the essence of the message
was that working class needs could not be met through collective
action but rather through the dignified, self-reliant, independent
channel of work. All needs were to be subordinated to money. This
same point was put with delightful simplicity by the authors of the
Poor Law Report of 1834. In clearly defining the limits to relief they
stated that, "It has never been deemed expedient that the provision
should extend to the relief of poverty; that is, the state of one who,
in order to obtain a mere subsistence, is forced to have recourse to
labour." (Poor Law Report of 1834, Penguin 1974). Freedom has
never been so efficiently described.

In the matter of the poor laws Ricardo and his supporters had
prepared the way for their abolition through the setting up of trustee
savings banks that would enable workers to save from their wage
and then in subsequent periods of need receive back funds for
survival. In this way the principle of the unified wage would be
asserted whilst practical with periods of ati
of trade were put in place. Despite this initial tendency the actual
reform of the poor law did not go as far as some of these political
economists had hoped.

The new Act of 1834 still allowed for the provision of relief; but
there was nevertheless little doubting the real tendency and aim of
the legislation, toputanendto and to form inc

Fig. 656.—Concentric Wall Plugs

the wage received as parish relief. In legislation the Poor Law
Amendment Act went much of the way to achieving this paradigm
and some way towards the creation of the independent labourer.
This period may be identified as the high point of the law of value.
However, as the aspiration of bourgeois political economy, the
unified wage of absolute poverty would begin to be modified under
the impact of the developing formation of the working class.

As is clear to anyone reading the first chapters of Das Kapital,
commodity fetishism is understood as resting on specific social
conditions. "As the foregoing analysis has already demonstrated,
this fetishism of the world of commodities arises from the peculiar
social character of the labour which produces them. Objects of
utility become commodities only because they are the products of
the labour of all these private individuals who work independently
of each other ... Since the producers do not come into social contact
until they exchange the products of their labour, the specific social
characteristics of their private labours appear only within this
exchange." (Marx, Capital, vol 1 p.165, Penguin). The condition of
the i by ge is the il of the producers,
their atomisation. This is no psychological, philosophical, or
subjective phenomenon. This is a real social condition but it is
precisely because of this that it is subject to real social movements.
This atomism is the atomism of social labour. This is its separation
from itself in absolute poverty. Commodity fetishism is not then a
phenomenon that crumbles under the weight of superior persuasion
but does so under the action of the working class itself. The
formation of the class cannot help but undermine the social condi-
tion of commodity fetishism. It brings forward the practical possi-
bility of social labour. This in turn opens the catch-up space for
i to the social

labourers. In this respect it marked abreak from aristocratic, feudal
paternalism. Senior, the principal author of the new Act defended it
when he said that previously, "...a large portion of the labourers of
England were treated not as freemen but as slaves or domestic
animals, and received not strictly speaking wages, regulated by the
value of their labour, but rations apportioned to their supposed
wants..." (Senior, The Report Of the Handloom Weavers). The
unified wage could in these circumstances be regarded as a gain for
the working class; it was also though a declaration of the absolute
poverty of the working class, the full subordination of needs to the
progress of accumulation. It announced the end of particular and
pcrsonal dependence and anew world of universalised and demo-
ionsought the perfection of universal
poverty as the condition of the necessity to work, against the
pauperizing dependence of the previous operation of the poor law.
‘Workers would be fully committed to the accumulation from which
there arose the demand for their labour. The actual act instituted a
punmve system of administration over relief that would deter the
ied from pauperization. It deli y preserved pauperism
as an exclusion from society, as the admnmstrahve simulcra of
starvation. The unified wage remained the central paradigm of this
period. It was the centre of the educative measures of political
economy; it outlined a self-reliant path for improvement by the
working class.
Inthe first half of the nineteenth century the movement of reform
is towards the unification of the wage, the abolition of that part of
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‘There is no exterior force but a real development within capital
that changes its own conditions of consciousness. The necessary
struggle over wages etc creates the conditions in which workers see
through the operation of the law of value. This is no philosophical
discovery but is a practical result of and in turn condition for the
process of class formation. Indeed to describe it s ‘seeing through®
isinitself mi Itwould be ateto say that from the
struggle itself conditions develop for grasping new potentials. This
involves an element of ‘secing through’. In this sense class solidar-
ity, necessarily antagonistic, has also to be theory.

True, there continues on the surface of society the exchange of
equivalents but in the struggle itself it is revealed that this exchange
is far from being the basis of production. Here in the core of society
there is discovered a basis beneath the "semblance of exchange"”.
"This exchange of equivalents proceeds; it is only the surface layer
of a production which rests on the appropriation of alien labour
without but with th of -..thereisno
longer any ground for astonishment that the system of exchange
values- exchange of equivalents measured through labour - turns
into, orrather itshidden ppropriation of
alien labour without exchange, complete separation of labour and
pmperty (Marx Grundrisse p.509)

ion of the hidden is within the
system itself as part of its own development. The crucial point is the
recognition by workers of the wage as a proportion of the product.
The political economists would present the wage as received in




exchange foraspecific use value, as anexchange of equivalents but:
"As correct as this is in one regard, it also introduces the apparent
form of barter, of exchange, so that when competition permits the
worker to bargain and to argue with the capitalists, he measures his
demands against the capitalists’ profitand demands a certain share
of the surplus value created by him; so that the proportion itself
becomes a real moment of economic life itself. Further, in the
struggle between the classes - which necessarily arises with the
development of the working class - the measurement of the distance
between them, which, precisely, is expressed by wages itself as a
proportion, becomes decisively important. The semblance of ex-
change vanishes in the course of the mode of production founded on
capital." (Grundrisse p.597). The crucial element in the process
outlined here by Marx is the development of working class organi-
sation. The necessity for it denies exchange as the real basis of the
relation in production and forms the basis for grasping new princi-
ples of social organisation. Marx understood commodity fetishism
as being undermined within the course of capitalist development.
The division of labour mediated by exchange, production for
exchange i.e. production of value, generates the social condition for
the creation of labour as a self-formed subject and so production for
use. The social conditions necessary to, indeed intrinsically part of,
the law of value mean that struggle is not just a struggle over
proportion, anendless war over advantage, but isa more fundamen-
tally antagonistic struggle. All struggles by the working class over
its conditions of life, whether wages, hours, welfare or whatever
assert a principle antagonistic to capital: that of production for use,
human need joined to human capacity. In moving through the
categories of the system the struggle cannot help but show the
intrinsic limit of the system. Of course this is not magically
transformed into communism. The point for now though is this, the
struggle under the capitalist system is explosive and creative
because within it there is the promise of a new social system. The
contradiction of capital between value and use ensures that class
struggle in continually confronting the limit of the system must
develop theory. The antagonism over proportion cannot help but
escalate to this more intransigent level. This not only enters the
consciousness of the workers but also of the bourgeoisie.

The Enemy Within.

bourgeois political channels but are supposedly channelled through
accumulation. Ata certain point this becomes a dangerous political
rigidity for capital. Atthis pointsimple repression of the social force
of the working class is inadequate. Towards the end of the nine-
teenth century it is not just that the working class is recognised as
an antagonistic force but also that it has acquired a social cohesion
within which it could with impunity discuss the future of bourgeois
society. This was some way from Ricardo’s confident vision of the
independent labourer whose subjectivity consisted of coming to
knowledge of the system.

[n relation to this subordination of subjectivity it could be said
that the system, even if temporarily, had a type of objectivity to
which Ricardo could apply his ‘science’ and explain ‘natural’ price.
Such objectivity cotild only crumble when there arose within it a
socially based subjectivity that was positing an alternative. This
disrupted the ‘science’. There was not only a growth of working
class organisations but also of theory as coherent principle derived
from a practice and experience that was antagonistic to political
economy. Under the conditions of the unified wage these new
movements would tend to monopolise a debate on the assertion of
human needs. Political economy was recognised by the working
classasan enemy; political economy itself had to change if political
economy was to remain the same. The Leopard would change its
spots.

From at least the 1870s but gathering an accelerating momen-
tum from the mid-1880s there developed movements within re-
spectable society that shared as their basis a recognition of the need
toallow political channels in which working class movement could
be constrained and defused. The intellectual and social develop-
mentof this movement canbe traced through the principal reformers
of the later nineteenth century. In different thinkers and campaign-
ersdifferent ised but inall there is the
need expressed for a new relation to the working class. The working
class were not to evolve their own autonomous relation. Arnold
To; d as an early inspiration along with his friend (later
Lord) Ml]ner, also Samuel and Henrietta Barnctt whose statistical
work on working class living standards helped Charles Booth to
take uphis project tomake asocial survey of London. There was also
W.T. Stead, editor of the Pall Mall Gazerte, collaborator with
William Booth, Benjamin Kidd, the Webbs, Alfred Marshall,
L.T.Hobhouse, and so it goes on. This cannot be an exhaustive list,

‘When confident of itself as the end of the tyranny of ism and
as the completion of history, capital’s tendency is towards the
unified wage and, under production for exchange, the full subordi-
nation of needs to money. With Ricardo we find a ready confidence
that workers are growing in independence and coming to a knowl-
edge of political economy. Capital appears here in all the glory of an
inviolable objectivity. This objectivity stands as the absence of a
collectively constituted subjectivity. Workers’ subjectivity is to
amount to no more than individual knowledge of this ruling
objectivity.

As the division of labour progresses, and with it the formation of
the working class, so the assertion of the full subordination of needs
to money appears as ever more dangerous to the survival of the
bourgeois system. Real development forces on the political econo-
mists the recognition of a subjectivity in the working class that has
torn away from this moment of capital’s objectivity. The movement
shifts gradually from the confident assertion of capital to its survival
through the prevention of communism. [nthismovement the pivotal
change is found in the orientation of the system to needs.

The process of class formation forces on capital the necessity to
intervene in this formation. Agghe core of this intervention there
must be a change in the orientation teyeeds, otherwise there could
be no intervention in subjectivity. The political conditions of the
unified wage allowed no scope for a political development of the
working class within capital. Needs could not be recognised within

only indicative. For now what I am concerned with is the theoretical
development; the social and intellectual history can follow in a
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subsequent article.

The crucial point is that a need for working class development
within capital was recognised and that the unified wage was an
obstacle to that development. In as much as the system is founded
on the subordination of needs to money so each successive stage of
struggle threatens to be more explosive in its effects on bourgeois
society. Intervention, necessary to the survival of bourgeois society
required intervention in the regime of needs. Class formation could
not be repressed without the antagonism between use and exchange
value being socialised. This potential, deadly to bourgeois society,
imposed on it the necessity for some controlled recognition of need
if that class formation were to be intervened in. Bourgeois society
developed its own socialism on the basis of a divided wage.

The Division of the Wage.

At the core of the new political economy, interventionist in relation
to class formation, was the modification of absolute poverty. Needs
would be recognised outside the unified wage. There was instituted
adivided wage, on one side the enterprise wage still subject to the
disciplines of profit and on the other the social wage subject to the
disciplines of administration. It is at this point that we can speak of
the emergence of partial suspensions of the law of value. Theregime
of needs lived by the working class was changed; it is still aregime,
of course, but through the divided wage there was a modification in
the orientation to needs. There could exist need recognition outside
the immediate discipline of exchange, of money. This would in turn
affect the relation between abstract and concrete labour. Aswe have
seen a vital condition of abstract labour is absolute poverty; if this
is modified, if economic security displaces the cold rule of money
then the substance of accumulation itself may be blocked. Capital
may tend to find itself confronting an all too concrete labour in the
sense that sets of needs have entered an arena in which political

iati replacethe i i i ineof enterprise

calculation.

Partial suspensions should not of course be confused with
complete abolishment. Where something is partially suspended it
should be clear that it still operates, if in a modified form. The real
question is how it operates. This is what needs to be explained and
this will require a development of points already made. I have
already emphasised above that the law of value is not simply a
mechanism of distribution and nor is it adequate that abstract labour
is established through exchange. The law of value as the mediation
of social labour is also the form of existence of that labour, its social
atomisation, and requires for its inseparable condition the necessity
on the part of labour to sell its labour power. This point is worth
emphasising with another quote from Marx, "For the domination of
exchange value itself, and of exchange-value-producing produc-
tion, presupposes alien labour capacity itself as an exchange value
- i.e. the separation of living labour capacity from its objective
conditions; a relation to them - or to its own objectivity - as alien
property; arelation tothem, ina word, ascapital. (Marx, Grundrisse,
pp509-10seealsopp514-5). Itisclear that production for value, the
alienation of living labour, is inseparable from exchange value. The
domination of the latter must entail the former.

Partial suspensions of the law of value are suspensions of the
form of existence subordinated to money. The division of the wage
institutes 2 new regime of needs. It seems at first just to be an
additional channel yet it cannot help but alter the operation of the
system. The actual history need not concern us for now. What is
crucial is that a set of needs were recognised outside the immediate
discipline of accumulation. The areas covered by the divided wage
included unemployment benefit, income support, pensions, sick-
ness benefit, administered pricing of food and housing, and health.
In each area there is a formal recognition of need. What this means
is the recognition of need in such a way as to promise economic
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security apart from the individual wage bargain. Where the imme-
diate discipline of accumulation is absent then various administra-
tive structures have to be set up. Bureaucratic procedures and data
systems were set up to ensure need recognition did not get out of
hand. The claim made here is not that the formal recognition of need
is synonymous with the granting of a right to subsistence but rather
that a significant shift in the regime of needs occurred.

There are several levels to this recognition of need. We call it
formal in order to capture something of its ambiguity. It never
constitutes an explicit right yet in effect this is its ever present
promise, indeed it is de facto treated as such by the working class.
Against this is set the ic policing of the ition of
need. This leads to a particular aspect of the formality of the
recognition. Although, for example a need for housing is recog-
nised, so rents are controlled, tenancies are secured and houses are
allocated outside the market etc, this recognition is never certain.
‘There remain not only shortages but also poor quality in terms of
such things as damp, infestation, size, location, as well as admin-
istered divisions such as on the basis of race. The recognition is
there, can be accessed, but falls short of what would be planned.
This highlights an important element in the meaning of formal
recognition; it remains mediated and separated from capacity.
Although the discipline is not immediate, the ultimate purpose of
the changes is to preserve accumulation. As such need recognition
must be formal, fixing poverty rather than relieving it, and the
endemic scarcity of the system no longer takes on a natural air but
is identified with administration itself.

Administration: the Precise Form of
Capital's Ambiguity.

The division of the wage opened a channel that confounded the
impact of the radical critique. An ersatz politics could develop,
crucially within capital. It was ersatz because it presupposed
containment in class rule, continued production for value, even if it
did have to be founded on real changes. This project, now identified
as left-wing or socialist, had its roots earlier but its appearance as
a distinct state strategy may be located in the People’s Budget of
1909. From here there began a new regime for working class needs
and an effective intervention into the development of working class
organisation.

Starting from the law of value as the core we can through its
partial suspensions explain the development of administrative
forms. The formal recognition of need that lies at the base of the
divided wage and hence the welfare state conflicts with the subor-
dination of needs that characterises the full operation of the law of
value. It allows space in the modification of the conditions of
absolute poverty for an evasion of life as labour capacity. Given that
the purpose of the divided wage is to preserve the rule of capital, the
formal recognition of need has to be controlled within the continu-




ing discipline of the requirements of the law of value. From this
impossible situation we can trace the growth of the state adminis-
trative forms in the twentieth century.

Administration is excreted by asystem that is forced to recognise
and cannot recognise need, a system whose substance is abstract
labour, indifference to particular labours, producing for value, but
that must allow a political channel recognising concrete labour.
Rather than ensuring that needs are met i.e. rather than the social
relation of planning, i ion must ensure their contail
restriction and limitation. Entitlement is subdivided into adminis-
trative categories that in turn subdivide the class. There had to be a
recognition of need in formal channels but there could not be social

Herethenthe il labourer of classical political

economy istobe, preserved asworker by a promotmn to citizen with

policed inthe ive forms. This is not

planning. It is rather a tendency to anti-planning, the prevention and
interception of class formation.

As has been observed in a theoretical work on the state (Kay and
Mott, Political Order and The Law of Labour, Macmillan 1982),
we can detect in administration the archaeological rernams of class

unofficial strikes, control over pace of work, resistance to produc-
tivity deals etc. Eventually and inevitably, the conditions of the
divided wage were identified as part of an interlocking social
package that had obstructed adequate control over the workplace.
The real problem for capital in all this is that any partial
ion threatens the rep ion of labour capacity as an
exchange value. Yet at the same time some modification of the
absolute poverty of the working class becomes necessary if capital
is to survive. The pivotal change that capital must endeavour to
ccnta\n and live wnh is the recognition of need. Simply, such social
poverty forma-
tion of labour capacity. The substance of capital is abstract labour;
the unified wage is the form by which money confronts this labour.
The divided wage mitigates this confrontation.

Concrete Labour, Particularity and
Resistance.

To accumulate, capital cannot simply put into motion abstract

struggle. They pomt out that the origin of the word
is appropriately in the management of the estates of deceased
people. The matter of left or right wing is scarcely of interest. The
struggle is absorbed but as its opposite; a dead administrative form.
The struggle becomes the citizen. It is no accident that this process
is analogous to the absorbtion of living labour by dead. The
absorbtion of struggle appears as the formal recognition of need that
removes the occasion for solidarity and hence the conditions of class
formation. To put it simply there is no concession that is not also
preservation of atomisation. The formal recognition of need bears
with it the requi that it be i Offices, rules,
classifications, queues, all these preserve need as a limited entitle-
ment and on the condition of ato:msauon In this way mtervennon
in class can be made with n
Commodity fetishism is modified by direct administration.
Social relations are mediated within direct struc-

labour; it must p: gh particular labours, concrete labour. The
indifference, nevertheless, of capital to the concrete labours is its
indifference to use values as such, in other words the subordination
of needs to accumulation. This is no formal requirement. The actual
control in the workplace is dependent on this overall social condi-
tion. Indifference of capital to concrete labours is for the worker
substitutability. This is the threat of ruin. To illustrate the signifi-
cance of this we must turn to a third aspect of abstract labour.
‘We have identified abstract labour as established in exchange.
We have seen further that this required absolute poverty for it to be
Inthi abstract labour is also th ition of the
labourer shorn of all specific abilities, shorn of all use-making
capacity and hence requiring the sale of labour power to the
capitalist. The problem for capital comes in trying to ensure a fair
deal, a fair day’s work in return for the wage. Of course supervisors,
systems, co-operation etc are all of use but what,

tures. These are essentially anti-planning; the condition and indeed
purpose of their existence is the social absence of the class. They
preserve the formality of need recognition within the law of value.
Commodity fetishism is preserved by an administrative channel
that allows the development of a political form, social democracy,
which includes the Labour Party and a particular form of trade

ultimately do they depend on? The worker’s substitutability is
crucial and this depends on abstraction. Yet atthe same time capital
cannot float in mid-air. It must produce and sell actual things that
require concrete labour. Capital’s circuit must pass through con-
cretelabour. This presents a problem of control. Concrete labour can
involve specific tasks that are not necessarily substitutable. Worse,

unionism. They appear in dialogue rather than Itisa
curious situation in which social democracy does not confront
commodity fetishism yet it speaks a language of need. Its compat-
ibility with the law of value arises from the separation of political
and economic spheres that it not only accepts but also by its

t confirms. This and preserves the
continued separation of need and capacity. Since social
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allows a discussion of need within its narrow political confines it
appears to normalise the separation.

Under these conditions communism not only appears as unnec-
essary but more importantly as® utopian since the basis of the
struggle that could achieve it can always be undermined. It is
because of this that the division of the wage is a central development
within political economy. It is the precise form of capital’s ambi-
guity.

The problem for capital is that the conditions it sets up for the
prevention of communism become, in turn, the basis of a new
struggle. It appears then to capifal that the division of the wage has
become the source of struggle rather than its containment. The
formal recognition of need provides a focus and indeed base of
struggle that evades the limits of the organisational representatives,
the trade unions and Labour Party, within which the formal recog-
nition was intended to channel class formation. This breakdown
was expressed outside the factory as well as in workplace relations,
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over time, as workers gain confidence based on principles of
solidarity knownto d other workers, skill
imposed on capital as forms of counter control by workers. Or, the
fear of substitutability is overcome through the generalised level of
struggle across many different sectors.

In these conditions there is a tendency for workplace discipline
to flounder. To reassert control capital must reassert the abstraction
of labour. Recession is one means of this but the crucial means that
is associated with recession or crisis is through machinery. The
particular labours on which workers had been able to develop their
refractory hand are absorbed into machinery. Skills tend to be
abolished as there is a tendency for the system to achieve its
indifference to particular labours as an actual form of labour.
Concrete labour itself, being in fact developed through the circuits
of capital tends to the peculiarly capitalist form of labour, toabstract
labour, to mere work without redeeming feature. Thxs tendency is
imposed by the i of the of profit
in Capital whose is abstract
labour and depends on abstract labour, also develops concrete
labour to actualise abstract labour. Of course, as this development
advances it tends to automation and hence to conditions of abun-
dance where labour as the basis of th asvalue, i

dare

still requires a loyal opposition that has a modicum of credibilty.

The fight against inflation with its cost in unemployment has
been the visible thrust ofthtnght 's campaign. At its heart has been
the steady erosion of the divided v?age under the heading of supply-
side economics, as the so called consumer is put at the centre of
economic life. The only consumer that matters in this regard is the
consumer of labour power. As for the rest of us ‘choice’ is the
dignified way in which we are expected to give up all hope of
change, ‘choice’ is to be our immersion in economic atomism, the
retrieval of a disciplining edge to absolute poverty. ‘Choice” is how
we give up more and more and learn to love it. Insecurity is
reasserted as the foundation of work discipline. What we must
observe now is the gradual change in the politics of the labour
movement as it finds it increasingly difficult to express needs that
arise from this economic insecurity and which must tend to focus on
the money system as its enemy. This process has already started but
is one that takes years and not days or months.

Analysis - For Communism

The analysis presented here is certainly not complete. | have for
example deli y avoided the development of finance capital.

With greater struggle so capital must seek escape from concrete
laboursbut in doing sotendstoabolishits own presuppositions. The
struggle itself, the subjective, moving through the objective catego-
ries of the system, forces the system to achieve the conditions of
communism.

‘We have examined this relation between abstract labour and the
workplace without linking it tothe development of forms of welfare.

This would have been crucial if we required now a full understand-
ing of why it is suspension and not abolition of the law of value that
is described here. Although this is important it is beyond the scope
of this article’s limited purpose. Nevetheless, some provisional
conclusions can be offered.

Suffice tosay fornow that partial suspensions of the law of value
have tended to mediate the tendency to abstract labour through

‘We have seen that labour process control is espe on
general socxal conditions. With formal recogmtmn of need these
social ceedures

tially modified.
must ensure the continuation of workplace control. At thesametime
there was a tendency for there to be negotiated deals, productivity
deals, and incomes policies for which the presence of the welfare
state is itself part of the deal. In this situation the labour movement
develops a rigid and centralised bureaucracy that must police the
deals on which its position depends. Counter to this the working
class experience a greater economic security because of the formal
recognition of need. This obstructs control in the workplace and
instead enhances the particularity of labour. This may be overcome
by central negotiation but this in time is undermined by a working
class that resists and opposes the bureaucratisation of the move-
ment.

Thisresistance is enabled by the welfare state itself since certain
requirements for which the working class had depended on its own
movement were displaced by the welfare state. The success of
welfare in disorganising the movement was also the condition by
which the working class could achieve some independence from its
bureaucratisation.

Confronted by these conditions it is understandable that the call
for the right to manage and the attack on the welfare state have gone
hand in hand. While many on the right may now criticise and find
fault with the achievements of Thatcherism there remains still a
tenacious hold on the belief that Thatcherism allowed a ‘revolution”
in management control. Indeed this is a real legacy of the changes
since 1974. This change though has been achieved through the re-
emphasis of the power of money over needs and the dissolution of
forms of negotiation. The system cannot avoid its basis in abstract
labour as the substance of value. The creation or enhancement of a
new managerial stratum has been achieved on the back of growing
economic anxiety, the dismantling of the welfare state. Insecurity
from cradle to grave has become the watchword for today’s state
reform. Itisalsothe condition for the evolution of new working class
forms and cultures of resistance. This in turn acts as a break on the
proposed dismantling of the welfare state in as much as her majesty
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frames that from the viewpoint of value quite arbitrarily
link together large groups of concrete labour. This nationalisation of
course had its political purpose in serving to undermine the interna-
tional tendency of the workers' movement. This national element
would however eventually become an obstacle, a basis of struggle,
that was identified as the arterio-scelerosis of Europe. As capital
escaped its national forms so it required the free purchase of labour
power, the competition of a wider labour market.

The advantages of this basis of analysis can be summarised briefly:
1. The analysis puts the law of value at the centre. Agreement or
disagreement requires a grasp of the law of value. This means that
irrespective of the particular fate of this analysis it supports a
tendency to escape the narrow confines of the left’s political
analysis, e.g. at its worst waffle about consciousness, culture etc,
and to develop a theory at the level of political economy (and its
critique). The question is whether any section of the left is capable
of escaping the emergencies of the immediate situation to develop
the new theories they all seem to promise but never deliver.
2.The analysis presents the law of value as inseparable from the
state. ’['hls enhauces the point above The theory provides a simple
for ion that does not separate the
phenomenon from ‘economics’ or whatever. Disagreement s forced
to an understanding of the state that takes account of the vaunted
simplicity of the present approach and must, in doing so, take
account of the law of value.

3. The establishment of labour power is seen to be at the heart of
the inseparability of state and law of value. Hence from the begin-
ning needs and the forms of mediation are placed at the heart of the
theory.

4. From the above it follows that there is presented here the basis
for aclear theory of change that places the change in the control over
surplus extraction and so the regime of needs as central.

5. This places the working class as a force, or power within the
system, a power whose development provokes modification of the
system’s orientation to needs because its very nature as working
class condemns it to be the object for money but the subject of the




struggle for needs. From division of labour mediated by exchange
value to the struggle for production for use the movement to
communism is seen as immanent to capital.

6. This theory explains the political phenomena of the twentieth
century without recourse to external agencies, deus ex machina or
some supposed inadequacy on the part of humanity. For example
social democracy is located as having developed as the form
dependent on the division of the wage, i.e. as an aspect of the
modification of bourgeois political economy. We can explain real
phenomena in the political sphere as arising from changes in the
political economy and these in turn result from the development of
the historic subject as a consequence of the development of the
division of labour. The system has its own motion; the subjective is
internal to it, we might say as an objective aspect.

7. The analysis confronts the same material that led people to the
belief in The Forward March of Labour Halted but reaches quite
different conclusions since the crucial element inthis march was not
the development of class subjectivity but rather alteration of bour-
geois political economy to penetrate and forestall the basis for that
subjectivity. It is not a forward march that is halted but the
prevention of communism that is shown to be an inadequate social
form.

8. From the present analysis it follows that the crisis of the
organisational forms of the prevention of communism is a crisis of
a relation to the working class. Underneath this lies the far more
serious issue, in fact the dominant issue, what will be the outcome
of the present changes in the labour movement? Will the current
organisational forms of the working class, the incumbent labour
movement, develop? What has been revealed is that these forms
were inadequate for subsuming the working class. The relation to
needs that is implicit in working clas struggle 1mphes also a soclal
content that must sup the i
This in turn implies a far more serious crisis in a labour movement
that has been too often tied into administration. However there isno
magical transformation of working class organisation; the forms of
resistance to the imposed peace of the welfare state cannot adjust
immediately to the erosion of the welfare state.

The ambiguity of capital continues. If the prevention of commu-
nism was inadequate it might appear that the free market is the only
social logic since the formal recognition of need “failed’. Yet as the
welfare state is questioned, as unemployment grows and economic
anxiety becomes the central principle of the market of choices, the
end of guaranteeism, so it would appear that the working class is
pushed into defending the welfare state. Yet despite resistance at
]ocz] level and over particular issues this has not happened in any

ifi manner, notwi ing important skirmi suchas
the poll tax. The Labour Party and TUC have so far survived the
social upheavals although changes are obviously in train.

If, as many have predicted, unemployment is here tostay, if even
recoveries will not get rid of the problem and if as also seems likely,
especially in Britain, that the recoveries themselves are short-lived
and if we are therefore to see more Dundee Timexes in conjunction
with more drastic reductions and modifications of the welfare state
then inevitably the present forms of working class organisation will
prove inadequate. In a small but still significant way we have
already seen this in the poll tax campaign. The problem for capital
is to find forms that are adequate to control the working class. For
us the problem is whether crises iq the labour movement will sound
the death-knell of bourgeois society.

The analysis presented here is a reaffirmation of communism as the
tendency of the struggle. The placing of needs at the centre,
simultaneously places the working class at the centre not simply as
an agent of struggle but as the bearer of a new organisational
principle that, in its inescapablg antagonism to value, must make
capital a socially explosive and evenfwally doomed system.
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Revolutionary movements, theory and practice:
The Peruvian experience of the 1980s

Why has the Maoist guerilla movement, Sendero
Luminoso (the Shining Path), thrived when the =
rest of Stalinism is in such crisis? By Bill Langan

“Father of mine, your face like the great sky, hear me: the heart of
the sefloresisnow moreterrifying, more filthy, inspires more hate.
They have corrupted our very own brothers, twisted their hearts
and together killing us armed with weapons that the king of devils
himself couldn’t invent or produce. And yet there is a great light
in our lives! We are shining! We have descended upon the city of
the selores. Itis from there that I speak to you. We have descended
like the endless columns of anss in the great Jungle. Here we are,
with you beloved leader, unforgettable, eternal Amaru.” (Jose
Marie Arguedas, leading Peruvian indigenist author, from his
extended poem “To Our Creator-Father Tupac Amaru’ in his work
Katakay)

In 1968 the military took power in Peru and, presenting themselves
as a ‘national revolutionary government’, managed to re-channel
much of the revolutionary ferment affecting all social sectors under
their ‘democratic’ predecessors, with extensive land reform, nation-
alization and development programmes. In the harsher interna-
tional climate of the mid-70s its reformism ran out of steam, giving
way firstly to monetarism and then a return to democracy under
popular pressure at the end of the decade.

During the 1980 elections which marked this transition, the
Communist Party of Peru (Sendero Luminoso) declared the start of
its ‘popular war’ after nearly a decade of ‘reconstitution’. The
conservative Belaunde government (1980-85) was succeeded by
the left-nationalist APRA government (1985-90) , which in turn
was defeated by the current president, Alberto Fujimori. He has
played for popularity by portraying himself as a technocrat separate
fromand above the ‘corrupt’political class. Indeed, he closed down
the Congress in May 1992, reopening it with elections in November
of thesame year, which were boycotted by the traditional opposition
parties. He isanew breed of populist, who has made greater use than
any previous leader of direct appeal to the populace via television
and radio, particularly in the ‘war on subver-
sion’. Sendero has overcome some harsh

setbacks over the years, but all depends now

can then be put into practice. At the turn of the century, for example,
the Peruvian anarchist movement was inspired by the ideas and
contributions of one Gonzalez Prada, the first writer to address the
so-called indian problem from a revolutionary position. He was
followed in the twenties by the marxist analysis of Jose Carlos
Meariategui, Peru’s foremost historical figure on the left, who also
founded the original PCP (Communist Party of Peru), and whose
writingsand influence deserve an article of their own. Later we have
the Trotskyist Hugo Blanco, a key figure in the 1960s peasant
uprisings and guerrilla insurgency, and we also find that the
“Liberation Theology’ of radical Catholicism originated as a con-
cept with the Peruvian Gustavo Guttierez.

The leader of the PCP-SL Abimael Guzman styles himselfas the
successor to Mao, and | think that within that authoritarian marxist
tradixionofLenin-Stalin-M.ao,heprobab]yhaseveryrighnn,gwen
his record of applying theory to practice. His so-called Gonzalo
Thinking is basically an adaption of maoism to the Peruvian
situation, dominated by the idea of Power and how to conquer it, the
Struggle of Two Lines, the militarized political party, and his
historical analysis (all described ad nauseum in a widely available
interview from 1987).

The Social Movement Theorists

What I would like to do is to hold up the experience of Sendero (as
arevolutionary movement acting in modern conditions) to some of
the theories about social movements that began to become popular
justas in fact they began their ‘popular war’. I have only looked at
the Peruvian upholders of these theories, but I think you'll agree that
they form part of an international trend. So I'11 start by commenting
on the main points of these new theories and then the aspects of
Sendero which are relevant to this comparison,

The new studies of social and political movements which
emerged at the beginning of the eighties
sought to overcome what was seen as the
dogmas of the old theories which had con-

£
on their ability to overcome the capture of <

L€ centrated on the complimentary roles of class,

leader Abimael Guzman in September 1992.

state and power: the key phrases were in-

Contrary to popular belief, Peru is not a
country of peasants, but one where two-thirds
of the population are now ‘urban’. However,
a large part of this ‘urban’ population is
concentrated in and around provincial towns
and they maintain close family and trade
links with the rural population. Although the
growth of the informal sector in urban areas
has been widely commented on, what is more
striking statistically is the pauperization of
thissector over the decade in terms of income
levels compared to that of the more tradi-
tional working class.

Peru is a country rich in characters who
have striven to compose radical theory which
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stead now grassroots social movements, citi-
zenship and democracy. There was a strong
urban bias, in keeping with the urbanization
trend and which corresponded to the idea of
trying to use social reality as a base for
theory, rather than the old habit of making
the reality fit the theory. We see this in the
new trend towards social history rather than
the history of impersonal structures as a
means of recording the past.

‘This theoretical trend coincided with an
important political development: the rela-
tively peaceful end of military rule in Peru at
theend of the 1970s. As in Spain at approxi-
mately the same time, and other countries

\J



ucha

that experi iceuphoria accompa-
nied the end of dictatorship. This cuphona was shared by virtually
all the left apart from Sendero. The traditional peasant and workers
movements lost their importance as academic interest refocussed
itself on movements whose demands corresponded not just to the
productive sphere. As for how to effect political change Gramsci
appeared to offer the answer for these ‘new times” with his idea that
these new social movements could form part of national popular
blocs: social alliances replacing the old class-based formations.
The new theorists identified a series of new characteristics of
social struggle in the ‘new democratic environment’.. These were:

1) Change in Social Structure: that new sectors such as the
‘informal sector” would assume greater importance than traditional
categories of urban and rural workers.

2) New Organizations: that in keeping with the above struc-
tural change, new small scale ‘micro-level’ organizations would
assume more importance than the old mass organizations (unions
and peasant federations).

3) New Struggles: the idea that the 1980s movements would be
concerned with demands other than the old ‘class-based’ demands.

4) New Methods of Struggle: that the age of direct action had
ended. While this meant a lot of positive eye-opening, these new
ideas often led to the throwing out of class as a means of looking at
society, and revolution as a feasible solution. Because of that I1]
argue that on the one hand, the experience of the eighties, with the
joint rise and fall of the new social movements and the democratic
left in Peru, suggests that something was wrong with the conclu-
sions drawn from the ideas that went accompanying both. And, on
the other hand, that the new theorists were incapable of understand-
ing the rise of a revolutionary movement such as Sendero.

Social Base

Oneof the first questions raised about Sendero is what is their social
base and what is their appcal? What I want to emphasize is the

of (assomany have tried to) the answers
to both questions.

Firstly, the social origin of the party members who were joining
from the late sixties onwards and were thus ‘in’ on the start of the
war in 1980 can be generalized as students and teachers who would
often have a peasant background but had moved to provincial towns
for educational reasons (as the beneficiaries of a national trend
towards popular education in the state sector). Now, given that
virtually every urban dweller in Peru has close relations in the
country, you’re talking about quite a wide and typical section of
people making up the original militancy, nota purely’peasant army’
but neither exactly a ‘urban middle class elite’, a label favoured by
Sendero’s detractors on the left whc contrast it to the ‘true’ armies
of the opp uch as the istasand Castro’s followers. To
criticise Sendero it is not necessary to falsify their nature and
mythologize the latter guerrilla - cum - regimes.

The party has continued ever since to recruit heavily amongst
young people with close links to both urban and rural life. A son of
a landowner once simply said to me, ‘peasant plus university =
terrorist’. "

Secondly, the peasantry is seen as ‘principal force’ in the overall
war strategy and the rural areas have always been a main focus of
Sendero activity as they have recruited among young peasants for
both static support and to make up mobile columns. Peasantry is
maybe now something of a misnomer as the rural population (who
now make up little over a third of the total) are largely incorporated
in the market economy, and sos$endero correctly identify them as
‘rural proletariat’, *

Thirdly and finally, in the urban sector Sendero is active in
traditional industrial sectors, but does not favour them above other
arcas of struggle. Rather it has kept abreast of the fact that many of

the working class are employed in small-scale labour operations in
the so-called informal sector. Everyone from the very poor (working
class) and the relatively prosperous (lower middie class) sectors are
the object of Sendero’s work? (an example of Sendero’s involve-
ment in this sector isthat in the town where I lived ateacher was shot
dead on the local university campus, because in his position as a
town council member he was involved in a major dispute with the
town’s street traders).

To understand the nature of this work I think we have to locate
its activities in the perspective of an overall strategy that deals with
allareas of urban life such as neighborhood organizations, housing,
education, producers/tradersasssociations, morality, justice, move-
ment on the streets, cultural life....There are many examples of their
work in each one of these areas, which is carried out by a complex
web of front organizations, as well as lower level intervention in
already existing organizations.

In both town and country the Party tries to eventually convert
itself into the guardian of every aspect of social activity. The idea
(and the practice) is to create a shadow state which begins by
operating clandestinely, and when the time is right, emerges more
openly. Andas with all states, the bottom line of social control is the
threat of violence.

Social Appeal

‘We can’t take the movement's slogans at face value. The rhetoric
varies according to the audience addressed. For a movement to
effect social change it has been suggested that it must work at three
levels: the daily or micro-level, the sectoral level and the national
level >, and synthesize the three. Sendero has to some extent done
this: At the daily or neighborhood level the slogans are reformist:
Electricity and Water for the Barrios!, Down with the Rent Rise!
Particular groups are organized around their specific demands (eg
squatters or small businessmen in the towns or coca-growers in the
country). This can be done through infiltrating already existing local
associations or unions.

On the sectoral level, the front organizations operating in
different local struggles draw likely recruits into the wider scheme
of things. The front organization is seen as an operation which
represents the party in different localities on a sectoral level, such as
the Young Peoples Popular Movement in schools/colleges, Classist
Neighbourhood Movement in residents associations, etc. In this
way the recruit enters into contact with the party, and starts to learn
the revolutionary rhetoric via intensive, parrot-fashion ideological
training.

But when Abimael Guzman’s own philosophy teacher and
great personal influence was asked in an interview, what do you
think of all these simple maoist slogans that your ex-pupil’s
followers churn out, he just laughed and dismissed it as verbal
fodder. Soona national level there is serious ideological work being
done which represents the combining of theory and practice on a
very high level. This is why I talk about the war in Peru as being one
in which ideology is given a uniquely privileged role, which of
course relates to the strong tradition of revolutionary theory in the
country, mentioned earlier.

Although | have emphasized the complex nature of the Party’s
structures, it’s obviously wrong to go overboard and see it as some
kind of completely well-oiled machine, above and beyond the
actual human beings who run it! This is the image the party itself
often convincingly portrays, but obviously there are overlaps be-
tween different sub-groups in the Party and breakdowns of struc-
ture.

Thekey point then is that Sendero works across all type of social
sector and class. Furthermore, despite the apparent rigidity of its
doctrine it is very responsive to social trends that affect these
divisions, such as migrations or the informal sector. This grasp of
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modern and changing conditions has been the key to its success.
Instead of asking why has Sendero achieved what it has, maybe we
should ask, why has it not got further?

Consequences for SM theorists

So what are the consequences of the ‘Sendero experience’ for the
various social movements theories? Well it clearly challenges the
conclusion that a class-based revolutionary movement cannot get to
grips with the new conditions. To go back to the formulation of the
SM theorists:

Interms of the new composition of the working class, the party has
shown itself broad-based enough in its strategy to accomodate all
different sectors of the working class and some sectors of the middle
class. This new composition has, it should be added, been highly
exaggerated, because there has always been a large and at various
times politicized informal sector.

In terms of new ‘micro-level’ organizations it has either tried to
dominate these or else destroy and replace them, with the use of
front organizations.

In terms of new struggles SL has simply tried to head any type of
popular demand going, including those of ‘citizens rights’ as
opposed to ‘workers rights’.

Finally, as far asnew forms of struggle go, the party has been the first
to try (not always with success) to develop these in order to replace
the old forms of struggle which the state learnt to handle. A main
example is the Armed Strike which at its most effective has
managed to paralyze Lima.

The new theories were largely correct in their observations, most
of all in their attempt to look at all areas of social life in place of a
vulgar economic focus. This is important because it is the all-
encompassing nature of SL’s strategy, applying itself to all aspects
of social life, which I believe is the key to their success. Groups such
as the Stalinist PCP-Unidad which concentrated all their efforts on
building trade union power bases, have found themselvesat the end
of the 1980s in the position of Emperors with No Clothes On. The
irony, then, is that Sendero took the key observations of the ‘new
times’ analysts in their stride, and incorporated those observations
within their own strategy.

The new social movement theorists and their many fellow
travellers,both academic and political, got many of their observa-
tions right. But their conclusion: that the advent of democracy made
class-based revolutionary movements redundant, and their anici-
pation: that small scale cross-class popular bloc movements would
provide the basis for popular politics in the ‘new times’, have both
been shown (in the Peruvian case) to be wrong.

How then has Sendero adapted itself to the new conditions
which the theorists identified? What I think we learn is that a
revolutionary movement in these modern conditions must have a

inuall) ding social base and gec ical base to over-
come repression (this is something Sendero learnt through practice:
when the military launched a major flushing out campaign in their
original base province of Ayacucho in 83/84, the party was partly
forced to relocate its activities to new areas.) By looking at society
suchasthe Peruvianone in itstotality, we can see that there are many
different ‘points of power’ that a revolutionary strategy needs to
deal with, by capturing or neutralizing each one. In this way we can
look at Sendero’s strategy and the state’s counter-strategy with
regard to the peasant self-defence groups, the MRTA (Tupac
Amaru Revolutionary Movement - Peru’s other main guerrilla
force), the unions, universities etc, etc.

‘The failure of the new social movements to provide the embryo
for national change can, apart from anything else, be linked to the
shortcomings of ‘democracy’ in Latin America generally. The
popularity of the theory went hand in hand with the democratic
euphoria which accompanied it in Peru and elsewhere upon the end
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of military rule in the late 1970s, therefore the fate of the theory is
linked tothe fate of these ‘democracies’. Neither have really fulfilled
their promises in practice. The shortcomings of the social demo-
cratic model make necessary a revolutionary critique of Peru’s
political realities which is relevant to both theory and practice.
Such a critique needs to take seriously the evidence of Sendero’s
experience, whatever owr many misgivings about their politics,
rather than seeing it as a fresk aberration or guerrilla leftover
from the sixties.

‘Analyzing the Analysts’

1 would like now to go over why so far such a critique is barely
available. Having looked at the theoretically based defenders of
Peru’s social democracy, we how need to ‘analyze the analysts’ of
Sendero itself: the self-styled experts on Peru’s high level of social
conflict. This means identifying the political associations and
ideological assumptions which underline their work (and hence a
large part of our information).

Virtually all analysts whose books or articles you might find
come somewhere along the scale between those on the reforming
left and those who are basically military advisors in an academic
guise, the so-called ‘counter-insurgency experts’. I describe themas
being on a scale rather than as two distinct groups, because there is
a grey area, and the difference between the two is becoming even
more blurred in line with the global post-Cold War trend towards a
naked convergence of interests between the ‘left’ and the ‘right’
under capitalism. Both ‘ends on the scale’ express their main aim
tobe protecting Peruvian ‘democracy’. Which translates as: how do
we defeat Sendero and protect the State?

This grey area regularly manifests itself. At a recent meeting in
London for instance John Crabtree, a sympathetic author-critic on
the Peruvian left «shared a table with Rosemary Thorp, an Oxford
economist who tutored Fujimori’s until-recently Economy Minister
and called for greater liberalization in the 1980s. The blurred lines
are also there when the leftist analysts complain that the right wing
Fujimori government does not listen to their proposals, or indeed
when the government does listen, without admitting it of course,
and embark on symbolic social help programs such as the army
going into shantytowns to distribute free food and haircuts.

It is not necessarily the counter-insurgency people who are less
accurate, as they are not weighed down like the leftists are by an
alternative p for inistrati italism which they
have to put in every piece of writing. They are much better about
simply seeking out and presenting information on Sendero so that
the government, military or business know just what the score is:
one of the most realistic assessments of the continuing conflict in
Peru after Guzman's arrest came from Gordon McCormick, an
advisor to the American Rand Corporation, in an interview with the
liberal Peruvian news weekly Caretas (Nov 92).

The leftist analysts are compromised by association just as much
as their rightwing counterparts are. They share a common ground
with the solidarity campaigns, the charities and non-governmental
organizations (ONGs), and the leftwing politicos. I’m not trying to
make them out to be some organized mafiosi, simply pointing out
the connections. For instance, 1 found Peruvians well aware that
many ONGs were jobs-for-the-boys outfits for the left wing parties.
Anyway, the analysts and those outfits share the basic beliefs in the
rule of parliament, constitution and all the other trappings of the
modern democratic state, and as organizations (not necessarily
individuals) oppose revolution, violent overthrow etc.

These analysts are informed by certain key themes which,while
all containing certain essential truths, are harnessed in favour of an
anti-revolutionary perspective, which puts the onus on an elected
government to make the necessary changes.

One such theme is of course Human Rights. It is not my




intention here to go into the flaws of human rights as a concept,
suffice to say that both the military and the PCP (SL) have been
guilty of gross abuses of ordinary people. But this is in their nature
as authoritarian institutions belonging to a state and a shadow state
respectively. On practical grounds this theme is directly relevant to
leftist analysts, as the reformist left are often victim of both state and
Sendero attacks.

Another is the idea of the people caught between two fires - that
the war isbeing fought between twomerciless outside factions, with
the ‘ordinary people’ caught haplessly in the middle. It is certainly
true that anyone trying to work outside the Fujimori state and
Sendero’s shadow state is a potential victim of both. However this
refrain is also used to make the populace appear a passive commu-
nity, and particularly lends itself to such a stereotyping of the
peasantry, who would presumably be happier half-starving and
growing crops for Western export than hoisting the flag of revolt.
The reasons for revolt remain valid and real, and the government is
worried about the prospect of the (originally rural but now going
urban) citizens self-defence militias which it originally armed
turning their sights on their masters.

Finally there is the idea that greater social spending and
democratization are necessary to defeat Sendero: which brings us
back to the basic dilemma of the reformist left: that such a pro-
gramme would still have to go hand in hand with a military
operation. In other words: continued war.

So we see that the analysts of Sendero are not in a hot air balloon
overlooking events, but play a direct role as advisors through
association, on the one hand, with the reformist left and associated
institutions, on the other hand, with both the Peruvian and foreign
state, military and business institutions, and ever more obviously
with both.

Indeveloping arevolutionary critique of the situation, I think we
also need to decide on what forces to associate with, both in terms
of their theory and their political practice. For anyone who finds
themselves there, this a very real question.

Firstly there is of course Sendero itself. In terms of numbers,
capability and territory it is obviously still the key revolutionary
force. But of course unless you’re in the inner circle, ther's no room
for non-party line thinking except say in an internal crisis which
reaches up to the highest level (which must be what happened after
the arrest of Guzman). Probably every Peruvian who flirts with
radical politics has to decide personally how to relate to the Party.
Innormal times ideological debate isseen as super-dangerousto the
party’s discipline and cohesiveness, the party is only there to
instruct. As one person (involved in a supportive role to the Party)
said to me with some awe, 'the comrades have an answer to
everything'. In the Cusco region a new guerrilla column started up
around 1987 which wanted to support the armed struggle while
remaining outside the Party. By all accounts they were virtually
eliminated by Sendero, after wielding some influence in the region.

The other main guerrilla group is the MRTA who have a classic
Latin American guerrillaideology, trying to be what they would call
the armed wing of the popular movement along FMLN/Sandinista
lines. What others would call the armed wing of the bourgeois left.
The MRTA would appear to be a more broad-based movement but
has in fact been fraught by internal power struggles resulting in
public splits, desertions, and murders of rival leaders. It is difficult
to know how much of a future they have, as their only opportunity
for growth appears to be if the official left or factions of it, is pushed
further out of the political spectrdm - which is actually a possibility
now that it has virtually no parliamenf3ry representation. Certainly
the Robin Hood nature of many of the MRTA "sactionsare designed
tomake people morally sympathetic, and a lot of hopes fora humane
but revolutionary ‘third alternative’ have been pinned on them over
the years.

As for the official left itself, it is really now on a life support

machine more than ever since its re-entrance into national politics
inthe late seventies. Asinsomany other countries in the world now,
it’s popularly identified as part of the whole corrupt party political
circus. Its Congress ion was almost in the

December 1992 elecnons, it now retains power only on a limited

ili
complete failure of the supposedly left of centre APRA government
of the mid eighties, which really showed the limits of trying toapply
populist left policies in a capitalist environment.

In the 1980s there was certainly a revolutionary flavour at the
grassroots of the Peruvian left, tied in with the hopes that the new
social movements would provide a new ‘revolutionary subject’. But
now it remains a set of leaders without followers, whose incorpora-
tion into the system was never made clearer than in January of this
year, when the ‘Democratic Left’ grouping in Congress (a new
proto-party arisen from the ashes of the once strong United Left)
proposed a special Congress medal for military officers who ex-
celled in the ‘battle against subversion’!

Finally we come to the fringe groups who might or might not
become relevant in the future. If they do become relevant it will
probably be in terms of the legacy of their ideas rather than their
small existing organizations. In Peru the trotskyists and anarchists
are the only groups I know of with a revolutionary vision that
challenges the Sendero/MRTA orthodoxies, (although the former
are limited by their own authoritarian tendencies), and both groups
have long and interesting histories of their own in the country. There
is 1 believe potential for a popular renewal of the anarchist or
libertarian socialist/communist vision.

The reason [ believe there is such an audience owes itself to the
tradition of grassroots rebellion in Peru itself. Although this tradi-
tion has been harnessed by Sendero and MRTA in the 1980s, it has
in fact manifested itself under a variety of different flags over the
decades and centuries, and indeed often under no flag at all. There
isa history of communal acts against authority, from land seizures
to supermarket looting.

On the other side of the coin there exists a strong tradition of
communalismo and mutual self-help on the part of both rural and
urban dwellers, which, although at various times taken up by
political groups, has a life of its own beyond the timespan of such
groups. Taking away the political conclusions of the analysts, many
of what they identified as new social movements in the 1980s
represented the urban continuation of thisrural tradition of combatting
poverty and bettering communal life through mutual aid.

A proper examination of this twin tradition of anti-authoritarian
struggle and mutual cooperation is outside the realms of thisarticle,
but providesan always strong potential alternative to both the social
democracy of ‘left’ and ‘right’ and the stalinist authoritarianism of
the PCP (SL).

(A campaign is being built up around the imprisonment of two
anarchists in Peru, falsely accused of working for Sendero
Luminoso. Donations are badly needed for legal fees and food
{which is not supplied for prisoners}). Contact: The Peruvian
Solidarity Project of the Love & Rage Network, PO Box 3, Prince
Street Station, New York, New York 10012, USA.)

Notes
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Review Article

Towards a political
economy of stalinism

Paul B.Smith reviews Hillel Ticktin's recent book: Origins of
the Crisis in the USSR: Essays on the Political Economy of a

Disintegrating System

This is an important book. Written by a Marxist critic of both
Western Sovietology and Stalinism, itisa major contribution to the
critique of the political economy of the former USSR, As such it
offers a refreshing contrast to the sterility of Cold War thought on
the Soviet Union, whether bourgeois or socialist.

Over the last twenty years or so, Hillel Ticktin was probably the
only theorist to predict that the USSR would disintegrate, arguing,
contrary to scholars influenced by Cold War rhetoric, that it wasa
p unstable social fi . He is, moreover, one of the
few persons who made an attempt to understand its laws and
tendencies by returning to the method of Marx’s critique of political
economy. For this reason his work has generally been ignored both
by bourgeois sovietology and by the left. That he was right is
confirmed by events. Ticktin’s work makes it possible to emerge
from a theoretical wilderness of competing political definitions of
the USSR - “degenerate workers state’, ‘state capitalist’, ‘bureau-
cratic collectivist’, and so on.

Ticktin’s work is better known in the USA than in Europe. He
has lectured to hundreds of students in Los Angeles and appears
regularly on phone-ins organised by independent radio. He is also
known in South Africa where, since liberalisation, he has organised
a large conference on the future of Marxism and had a newspaper
articl i i Soviet Union. Inthe
UK, he teaches at Glasgow University and edits the journal Cri-
tigue. Through this journal he has developed a critique of the

(M.E. Sharpe, New York, 1992, ISBN 0-87332-888-4).

ic d . Ticktin's of the category
of atomization isricher and deeper than any other, precisely because
it contains within it a recognition of the form labour power takes in
2 declining capitalism: a decline within which the contradictions
within value and abstract labour are becoming increasingly antago-
nistic - as capital struggles to contain combined labour within the
sphere of exchangeability. To fully appreciate the subtleties of his
argument it is helpful to have some understanding of categories
derived from Marx, especially the di ion of and
independence to be found in the Grundrisse and that of commodity
fetishism found in Capital and elsewhere.

Ticktin’s arguments are persuasive whether or nor one is a
scholar of Marx. The reason for this is his grasp of method. Ticktin
has not simply read Capital and then proceeded to impose the
categories of commodity and value on the USSR. Inthe introduction
to the Grundrisse Marx stated that theory must start from the
concrete, the empirical reality of the society beingdiscussed. Ticktin
follows this approach, developing his categories in relation to both
the vast amount of empirical research on the USSR that has taken
place and the various explanatory frameworks that have been put
forward by both right and left. His categories are not imported from
some a priori schema but grow organically and logically out of the
material he has studied. His knowledge of the Russian language
(acquired in part through having lived and worked in the USSR
itself) has enabled him to penetrate the bureaucratese. of the official
dc of the stalinist elite in which tone is just as important as

political economy of the USSR and enabled the of the
work of left wing anti-stalinist scholars who would otherwise have
gone unrecognised. He has written extensively on finance capital,
class, capitalist decline, the nature of asocialist society, Trotsky, the
Jewish Question, and the Gulf War. His first book, The Politics of
Race: Discrimination in South Africa, was published by Pluto
Press in 1991 and has been reviewed in recent issues of Radical
Chains, Searchlight South Africa, and Revolutionary History. His
work on the Soviet Union is now helping to challenge accepted
ideas and stimulate debate amongst sections of the left.

The book’s form as a collection of essays presented in chapters
enablesthe reader to Ticktin’ssystem partsand
as a whole. Anyone interested in finding an explanation for the
failure of Gorbachev’s perestroika should go straight to Ticktin’s
account of disintegration in the ninth chapter, skipping the rest of
the material. Although written before the 1991 coup that brought
Yeltsin to power, the information to be found there is a good
introduction for anyone trying tounderstand. contemporary develop-
ments. Chapter nine stands on its own as an elegant essay which
demolishes illusions in so-called ‘market socialism’ and argues

ively that force th ketonto the working class

p
will fail.

Ticktin’s originality shines through most brilliantly in the sec-
ond chapter on social control. Here the reader will enjoy studying a
careful critique of the Cold War literature on the nature of the
atomization of populations in totalitarian systems. Ticktin refines
the category of atomization and creates a political economy of
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content. Thisraises his understanding toa higher level than most on
the left. Even if the reader rejects or is sceptical of Ticktin's
theoretical foundations, she or he is likely to learn a great deal about
the Soviet Union from this book.

The Ruling Elite.

Ticktin’s thinking is demanding but rarely dull. The esoteric aspect
to the book - the application of the categories of contradicti on, law,
actual and potential use-value, and real and imagined product -
reveals quantity and quality of study which it is difficult to imagine
being equalled by any contemporary Marxist. Yet Ticktin’s presen-
tation of categories neither obtrudes nor drifts from a path that is
clear and exact. Practically every term he uses is carefully defined
so that if the reader gets lost, she or he can retrace their steps to the
point of confusion. This makes iteasy to follow the logical relations
between the categories and the direction of his thought.

For example, class is defined as ‘a collectivity that has a
Pparticular relation to the extraction of the surplus product’ (p.61).
Surplus product is defined as ‘that portion of the social product that
awhole or part of the society has decided to allocate for uses other
than the immediate satisfaction of the needs of those engaged in
preductive work: in other words, those who produce the surplus
product itself” (p.10). These definitions are useful in deciding
whether the members of the ruling group in the Stalinist system
constitute a class. This belief is held to by adherents of the idea of



state capitalism, such as C L R James, Raya Dunayevskaya and
Tony Cliff. In contrast, Ticktin argues that there was noruling class
within the Stalinist system. Control over the extraction of surplus
product is almost completely restricted by a negative control that
atomised workers have over the labour process. This manifests itself
i sabotage, alcoholi ive products. Moreo-
ver, the ruling group isalsoatomised. Members live in constant fear
of losing their privileges and cannot pass them on to their children
with any certainty. They are therefore insufficiently stable to forma
collectivity. If they are prevented from forming a collectivity, then
they cannot form a class.

How should this ruling group be described? Ticktin plumps for
“elite’. Despite its unfortunate sociological connotations, ‘elite’ has
the advantage of suggesting that the ruling group is unstable and
incoherent. He defines it as ‘those people who have some limited
control over the surplus product’ (p.48). He goes on to argue that
the attempt by the elite to escape the threat of its abolition motivates
its members to aspire to achieving the stability, continuity and
coherence of a class. This utopian dream drives them to shift the
system towards the market.

The Political Economy of Stalinism.

Ticktin’saim isto provide an ‘outline of the political economy of the
USSR’ (p.6). The fact that the USSR has formally ceased to exist
hardly invalidates his work, for the entity for which he provides a
political economy, and which is now disintegrating, is Stalinism.
This started its life as the subjective doctrine of ‘socialism in one
country’. The doctrine took on ap objective form when attempts
were made to extract an absolute surplus from the working classand
peasantry by brute force. This culminated inand survived the purges
of the 1930s. The system formed out of this failed doctrine is now
in terminal crisis. It may cease to exist before any viable social
formation emerges out of its ruins.

Ticktin argues that the Stalinist system was never a planned
society. Lack of control over thggprocess of production by a demo-
cratic collectivity of freely associatedyproducers makes all talk of
planning in the Soviet Union meaningless. The atomization of the
eliteand of the working class makes impossible the i 1
necessary for planning. There is thus no sense in which the USSR

alisationin of genuine work ol is not asufficient
condition for the existence of a workers’ state.

Nor did the Soviet Union have any significant growth. The idea
that the USSR was a growing economy is now disproved. Soviet
statistics were deliberately falsified. The regime claimed that GNP
had expanded ninety times over the last sixty years. Official sources
now say that expansion was only six times during this period. When
inflation has continued to be higher (3% per annum) than expansion
of GNP (2.4% per annum), then growth in the economy is negative
(p- 126). Moreover, growth of GNP is calculated as growth of net
product: a quantitative increase of goods over time. But producer
goods were so defective that they led to increasing shortages of
consumer goods.

Defenders of the old USSR have argued that the regime was able
to compete with capitalist countries in the space and arms races.
They forget, however, that Soviet workers in the arms sector were
both better paid and under strict military discipline. It is a fact that
when workers are slaves or semi-slaves, they can be made to create
products of some durability in a short space of time. The pyramids
of Egypt and the Great Wall of China were made by such workers.
The battleships and military aircraft of the First and Second World
Wars were produced by workers under military discipline. Yet,
besides the notable exception of the Kalashnikov rifle and a few
other products, the majority of Soviet arms products are at such a
low level of technique that they are unable to compete in the world
market. No sensible nation will want to buy Soviet arms after the
Gulf War. It is ironic that some left-wingers should use Soviet arms
production tosupport the i the USSR had i
made it a superior mode of production to capitalism.

The Soviet Union was not a workers’ state nor was it ‘state
capitalist’. It was based on the obliteration of commodity produc-
tion and there was therefore no value, no money and no capital. By
contrast with capitalist societies, where production is dominated by
exchange value, Ticktin argues, ‘in the case of the USSR ... use
value is all important’ (p.11).

Ticktin shows that the rouble does not function as money,
because it does not exist as a measure of value. His first reference to
money is an historical one: money was abolished in the early 1930s
‘in order to deal with the massive shortages operating throughout
the economy’ (p.33). The wage is therefore ‘nominal’. The rouble
does not enable the worker to acquire ‘an apartment, a car, or most
consumer durables without being placed on a waiting list, and often
heneeds to belong to a particular institution with a particular status’
(p-36). As the labour is semi-forced, through the social controls of
atomization, the wage is in effect a type of pension (p.84). Ticktin
makes a distinction between exchange value and value. Forms of
exchange exist in the system but ‘capital goods cannot be bought
and sold, land cannot be bought and sold, and the transport system,
construction, and housing for the individual are all virtually allo-
cated or so heavily subsidised as to make all talk of purchase and
sale amockery’ (p.133). The argument that money does not exist is
developed in chapter nine where he states that “There can only be
value if labour power itself has value, or in other words, if it is
bought and sold”. If there is no value, then there can be no measure
of value. If there is no measure of value there can be no money. The
rouble functions as a ‘defective means of circulation’ (p.160).
Ticktin’s account is fully consistent with Marx’s in the Grundrisse

Origins of the Crisis in the USSR (£9.50)
The Politics of Race, Discrimination
in South Africa ¢s)... by Hillel Ticktin

Both books are available from Critique books, clo Bob Arnot, Dept. of
Economics, Glasgow Caledonian University, Glasgow G4 OBA

can be described as a workers’ state, however Nation-
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and Capital.

Is it possible for the rouble to be converted into money? Not
without a capital market and a labour market. The former needs a
stock market and bankruptcies and the latter needs unemployment
and the right to hire and fire. This is what the elite are attempting to
push through at time of writing (July 1992). Ticktin argues that this
policy has already failed. Even if the figures of ten million unem-
ployed predicted by the International Labour Organisation are
achieved by the end of the year, he argues that at least forty million
unemployed will be necessary to function as a reserve army of
labour. Moreover, unemployment will not function to control the
workers if the individualised control over the labour process breaks
through its atomised form and becomes increasingly socialised and
politicised. The control workers have will be strengthened further.
It could only be broken if there is a massive aid package from the
‘West which might serve to divide privileged from unprivileged
workers. Thisis not forthcoming and will not be forthcoming during
a period of world slump led by the American recession. It was only
under intense political pressure from the G7 countries that the IMF
reluctantly released one billion of the twenty four billion dollars
promised Russia. As Bush has stated, trillions of dollars would be
needed to rescue the Russian economy.

Stalinism and Decline.

conscious regulation of the economy by the associated producers
themselves’ (p.182-183) and the market as ‘the sphere of action of
the law of value’ (p.183). Planning and the market are in contradic-
tion with one another. Every effort is made by the bourgeoisie to
keep the market alive and to stop, slow down, or assist the bureau-
cratic destruction of egbryonic planning forms established by
workers who take charge of the means of production.

Thus in the USSR, in the early 1920s, there was an attempt to
plan at the same time as holding on to elements of the market. This
attempt was still-born once the revolution was defeated world-
wide. The logic would have entailed opening the USSR to capital
investment from the West. This proved impossible for political and
economic reasons. The reparations would have been immense, and
the West was in a slump and.could not afford to reinvest. Stalinism
emerged out of the degeneration of the law of value and of the law
of planning in the late twenties. It became a system without value
and without planning. It had its own peculiar contradictory laws.
These Ticktin calls the law of organisation and the law of self
interest.

The Contradiction within Use Value.

Ticktin defines a law as ‘a description of the process of movement
of the poles of a contradiction’ (p.118) and defines contradiction ‘in
its Hegelian and Marxist sense’ as ‘a necessary relation between

What is the nature of this unlovely beast? How can we
this historical black hole? Ticktin suggests that its dynamic is the
outgrowth of the attempt to contain revolution in the context of
capitalist decline.

Early on in the book, Ticktin states that Stalinism ‘constitutes a
conservative social formation that has taken on amonstrous and sui
generis form precisely in order to prevent social revolution” (p.9).
He says that it represented the victory of capitalism in preventing a
move towards socialism. Like other non-viable social formations
which copied it (such as China, Pol Pot’s Cambodia, Ethiopia,
Angola and Cuba) systematic repression is specially reserved for
the left. The difference between Stalinism and its surrogates, and
between Stalinism and other non-viable social formations (such as
fascism and the theocracy in Iran) is that Stalinism evolved out of
the defeat of world-wide social revolution. Whilst control over the
product was seized from them, the workers retained a limited
control over the labour process in an individualised and atomised
form.

Brute force is a limited method of extracting a surplus. If the

c P d change each other’ (p.13). Thetwo
opposite poles within Stalinism are derived from a contradiction
within use value. Ticktin uses various terms to describe the contra-
diction. In the introductory chapter he states that it lies between a
‘real’ use value and a ‘potential’ use value. The example he gives is
of ajacket with one armshorter than another: ‘it hasareal use value;
but the use value is less than that of a jacket with two arms of the
samelength’ (p.12). Later he writes: ‘A jacket is a jacket buta jacket
with one arm shorter than the other may or may not be said to be a
jacket” (p.134). Thus it is questionable whether a use value is a use
value in the Stalinist system. It is possible to imagine a society in
which there is production intended for need but in which every
product is useless. Within Stalinism there is a massive production
of goods of such poor quality that they are as good as useless.
Ticktin describes the contradiction in various ways. For exam-
ple, he sometimes describes it as lying between a real use value and
an ‘apparent’ use value (p.127). At other times he describes it as
lying between a real use value and an ‘imagined or intended’ use
value. This difference of usage would appear to be necessary to

society’ ond ion of an abso,

make the between the contradiction within the product

p
other. hadto be tried. The orkers setting norm:
and rates of work at the factory level. These measures, however,
acted to socialise labour despite the atomization. Throughout the
book, therefore, Ticktin stresses that the elite has been conscious of
the possibility of its abolition. Its moves and its factionalisation
have been motivated by attempts to control, persuade and cajole a
working class which is becoming increasingly strong and increas-
ingly threatening. The move to the market is a last ditch attempt to
destroy the basis of the potential of workers for social revolution. It
isanattempt todestroy the control they have over the labour process.
Looked at in this light, developments over the last few years reflect
the needs of a desperate and fearful social grouping who are clearly
acting as allies of the world bourgeoisie.

Capitalist decline, on the other hand, serves to explain the
emergence of social formations which are non-viable and have no
potential. Ticktin states that his study is concerned with the laws of
transition in a world where the laws of capitalism are in decline but
where a new mode of production has yet to come into being. He
writes that the ‘fundamental law of the transition period is that of the
growing contradiction between incipient and often distorted forms
of planning and the market’ (p.185). Planning is defined as ‘the
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and the within the system. Both are clearly related.
The one causes the other and vice versa. Ticktin quite clearly wants
to connect the two yet never quite gets round to stating the logical
relationship explicitly.

The clue to the relationship between the two levels of contradic-
tion - within the product and within the system - is to be found in the
following statement: “The contradiction within the product is then
between the administered form of the product and its use value’
(p.134). Consideration of the administered form of the product leads
directly to th of social control: ionand
dependency. The fact is that labour power is expended insuch a way
that it is useless both to the individual worker and to society as a
whole. Ticktin makes this connection clear when he writes that
*...behind the administered product form lies a form of control over
labour’ and ‘the imagined performance of labour power isone thing,
its actual utility is another’ (p.137).

The contradiction within the use value of the product is now
derived from its administered form. This in turn reflects the contra-
diction in labour power. Workers alienate their labour power in a
way thatsatisfies neither their own interests (because workers have
no control over the product or over society) nor the interests of the




elite (because the elite has no control over the labour process and
only limited control over the surplus product). It follows that the
‘fundamental contradiction of the Soviet system lies in the form of
control over the workers, through their atomization® (p.117). It isin
the interest of the workers to remove this form of social control. This
can go two ways. On the one hand, they might accept a form of
control based on the market, with mass unemployment functioning
as a reserve army of labour in return for wages which function as
money and can buy commodities. On the other, they might reject all
forms of control and express a desire for a full expression of
democratic control over the products they make. If they take the
latter road, then the contradictions within use value are abolished
and the real and imagined character of needs are expressed in a
social unity instead of standing in an antagonistic relationship to
one another.

Organisation and Self-Interest.

The law of self-interest that Ticktin sees as operating within the
Stalinist system has two opposing poles: the atomised worker and

it would have done no harm to remind the reader of this in the later
chapter. If, moreover, he intended the chapter to stand on its own as
an independent essay, it would have been helpful if he had made
these relationships more explicit and shown how the contradictory
laws of the system can be derived from the contradictions within the
product and vice versa.

Disintegration, Decline, and Terminal
Crisis.

Ticktin argues, further, that workers in the USSR will move to the
left as they realise that the market cannot be introduced without a
deeper deterioration in their standard of living - as attempts are
made by the elite tostifle d ds for being i-
cated from within the work-place to the whole of society. This
argument about the impossibility of introducing the market is based
on a broader theory of capitalist decline. Because there is a lot of
confusion over the meaning of this category it is necessary to spell
it out in more detail.

socialised labour. The atomised worker can therefore be od
as the actual use value of labour power within the system. The
atomised worker has no interest in producing a non-defective use
value. From the point of view of the elite, the labour power of the
atomised worker is defective because it does not produce a surplus
they can appropriate. It is therefore in the interest of the elite to try
to socialise labour towards this end. Socialised labour, on the other
hand, expresses the potential or imagined use value of labour power.
This can only produce non-contradictory use values if it bursts
through its atomised fetters and becomes a democratic collectivity
which plans not only for the needs of the particular individual but
universally - for the needs of every individual. The more labour is
socialised, the more it becomes apparent that the interest of workers
is to gain control of the surplus.

‘The two opposing poles of the law of organisation, on the other
hand, are central control and the interests of the
elite. To repeat, the interest of the elite is to gain
complete control over the labour process. They try
to do this through centralised control. The cen-
trally controlled worker, however, is atomised and
prevents the elite gaining real control. The more
they attempt to control, the more defective use
values are produced. Economic and social units
express the interests of their unit by acting inde-
pendently from central control. This makes for an
increasingly defective surplus product and a
gradual disintegration of the economy. The elite
nurtures a utopian desire for a market with no
centralised controls butattemptsimpose it through
centralised controls. As a result, the process of
disintegration speeds up.

The above account of Ticktinis theory of the 2n aby

. v (20th century).
laws of the system is extrapolated from various
sections of the book. The relationship between the
contradictions in use value and the laws which govern Stalinism are
not obvious. The reason for this is that the discussions of atomiza-
tion, use value and law take place in different chapters and appear,
at times, unrelated.

A good example of this is ®hapter seven, ‘“The Nature of the
Soviet Political Economy’. In the sectfen on the laws and contradic-
tions of the system, Ticktin mentions the phenomenon of waste as
a category and refers also to the difference between actual and
potential output. However, he refrains from any explicit discussion
of the relationship between the laws, and the contradictions in use
value he cxamines clsewhere. It may be that he thinks that the
discussion on waste in chapter two isasufficient introduction. If so,

The Zero century. The Fool before

yss. The century of crises.

Some peop tothinkthattosay thatcapitalismisin decline
istosay that it isfacing a terminal crisis. This is not so. Ticktin keeps
the two concepts distinct. Stalinism is undoubtedly in terminal
crisis and disintegration is the form of this crisis. By disintegration
‘Ticktin means the ‘pulling apart of the poles of the system, so that
the social groups, factions, and economic categories stand in
opposing and noncooperating forms’ (p.14). If there is any slogan
to be found in his book it is the constant re-iteration that there is no
third way. Either the market or socialism will burst through the
disintegrating system. A terminal crisis for capitalism would be
analogous to the events leading up to the 1917 revolution. There is
no indication that such a terminal crisis is likely in the immediate
future in the absence of a coherent left.

Decline isa completely different idea. Ticktin’s view is that the
“decline of capitalism involves the decline of its fundamental law
and social relation; it is therefore the decline of
the law of value itself” (p.173). The discussion
then becomes one about value, abstract labour,
money, capital and the market. Ticktin draws
attention to the rise of a needs based sector, the
growthof monopolies and corresponding lack of
competition as evidence of this decline. He also
mentions the higher capital-labour ratio requir-
ing long term investment before a return of
profits, the management of capitalist economies

by their go the short term i
policy of finance capital and the rise of bureauc-
racy.

‘The consequences for disintegrating Stalin-
ism are threefold. Firstly there can be no proper
introduction of a functioning reserve army of
labour if it does not function properly under
capitalism. Secondly, there can be no internal
competition of firmsif utilities such as transport,
housing, health and education remain in the state or a monopoly
sector, and if, even in manufacturing, industries are handed over to
cartels. He writes that the system needs ‘not just competition but &
raging competition to re-establish capitalism with all its controls
over the workers’ (p.175). Thirdly, finance capital will not be
interested in investing in the system ‘because it demands quick
returns and so does not permit investment that provides profits only
over a long time span’ (p.167).

Thepolicy of theelite isto introduce the market ‘with aniron fist’
(p.164). Ticktin argues that this policy has failed. Yet at one point
he states: ‘Ultimately the market will burst through in spite of the
forces holding it back, but it will be in an explosive form’ (p.170).
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This statement appears to contradict the general thrust of his
argument. It implies that labour power will take the form of value;
thatmoney, capital and abstract labour will comeinto being and that
the policy of the elite will be successful. It is the only statement of
itskind. Ticktin was writing this book in 1990 when it was not clear
that the liberal section of the elite would take power. It is possible
to interpret this statement in hindsight as a prediction of what has
in fact happened. In this sense, ‘the market’ has already burst
through explosively. In which case his use of the word ‘market’ is
ambiguous, referring both to a mature entity and to its parasitic and
decadent offspring: the black market and the mafia,

Nationalism in the USSR.

This book does not give much attention to the rise of nationalism or
to the position of women and of the peasantry in the USSR. The
reason for this is to do with publication pressures and Ticktin
apologises in the preface for these omissions, It is possible, how-
ever, to construct his views on nationalism from various references
hemakesin the book. Eventshave, of course, gone beyond the scope
of the book: war with the Ukraine is being discussed in some circles
in Russia and elsewhere, and the ghost of Yugoslavia haunts the
East as a warning of the failure of ‘market socialism’ and a dire

ition of the future. N nough information can be
gleaned from the book to serve as the foundation of a theory of
nationalism that has contemporary relevance.

Nationalism is understood tobe ‘i intergroup’ (p.23).
It is the doctrine most likely to appeal to the intelligentsia as the
system disintegrates and their position becomes increasingly unsta-
ble. The intelligentsia include “all those who both alienate their
labour power and assist in the process of extraction of the surplus
product, usually by being in charge of others’ (p.75). This interme-
diate group roughly corresponds to all those with a higher educa-
tion. It is the most insecure group in the system. The intelligentsia
tend to think of workers as ‘cattle’ and are pre-disposed to anti-
semitism and nationalism. As the system disintegrates the standard
of living of members of the intelligentsia will decline. They will
fluctuate between a dependence on the working class and on the
elite. Some no doubt will form part of an emergent left as they start
toidentify themselves with the working class. Others who ally with
the elite will intensify their hatred for workersand Jews and willtry
to whip up general discontent into patriotic fervour.

War is an option for this layer. But war between Russia and the
Ukraine will not be favoured by that section of the elite desperate for
stability. Nor will it be favoured by the bourgeoisie in the West. It
would be an admission of the fact that the attempt to introduce

36 RADICAL CHAINS

money and the market had failed. Moreover, it might speed up the
process of the working class moving to the left. War is a high risk
strategy. That does not mean, of course, that it will not happen.
Compounding the desp!‘u, mj;ery and fear that already exists with
2 good dose of mass slaughter might serve the interests of a small
determined faction for a while.

Conclusion.

To reiterate, this is an important book for any honest enquirer into
the nature of Stalinism. It js difficult to imagine that it will be
superseded until it has been translated into Russian and Ukrainian
and forms part of the internal critical debate that is already under
way on the prospect of the reforms. It is the development of critical
thought within the intelligentsia and the working class that the elite
most fears and it is a process they are powerless to prevent. As
Ticktin states:

‘Indeed, whatever the reforms may be, there can be no hope
whatsoever of their success ifthere cannot be a critical discussion
of their progress. This problem, however, is insuperable because
any real discussion must come up against the nature of socialism
itself - with the majority controlling, work become humanity’s
prime want, interchangeability of occupations within the division
of labour, and hence the abolition of the elite itself® (p.80).
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Football

Society as a stadium

Wincenzo Ruggiero

Dering the 1990 World Cup, I was in Turin,
B=ly, and was expecting English friends to
wisit. We had planned to watch the Brazil side,
which was based in Turin for the first tourna-
=ent. | was able to host one of them in my flat,
Bet had to provide accommodation for others.
Well, I had to ring several hotels before getting
English customers accepted. The argument
which reassured the frightened hotel manager
was that those English were black.

The feelings created by football are not only
powerful among the supporters, they affect side
abservers as well. Sometimes these feelings
s=em to follow an idiosyncratic logic, whereas
wother times they appear to mirror commonly
shared attitudes found in society as a whole. In
e above episode, the Italians, who like other
Europeans, are generally not particularly be-
@evolent towards black immigrants, somehow
suspended their day-to-day sentiments. The
Slacks, be they supporters of Cameroon, Brazil,
Costa Rica, or even England, were preferable to
gzle, blonde, beer-sodden youths. My friends
ook an extra precaution, as they wore green
2nd gold T-shirts, thus posing as and mixing
with the beloved Brazilians who flocked the
streets.

Research on football hooliganism has been
conducted in a number of Buropean countries,
But unresolved controversies remain with re-

frictions in Liverpool and Glasgow are but the
two best known instances of how social conflicts
and are mirrored by the two rival teams in each
town. Looking at Italy, other striking

tures values and ideas that have been apparently
discarded by the official society. Think of Italy
again, where a high geographical mublllty has
long ago town p and

can be provided. Here, the North-South divi
has recently made a disquieting return. The
obsessive hatred with which the Naples team is
received in the North resonates with the subtle
violence displayed in the official discourse of
newly formed separatist leagues in the same area
of the country. When Naples plays in affluent
Milan, they are taunted with the same slogans
and the grotesque hymns composed by the
Lombard League for its political propaganda.
Bergamo and Verona, probably the wealthiest
towns in Italy, are the most inhospitable to the
Southerners. When the teams of Bari, Naples,
and even Rome play there, banners aredisplayed
thatecho instthe South.
Laziness and the Mafia are the favoured topics
both in and outside the stadium. Unemployment
becomes an insult hurled at the rival supporters,
who ‘deserve it” and ‘choose it’. In Verona, the
local supporters salute their unwealthy counter-
parts of the South by waving swastikas and
100,000 lira notes.

This feud caused interesting repercussions
during the World Cup. The Argentinean team
was abusively received in all the Italian cities of
the North because Maradona, a Naples player,
was in it. In Naples, in turn, the local spectators
applauded Argemma and in overt dissent from
the p they the

zard to the sources and methodology utilised.
Each researcher seems to claim a higher degree
of credibility for their material with respect to
others, in a contest where the willingness to
contact, talk to and observe the supporters at
first hand is deemed to be crucial. ‘Insuffi-
ciently detailed empirical data’ is the criticism
that one levels at the other. Those who usually
boast the unparalleled veracity of their material
zarealso those who implicitly seem to affirm: we
zre one of the lads!

I suggest that it is important to analyse the
impact of football on society in general, and
wice versa the impact of ‘society in general’ on
football. Continuities may emerge between the
two which are surprisingly meaningful.

1 believe two main factors emerge when ob-
serving the relationship between football sup-
porters and the general public. The first can be
called an ‘imitative factor’. This also arises
when analysing hooliganism. Think of the be-
haviour of the supporters of England in Ger-
many, where the finals of the European Cham-
pionship took place a few years ago. They were
symbolically mimicking, in the arena available
to them, behaviours and attitudes which were
prevalent in the official society. Incitements to
show national pride and the notorious urge to
“rejoice’ were taken at face value by ti® sup-
porters. They saw their acts of ‘conquering a
territory’ as being consistent with the general
climate which loomed in their country during
the Falklands war.

Examples of the imitative factor are easily
found in places where traditionally rival com-
munities cohabit. The Catholic-Prgtestant

»

yP
Engllsh supporters with a gigantic warm banner.

The second factor which informs the
relationship between football and the general
publicIcalla ‘sewer factor’. This definition need
not sound offensive to the supporters. It only
alludes to the fact that the football world recap-

sexual roles and dlscnmmanon had been sub-
Jjected to violent criticism during the innovative
1960s and 1970s. Well, the football world
collects parochialism and machismo before they
are definitively dumped. These ‘cultural items’
are kept alive because, in a sense, they have not
completely exhausted theirsocial function. They
are revived by football and offered back to
society, where the provision of new, alternative
values is faced with difficulties. In the relative
wvacuum, those old values still prove useful as
sources of identity.

‘The ‘imitative factor’ in football gives soci-
ety a reflection of itself. In this respect it would
be intriguing to explain why staunch German
and Dutch players are bought by Italian teams
based in the North, and imaginative Argentin-
ians and Brazilians by those based in the South.
Do fans identify themselves with the respective
characteristics of their stars? In ‘Calvinist” Tu-
rin, for example, the supporters of Juventas
appreciate the defensive and undaring style of
their team. There, the final score is more impor-
tant than the spectacle. The city, its team and

tohavealoti . By the
same token, when we witness violent confron-
tations between rival supporters, we should be
wondering: My God, haven’t we gotsomething
in common with them?

The ‘sewer factor’ allows the return of such
values which, in the face of social development,
weregard as redundant. However, like recycled
refuse, they still prove useful. After all, isn’t
garbage used for the production of new alterna-
tive energy?
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Poll Tax Rebellion

George Gordon

Poll Tax Rebellion

by Danny Burns, (AK Press/Attack
International 1992)

It has to be said that this is a very useful book.
As well as reviving many happy memories for
class struggle militants it provides a valuable
record of the events which led to the defeat of
the poll tax. I don’t know of any other publica-
tion which does this with the same level of
honesty and accuracy. It would be particularly
useful for giving to comrades from other coun-
mm who want to know about this high point in

given that many of the first “Anti-Poll Tax

Unions” (APTUs) were set up by people wnh
Scottish

‘This didn’t stop resistance to the poll tax in

Scotland (particularly to the Shenft’s Ofﬁoers

indicated a real desire go on the offensive...
against the proletariat! In a similar vein he
describes the All-Britain Federation’s “Peo-
ple’s March Against the Poll Tax” as an “inad-
equate response (p-116). This consisted of a

i.e. bailiffs) being an
anti-poll tax activists in England and Wales. lf
anything the anti-poll tax struggle will have

Sottishand English nationalism (let’s
hope so!).

Non-sectarian

few dozen (OK, one or two
weren’t) in expenswe track suits marching to
London from various parts of the country. It was
Militant’s response to widespread demands for
more demos in London after Trafalgar Square.
To call it “inadequate” is to mask the fact that
it was an attempt to demobilise the movement.

Ingeneral DB puts forward the need toorgan-

Danny Burns (DB) the
between civil disobedience (the middle classes
ing to bearrested) and resi proles

de the labour butnotagainst
it. In practlcc this doesn’t matter too much in
based struggles - in many cases it is

lein Britain. In Chap-
ter.3 provxdes an excellent description of the
self-organisation of anti-poll tax groups where

being determined to break the law and get away
with it). He’s also good at describing how the

possible to simply avoid leftist manipulators
(e g by setting up altemative local groups tothe

people lived - this was the most i
aspect of the struggle. Its politics are generally
of the wishy-washy libertarian variety but I'm
not going to condemn it just because it doesn’t
call for the p of the iat at the

haslotsof di it:

vmlem/non -violent; legal/illegal; “individual”/
"mass”, and that these are not mutually exclu-
sive. 'I‘ms last point is argued explicitly in the
chapter (“After the Poll Tax”) al-

end of every paragraph Its overall tone is very
"reasonable" while at the same time making
quite a few hard-hitting points about the need
for the working class to organise outside the
labour movement. It also calls for the extension
of the non-payment tactic - something which is
particularly relevant given the recent announce-
ment of the imposition of VAT on fuel bills.

I was seriously involved in the anti-poll tax
movementin London from late 1989 so much of
the stuff about the development of the struggle
in England wasalready familiar buteven forme
there is plenty of thought-provoking and en-
couraging information. For example, I’d never
heard about attempts by Bristol city council to
collect the tax through local shops. This failed
after consumer boycotts and physical attackson
the premises (p.65). I learnt a lot from the
section about the origins of the movement in
Scotland. This provided an interesting example
of how people often act ahead of their ideas

Militant L Labo“f

ot
en - Towmg i wepeos
g

y 'Tout' Sheridan

Have invited annm“ng in Derry.

to a public mee!

Wi eets Sheri hile
o e ?:m\”as a
he s in Derry. should trea! nas
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teach the bastard what wt:’ou( a
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SS
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Poster produeed by Irish anarchists, which
shows the bittemess created by Militant tactics
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though, ithasto besaid, it isn’targued too well.
He says “the actions of those who were not
prepared to break the law were notundermined

i f the few wh fire
bombs”.'l‘msxs true but it conveniently ignores
the fact that the actions of people lobbing fire
bombs into poll tax and bailiffs’ offices cer-
tainly were undermined by certain people in
local APTUs who went to the press “dissociat-
ing” the movement from these actions. He con-
tinues: “those who chose to leave Trafalgar
Square peacefully, were not tarnished by those
who chose to fight back against the police
attack”. Again, this is true but it ignores the fact
that it would have been better for those of us
fighting the police if more people had stayed
around rather than heading for their coaches as
the stewards directed.

This is indicative of a central weakness of the
book - the way it bends over backwards to be
non-sectarian, taking the view that anyone in-
volved in the anti-poll tax movement was basi-
cally OK. This obscures real conflicts that went
on within the organised movement - between
proandanti-Labour Party forces, between those
who really wanted the struggle to succeed and
those who wanted to subordinate it to their
political ambitions (notably Militant), between
those who wanted to take the struggle into
workplaces and the union hacks who didn’t,
between those who thought the Trafalgar Square
uprising was “fucking brilliant” and those who
thought it was an embarrassment. This weak-
ness is expressed most clearly where he de-
scribes the comments made by Tommy Sheridan
(Chair of the All-Britain Anti-Poll Tax Federa-
tion) immediately after Trafalgar Square as
“defensive” (p.104). In thisstatement Sheridan
denounced the rioters. The next day he and
Steve Nally were to say that they intended to
“name names” and “root out the trouble-mak-
ers”. This was to earn them the well-deserved
epithets of “Nally the Nark” and “Shop’Em
Sheridan”. There was nothing defensive about
the remarks made by these gentlemen. They

ones). Even here, though,

|mponampolmca1 choices must be made. For
example, do we lobby a council meeting (as, of
course, Labour Party types want to do) or do we
disrupt it? In workplace struggles this isa much
more important issue. Workplaces where there
is a tradition of militancy will tend to have
strong unions which cannot be ignored, they
must be fought. This did happen tosome extent,
albeit on a completely informal level. I remem-
ber hearing about a union rep. telling a group of
nurses that they couldn’t hold an anti-poll tax
meeting in their hostel without permission from
the union (COHSE). He was told to get stuffed
and that the meeting was “nothing to do with
the union anyway”. DB certainly understands
that the unions hindered the anti-poll tax strug-
gle - p.164 contains an important picce of
information about how the UCW (Union of
Communication Workers) tried to suppress the
group “Postal Workers Against the Poll Tax”.
For DB, though, this was just an “organisa-
tional problem®.

Crime

"If you tell people to break the law by not
paying the tax, you're not far off telling them to
break other laws as well”.

Norman Tebbit, Tory Party Chairman, 2.6.90

Ifeell must object strongly to DB’s msulnng

of poll tax pi 's hon-
est law abiding citizens (p.50). It’s probab]y
true that most regarded themselves as such.
Whether they actually were is another matter.
According to the Home Office, a third of men in
Britain will have been convicted of a “serious”
criminal offence by the age of thirty. On p.183
DB says “millions of people broke the law for
the first time” -  very much doubt it! As we all
know, milli their
incomes by illegal or semi- 111egal means,
whether it’s non-payment of various bills, TV
license evasion, theft from work, fiddling the
dole or whatever. The prevailing attitude to
these activities, however, is one of individual-
ism - if I do it and get caught it’s my problem;
if you get caught it’s your problem; “if youcan’t
do the time, don’t do the crime”. Many people

‘proletari;



will do these things without even telling their
closest friends or relatives that they’re doing it.
Oneofthe positive thingsabout the anti-poll tax
movement is that non-payment was a typical
form of working class law-breaking which be-
«came socially acceptable and was seen as com-
gletely legitimate. People were prepared to say
“I'm proud to be a poll tax non-payer” whereas
ey wouldn’t (yet) say “I'm proud to be a
shoplifter”. The bosses’ austerity measures will,
without any doubt, drive millions of people
{deeper) into crime. The anti-poll tax move-
ment could be the beginning of the politicisation
of the criminals. It’s become normal for bour-
zeois commentators to talk about a “culture of
son-payment” which will undermine any form
of local taxation. In particular, I think that
&ailiffs threatening to come to your house is a
merve-wracking experience for most people.
But when it’s happened once and you’ve suc-
cessfully kept them out, or they’ve never turned
epas frequently happens, it’sa very confidence
building experience. This is particularly true in
Scotland where there was mass resistance to
Bailiffs in the form of large crowds gathering
cutside threatened houses. We’ll see what hap-
pens when they start harassing Council Tax
DOD-payers.

As revolutionaries we know that it’s point-
less to try to use the law to serve the interests of
the proletariat. We also know that a good lefty
lawyer can often keep you out of prison. The
price you pay for not going to prison is that of
legitimising the legal system - the right of the

lice to maki d the right of th It
o jail “guilty” people. Given the present level
of class struggle it’s hard to imagine what it
would mean for there to be a large-scale refusal
1o play the game of capitalist legality. The anti-
poll tax movement did, however, give us an
inkling of what can happen. One strategy used
by almost all anti-poll tax groups was to encour-
age people to turn up for their Liability Order
hearings in order to “clog up the courts”. This
strategy worked for a few months. Eventually,
though, the councils got most of the liability
orders they needed. But it didn’t do them any
good! The courts generated a mountain of li-
ability orders (millions of the things!) but these
pieces of paper had no practical meaning. There
were too few bailiffs and they didn’t know how
tooperate in conditions of widespread hostility.
With the Committal (potential imprisonment)
hearings it was obvious to almost everyone
involved in the anti-poll tax movement that the
best advice was not to go to court. Most of those
summonsed to these hearings didn’t go. War-
rants were issued for their arrest and ... nothing
much happened in most cases. At the present
time there must be tens of thousands of these
“fugitives from justice” at large in Britain.
“Legal advice” was an important part of the
struggle but as things progressed the nature of
the advice given was less and less legalistic and
more just along the lines of “millions of us are
getting away with it, why shouldn’t you?”.
With the benefit of hindsight the whole “have
your day in court” strategy can be seen to have
been a waste of time. In the end the argy bargy
over whether the state would allow “McKenzie
Friends” (informal legal advisers with no right
to address the court) proved irreleygnt to the
class struggle. Magistrate’s courts were
times disrupted, rather than being used as 2

tribune for denouncing the poll tax, but this was
almost never a declared aim of anti-poll tax
groups. In the end the instinctive policy of
complete non-participation in the bourgeois
courts proved to be the right one.

Trafalgar Square

As with the rest of the book, DB’s account of
the Trafalgar Square uprising and the police
repression which followed it provides much
valuable information. The main problem with it
is that it is very much oriented towards the
events in Trafalgar Square itself - there is al-
most nothing about the widespread trashing of
bourgeois property throughout the West End
which followed. Partly this is just because
Trafalgar Square is where Danny was most of
the time, as is obvious from his account. Partly,
1 suspect, it’s ideological as well. By concen-
trating on the Square itself he can emphasise
the defensive aspects of the struggle. It’s true
that the police attacked us first and that most of
our activity in the Square was defensive... and
very inspiring. It’s certainly the only demo I've
ever been on where I've seen police snatch
squads try to break up a crowd and totally fail to
do so! But even here we did many things that
were more offensive, like collectively deciding
to attack the South African embassy and then
doing so (not very successfully, it’s very well
fortified!), like wrecking an army recruiting
office and looting an off-license (this did have
the effect of many

being the worse for drink when aclearhead was
required to fight the police). None of these
events are mentioned in the book. Nor does he
say that the main reason so many rioters were
arrested after the demo is that so few of them
covered their faces during the uprising. This is
avital lesson which am sure DB must beaware
of It’s downright irresponsible not to mention

DB repeats the well-worn liberal cliché that
the police deliberately set out to provoke a riot
(p-100). Perhaps they did but they were obvi-
ously completely unprepared for the scale of
our response. It’s more likely that they were
expecting a peaceful middle class stroll like the
CND demosof the early 1980s but then realised
(toolate) that withouta massxvepollcepresence

physical defence of demos. Any suggestions at
“official” Federation-run meetings that this
should be done were very quickly sat on by
Militant hacks (in particular one Mr. Wally
Kennedy) who quile openly stated that march
stewards should “protect” demonstrdturs by
handingtro tothe police! More
subtly, the TSDC tended to function asa means
of turning class struggle militants into “legal
liaison volunteers” rather than rioters.

One final point about Trafalgar Square. Am
I the only revolutionary to be irritated by the
description of the targets of our anger on that
fateful day in March 1990 as “symbols of
wealth”? There’s nothing symbolic about a car
showroom filled with top of the range BMWs.
This is capitalist wealth (even if it’s not “means
of production”).

Conclusion

In DB’s conclusion on the last page of the book
he says that the community “will remain, for
some time, the strongest base for political ac-
tion”. I can certainly imagine “community”
based struggles (mass non-payment and resist-
ance to evictions, for example) being very im-
portant in Britain in the next few years. Part of
the reason for the success of the anti-poll tax
movement was the complete absence of any
community equivalent of a trade union bu-
reaucracy, but this doesn’t mean that leftists
(such as Militant) won't try to create one. DB’s
book is useful in pointing out many positive
aspects of the anti-poll tax movement and how
it achieved its immediate aim but to really
“learn the lessons” we need to look more closely
at the forces that stopped it from going further.

I’ll leave you with one final thought. Just
what did we win in fighting the poll tax? I
would suggest that the main concession made
by the state was not the formal abolition of the
tax itself but the fact that the state effectively
gave up trying to collect it without, of course,
ever admitting to such a thing. There was (and
is) a de facto amnesty for non-payers in most of
the country. This may have cost the state about
abillion pounds or so in lost arrears. This is not
so serious when you consider that the overall
cost to the bourgeoisie’s economic plans was
more hke £10 billion, mosny in the costs of
involved in abol-

y new one. The advantage of this

and effective g it’s 0 as-

semble 200,000 prcletanans in central London ishing the poll tax and introducing yet another
without a major with F

property relati ing. Fora balanced

is that the mass of

view of events I would dlrect the reader to the
pamphlet Poll Tax Riot - 10 Hours That Shook
Trafalgar Square (Acab Press, BM 8884,
London WCIN 3XX) which contains several
first-hand accounts.

On p.116 DB says:

“Often attack is the only effective form of
defence and, as a movement, we should not be
ashamed or defensive about these actions, we
should be proud of those who did fight back.”

Fair enough, Danny, but shouldn’t we be
doing more than just feeling proud of these
people...? Like organising effective measures
inadvance for next time the pigs attack us? The
anti-poll tax movement certainly organised le-
gal support for arrested demonstrators, mostly
through the TSDC (Trafalgar Square Defend-
ants Campaign, described in the book), but
there was almost no attempt made to organise

non-payers carried on not paying but didn’t
become organised or politicised, the mass of
people who were paying carried on paying and
the activists didn’t have much to be active
about. Once it was realised that working class
homes were not going to be besieged by SAS-
style squads of bailiffs and the police were not
going tokick pensioners doors in and drag them
off to prison the local groups gradually disinte-
grated. What this shows is that although the
poll tax represented a major break with the post
war social democratic consensus (which is part
of the reason it aroused such widespread oppo-
sition, even from sections of the middle classes
who benefited from it financially), in retreat
the state was still able to make use of a social
democratic type of strategic concession de-
signed to preempt any proletarian class forma-
tion.
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Critica

David Gorman

A Meeting of Minds: Socialists

discuss philosophy - towards a

new symposium

Roy Bhaskar (ed), foreword by Roy

Edgely. Published by the Socialist

Society for The Socialist Movement,

ISBN 1 872481 10 8, £3.95.

Edited and mainly written by Roy Bhaskar, this
pl ion between

Bhaskar’s critical realist philosophy and the

political project of socialist emancipation. Its

real importance, however, is that it constitutes

kets, socialising and democratising others’
(p-30). Rejectingthe ‘market-socialism’ of Alec
Nove and the ‘market-less socialism’ of Ernest
Mandel, Bhaskar et al opt for the ‘socialised
market’ proposed by Diane Elson (in New Left
Review 172, Nov-Dec 1988).

A political project that is essentially uncriti-
cal of the value form must be rejected but it is
necessary to be clear on what grounds. What is
needed is not a merely abstract dismissal of the
conclusions reached - the ‘socialised market’ -
but criticism of the premises from which these
conclusions arise. This is no easy task for these
premises include ones that many communists
would share. Politically, the acceptance of the
‘socialised market’ flows from rejection of

5 political project
of the grouping that calls itself The Socialist
Movement. For this reason alone it deserves
serious attention.

In the first two chapters, which outline
Bhaskar’s critical realism and its political ap-
plications, a form of critical realism is advo-
cated, one which, it is argued, underpins the
politics of socialist emancipation. Critical real-
ism, it is claimed, penetrates below superficial
surface appearances to reveal enduring struc-
tures and generative mechanisms. Critical real-

stalinist and social democratic administration.
But it has theoretical roots as well. The argu-
ment for the ‘socialised market’ starts off from
the legitimate concem to reject all ‘reified’
conceptions of the market. It is argued that the
market is neither natural nor given and nor is it
unchanging. The market has taken on different
forms at different times in history and in differ-
ent societies. And as an empirical observation,
it must be conceded that this is true. Bhaskar’s
political conclusions cannot be refuted by ap-

ism stresses what it sees as the i

nature’ of social activity and a ‘relational’ con-
ception of society. Social systems are, from this
point of view, intrinsically open and so essen-
tially subject to the possibility of transforma-
tion. It is this that makes socialism possible.
Socialism itself is seen as the result, not of the
amelioration of states of affairs within a given
social structure, but of the actual transforma-
tion of those structures. This in turn underlies

peal to the ing nature of the market.
More than that, however, Bhaskar’s concern to
rejectall ‘reified’ conceptions of the market has
a resonance with the concerns of those writers
in Radical Chains who have opposed the ‘natu-
ralisation’ of the laws of capital (see Dixon and
Gorman in Radical Chains 3).

There is here a resonance but also a disso-
nance. The two projects meet and also part.
Bhaskar and the other philosophers of The

the opposition of Bhaskar and his to
post-1945 social-democratic government and
to stalinism.

Thecritical realist view appears tostart offon
the right track, stressing the historical nature of
all social institutions, the market included. It is
argued, for example that the market is not
natural or given but socially and historically
specific. From this, however, the conclusion is

Socialist M itical of

of ‘the market’ and conclude that the market
can be ‘socialised’. For those writers who have
taken up the question in Radical Chains, by

Unrealism

with the understanding of a system or totality of
interlocking social relations, Bhaskar and com-
pany see instead a mere aggregation or collec-

4tion of relations that are subject to an open set
of pemnutations. This can be seen in Bhaskar's
description of the socialised market: ‘It in-
volves public ownership and worker-managed
enterprises with a basic wage guaranteed irre-
spective of work, in exchange for domestic or
caring labour, with labour, producer goods and
consumer goods markets, subject to over-all
planning norms and with market-making un-
derfaken by publicly funded bodies and backed
up by buyer-sellerinformation networks’ (p.28-
29).

The Socialist Movement wants to abolish the
market in capital but retain the market in labour.
At the same time, however, it wants to guaran-
tee a basic wage ‘irrespective of work’. How is
the circle to be squared? A socialist project that
wants to retain the labour market does not
anticipate the emancipation of human activi-
ties, needs, and desires from external disci-
pline. It has, in fact, no conception of real
human emancipation. A ‘basic wage guaran-
teed irrespective of work’ is, however, incom-
patible with money mediation, the discipline of
the law of value. If needs can be met without
recourse to wage labour people will not ex-
change their labour power for a wage. To this
extent the law of value is partially suspended.
Yet in so far as society is still subject to the
pressure of the law of value, to the extent that
there is still a market in labour power, people
must be forced to work. Administrative struc-
tures will proliferate as the socialist regime
strives to make the recognition of needs com-
patible with the discipline of the law of value.
If the regime is not to succumb to crisis, the
extent of needs recognition will have to be
reduced. Necessarily thesocialist regime comes

contrast, the concern has been to
how the laws of capital have been transformed
by and have in turn transformed conscious
activity. From this follows the need to abolish
the value form and all surrogates for it. The

drawn that market relations are i

with human emancipation: ‘Emancipatory so-
cialist action will involve transforming the
market - more precisely, abolishing some mar-

Socialist M derive their

categories from sociology and economics and
not from the critique of political economy.

into opp to the class of p 3

If this sounds familiar it is only because it
replicates, at a higher level of decay, the inad-
equacies of the social democratic project that it
rejects. It replicates the inadequacies of that
project and also takes over its language and
categories. Thereferences to ‘over-all planning
norms’ and ‘publicly funded bodies’, ‘public

‘Where the Radical Chains project i
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[ ip and work ged enterpri;
indicate the degree of dependence on previous
outmoded projects. Planning is equated with
the activities of the organisers of labour and not
with the activity and subjectivity of the produc-
ersthemselves. The projectdoes not point tothe
future butappears totry tosalvage the wreckage
of the past. The philosophers of The Socialist
Movement are unable to identify class subjects
with a potential for self-emancipation and thus
cannot conceive of the transcendence of value
relations. Thus they are condemned to become,
ifanything, the guardians of absolute poverty in
decline. Market relations and the laws of capi-
tal are subject to change and transformation but
the possibilities are not endless. At some point
the questions of power and supersession must
and will be posed.

If the first two chapters are devoted to outlin-




\=z the basic ideas of critical realism and their
ssplication, chapters three to five examine the
s=iztive merits also of critical theory and
sestmodernism. This takes the form of a debate
sesween Roy Bhaskar, William Outhwaite and
&=te Soper. Bhaskar’s contribution consists of
= critique of Habermas (the representative of
emitical theory) and of Rorty (who represents
zestmodernism). The form of this critique is
wery much apparent but its content is elusive.
For Bhaskar, Habermas ‘remains ensnared in
e antinomy of transcendental pragmatism’.

He ‘acitly inherits a  positivist ontology and an
ofthe
==tural sciencesand thesphereof labour (p.34).
Hzbermas’s system ‘readily takes on a dualistic
owerly anti-naturalisthue’ while Rorty ‘remains
wedded to a positivist account of the natural
sciences’. Rorty, moreover, ‘erectsa Niamchean

overdrive’. In the end it invites us to ‘disown

error of reification’ (p.9) or ‘illusory or false
’(p-11). Itisasifsoci: thought

the very to truth as unob-
tainable in pnncnple (p-45). Thus it degener-
ates into a total relativism and a form of liber-
tarianism oranarchism ‘of distinctly New Right-
ist overtones’ (p. 46)

develops autonomously of human social rela-
tions, that intellectual work is not subject to the
same processes that supposedly mystify every-
one else. This goes together with a lack of

ition of social ity. Bhaskar says

Soper’s between
as a spirit of the age and as “an intellectual
project is useful. However, while recognising
the socio-historical roots of the postmodern
dealswith
only as an intellectual concern. Thus she ap-
pears to think that it can be overcome by show-
ing it to be logically incoherent. But a critique
which addresses only the relativism and liber-
tarianism of postmodernism is not sufficient.
‘We need to understand the social processes
necessary to the breakdown of the current con-
dition of disorientation and to the emergence of
a new rationality. If this cannot be done, then

(asa
ogy”) in the guise of an undifferentiated
“linguistified” monism on a Humean-
Hempelean ontological base’ (p.35).

This is a lot of ‘-ists’ and ‘-eans’ to be
crammed into less than two pages of text. It is
=ot, however, the result of trying to distil the
=ssence of his longer works into a small space.
Readers of Bhaskar’s weightier tomes, - The
Possibility of Naturalism, for example - will
Bave noticed the same tendency at work there.
The suspicion is that the adjectives - ‘positiv-
t", “Nietzschean’, ‘superidealist’, and so on -
zre doing all the work. They are surrogates for
real argument. What exactly isa ‘dualist overly
zati-naturalist hue’? How would you recognise
= “superidealist epistemology” if you encoun-
tered one? Bhaskar would seem to presuppose
more knowledge on the part of the reader than
could be deemed to be reasonable. Perhaps he
could have provided a glossary, or better, an
index of -isms.

Yet there is something less than humorous
2bout these procedures. To say that someone’s
philosophy ‘readily takes on a dualistic overly
saturalistic hue’ is not to argue a point but to
refuse debate. It is a form of intellectual polic-
ing, the outcome of which cannot be a broaden-
ing of views or an exchange of ideas. In it,
mowever, there is more than an echo of Stalin’s
denunciation of the economist LI. Rubin for
“Menshevising idealism’.

After all this, Outhwaite’s response appears
initially as a breath of fresh air, his chapter
opening promisingly with an unpretentious at-
tempt to unravel the relation between critical
realism and critical theory. This soon degener-
ates into an attempt to show that Bhaskar and
Habermas have more in common than is nor-
mally thought. The purpose and relevance of
the exercise is unclear.

‘Themost mterestmgofthe]astthreechaptexs
is Soper’s discussion of postmodernism, ci
cal realism and critical theory. Soper identifies
postmodernism as a response to the experience
of fascism, stalinism and what she describes as
the ‘nuclear age and looming ecological crisis’
(p.43). These, sheargues, have generated doubt,

pticism and a ioning of Enli
rationality and conceptions of progress. These
real concerns are expressed in the postmodern

Yet, with p dernist, con-
ceived not justasa form of sacia] consciousness
but as a philosophical project, these legmmare
concems are subjected to a kind of ¢

criticism is limited to an essentially conserva-
tive reaction, an attempt to restore what is in
fact irretrievable.

j
that his contribution is ‘part of the longer term
project of recapturing the intellectual high
ground’ (p.7). Itis difficult toavoid concluding
that he thinks that intellectual hegemony is
enough. There is no recognition that individu-
als must transform society and so transform
themselves.

‘The book is presented as a contribution to the
process of socialist ‘re-thinking’ and in particu-
lar as a response to the collapse of stalinism in
the USSR and Eastern Europe and the weaken-
ing of the national liberation movements in the
Third World (p.5). Yet the general impression
isthat the philosophers of The Socialist Move-
ment remain trapped within the old perspec-
nves There is no real break here with the old

ive intervention and the

Soper’s however, highli a
problem that is general. The supposed task of
the project seems to be that of rectifying ‘the

conoem to socialise the market merely echoes
the current preoccupations of the Soviet elite.
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Trotsky

David Gorman

The Trotsky Reappraisal

Terry Brotherstone and Paul Dukes (eds),
Edinburgh University Press, 1992,

Leon Trotsky is undoubtedly one of the most
controversial figures of twentieth century
marxism. Opinion about him is divided firmly
between pi danti-, and few seem capable of
adopting a neutral attitude towards the man.
There cannot be another marxist, other than
Stalin, who has inspired so much devotion on
the onesside, and so much loathing on the other.
Clearly, sympathy with Stalin tends to obstruct
apositive attitude towards Trotsky and the fact
of Trotsky’s demonisation by stalinism has
onlyadded to, deepened and sustained his clear
attraction for many opponents of stalinism.
‘This in itself has induced a polarisation which
has obstructed attempts at objective evaluation
of his work. It is difficult to discuss the theory

Reappraised

cause stalinism has existed; it has defined itself
very much by opposition to stalinism. The on-
goingdisintegration of stalinism will lead there-
fore, either to the regeneration of trotskyism, or
to its collapse. There are clear signs of both: a
new theoretical openness on the one hand, and
blind retrenchment on the other. Itis within this
context that it is possible to evaluate the con-

Related to this is the question of Trotsky's
political individuality and independence. Un-
likemost of the Bolshevik leaders, Trotsky was
not a pupil of Lenin but an independent theo-
rist, the author of the theory of permanent
revolution, who had clashed with Lenin on
many issues before 1917. When he joined the
Bolshevik Party, it was not because he had

tents of The Trotsky Reappraisal,
of papers presented at one of three conferences
held in 1990 to commemorate the fiftieth anni-
versary of the assassination of Trotsky. The
conference in question, ‘Trotsky after fifty
years’, was held at Aberdeen University in July
and August 1990. Anyone who wants to know
more about the conference itself should read the
review by Baruch Hirson in an earlier issue of
this journal (‘Fifty Years of the Assassin’,
Radical Chains 2).

Not all of the papers presented at the confer-
ence have been included in the book. Neverthe-

less, the publi material a wide

of p ion, the law of
and uneven development, and the analysis of
fascism, independently of Stalin’s attitude to-

e mere inism treated
them as a dangerous heresy, has actually added
to their appeal.

But serious discussion of Trotsky has been
impeded also by a deep polarisation within the
anti-stalinist left itself. Here the split between
those pro- and those anti-Trotsky has been
reproduced. For some, trotskyism has been the
only real opposition to stalinism, while for
others there is no real difference. On the one
hand there are those who will tolerate no criti-
cism of his views and on the other those who
seem to regard him as anathema. If some anti-
stalinists have been influenced at least in part
by the rabid anti-trotskyism of the stalinists,
other anti-stalinists have focused rather on
Kronstadt, on the militarisation of labour, and
on the destruction of the Makhnovist move-

range of questions and issues, covering phi-
losophy, history, politicsand political economy,
and it does so from a variety of perspectives. As
one of the editors, Terry Brotherstone, notes in
his concluding essay: ‘No reader could agree
with everything in it. The collection is deliber-
ately eclectic’ (p.235). Also included is work
by several scholars from Eastern Europe and
the former USSR, who have been able to study
Trotsky since the opening of the archives in the
course of perestroika.

It is impossible to comment on everything.
Instead I want to focus on a series of papers

adopted * ’, butrather, because Lenin
and a few other Bolshevik leaders had adopted
a position close to his own on the nature of the
revolution. The acceptance of a perspective
similar to that of permanent revolution was not
universal within the Bolshevik camp even after
1917 - Zinoviev, Kamenev and Stalin had al-
ways rejected it and even opposed the seizure of
power in 1917 - and Trotsky remained
marginalised. Summing up his argument,
Reiman says ‘...the fundamental charge that
history must direct against him [Trotsky] is
that, in October 1917, it was Trotsky who to a
great extent ensured that victory in the revolu-
tion belonged toa party that was not his party
and which he did not control. Apart from the
initial period of the revolution and the Civil
War, the only role open to him was asa critic of
this party’ (p.51).

The same theme appears also in Udo
Gerhmann’s piece on “Trotsky and the Russian
Social Democratic controversy over compara-
tive revolutionary history’. This article covers
much of the ground covered elsewhere by
Michael Lowy in The Politics of Combined and
Uneven Development (Verso, 1980).
Gehrmann’s account, however, shows greater

which discuss Trotsky’s relation to by
and to Lenin in particular, and the paper by
Hillel Ticktin on Trotsky’s political economy.
Challenging the common view that Trotsky and
Lenin agreed on virtually all things at least in
the period after the revolution, these papers
argue for a clear distinction between Trotsky
and mai; ism. The aim is clearly

ment. It woul that for: ti-stall ’
stalinism is bad but trotskyism is worse. At-
tacks on Trotsky by many anti-stalinists all too
often resemble those by the stalinists them-
selves.
This does not
change. Rather it reinforces the view that
trotskyism is the only principled opposition to
stalinism. Significantly, the only serious criti-
cal work on Trotsky to have emerged in the last
fifty years has come from within the trotskyist
itself. In many cases, suchas th f
Victor Serge, Raya Dunayevskaya, and CLR
James, criticism has beena prelude toa political
and theoretical break with trotskyism but this
does not alter the fact that serious criticism has
come only from within. In fact the tendency
towards iconisation within trotskyism was al-
ways uneven in its development and is now
clearly breaking down. The real obstacle to
dialogue today is the absurd sectarianism of the
professional anti-trotskyist.
Trotskyism has persisted at least in part be-
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to try to rescue Trotsky from association with
bolshevism. I want to examine their arguments
and briefly indicate some problems.

In “Trotsky and the struggle for “Lenin’s
Heritage™, Michael Reiman traces Trotsky’s
changing relation to Lenin in the period after
the revolution: from the trade union debate of
1920, through the ‘Lenin-Zinoviev coup’ at the
10th Party Congress, to the Lenin-Trotsky bloc
of 1922. Reiman outlines and explores their
arguments and disagreements but never in a
sectarian manner. As he himself notes, criti-
cism of Trotsky is necessary but it ‘must not
proceed from the assumption that in conflicts
between Lenin and Trotsky all right and truth
lay on one side and all evil and falsehood on the
other’ (p.50). In exploring these conflicts, and
Trotsky’s hesitations in his struggle against
Stalin, Reiman emphasises Trotsky’s late mem-
bership of the Bolshevik Party - he joined only
after July 1917 - and his consequent
marginalisation within it.

Its ge of the positions of
Russian Social Democracy on the question of
the Russian Revolution is wider - Gehrmann
discussesnotonly the positions of Lenin, Trotsky
and Plekhanov, but also the views of Axelrod,
Lunacharsky, Martov, Martinov, and Tseretell.
In addition Gehrmann’s account addresses in
greater depth the role of the French revolution
of 1789 inthe ideology of the Russian marxists.
The main criticism must be that it accepts the
terms of debate as laid down by its subjects thus
failing to challenge the notion of the *bour-
geois-democratic revolution’, for instance. s
there such a beast? Where does the idea come
from? The usual source cited is the Communist
Manifesto but while Marx and Engels distin-
guish the tasks of the bourgeois revolution from
those of the proletarian revolution, no mention
is made of there being a ‘bourgeois democratic
revolution’. Nevertheless, in this Gehrmann’s
failure is no greater than that of anyone else
who has written on the subject while his contri-
bution to our knowledge of the period is more
valuable.

A third article to examine the question of
Trotsky’s relation to Lenin is Richard Day’s
“The political theory of Leon Trotsky’. Here
Day attempts to link Trotsky’s understanding
of the role of consciousness in history to his
political critique of stalinism and the Five Year



Pzns Day situates Trotsky’s understanding of

i within the di ical tradition
o Hegel and Marx and carefully distances it
‘Som Engels, who, he argues, ‘helped to create
‘==efusion for an entire generation of Marxists”

Bukharin and others, but its main function isto
explore various aspects of Trotsky’s political
economy: the notion of ‘the curve of capitalist
development’, the theory of capitalist decline,
Trotsky’s conception of the relation of crisis

and ding of categories

12.121). Whereas Engels saw i a:

= reflection’ of the material world, Day claims
= Trotsky, like Marx, stressed the ‘active
s=i=tion of consciousness to the external world”
(Trotsky, quoted by Day, p.121). Trotsky’s
&erences with Engels, moreover, ‘distin-

such as ‘imperialism’, ‘fascism’ and the ‘tran-
sitional epoch’. Ticktin has a deep knowledge
of Trotsky’s writings and the picture that
emerges is initially very persuasive. This is
particularly true of his account of Trotsky’s

i itali ForTicktin:

geished him clearly from the of
Soishevik thought’ (p.122). To demonstrate
s point Day briefly examines Lenin’s Mate-
wmalism and Empirio-Criticism, Bukharin’s
Eistorical. ialism, and Stalin” i
Froblems of Socialism in the USSR. All of
“Sese texts, he argues, had their philosophical
==ots in Engels and all of them worked with a
s=fection theory of i Lenin’s

“Trotsky’s crucial [Serspective is one of a de-
clining capitalism which was desperately seek-
ing its way out of its old age. At certain periods
it wasable to find temporary alleviation through
imperialism, fascism, war and stalinism/cold
war, but the palliatives become ever more use-
less over time’ (p.222).

i ofthe category ofthe transitional

Prilosophical Notebooks, he argues, consti-
ssted a break with this tradition and brought
Leain’s ing of the role of ious-
=ess closer to that of Trotsky.

By outlining the philosophical differences
sesween Trotsky and the Bolsheviks, Day seems
&= reinforce the argunient put forward by
R=iman. But Day fails to show precisely how
‘Trotsky’s philosophical understanding of con-
scousness informed his politics. He argues that
e reflection theory of consciousness held by
== Bolsheviks underpinned a view of planning
=t denied a conscious role for the working
«ciass, whereas Trotsky’s emphasis on the active
mie of consciousness led him to argue for the
«z=atral role of working class activity. Yet many
s=tements can be found where Trotsky identi-
Ses consciousness with the party or even the
==tc. Thus in The Third International after
Lemin (1928) he argued that in a period in
waich the objective prerequisites for socialism
22d matured, ‘the key to the whole historical

passes into the hands of the subjective
Sactor, that is, the party’ (The Third Interna-
=onal Since Lenin, p 84). Statements like this
= uneasily with Day’s claim. A large propor-
o of Trotsky’s work betrays an acceptance of
= r=flection theory of consciousness that Day
Believes he rejected. There is here a clear paral-
%=1 with Lenin. Through his reading of Hegel’s
Science of Logic in 1915 Lenin seems to have
Siscovered a more dialectical view of con-
sciousness,; this is clear to anyone who has read
&is Conspectus of Hegel’s ‘Science of Logic’.
1= his more political works of 1916 and 1917,
i Imperialism and The State and Revolution,
=owever, the same mechanical view that in-
formed his earlier works still pervades.

‘Whatever their shortcomings, the articles by
Reiman, Gehrmann and Day do hold out the
promise of a more critical understanding of
Trotsky’s relation to bolshevism. At the very
least, they succeed in detaching the question of
Trotsky’s relation to Lenin from the question of
the truth of his views. The two had Become
linked in the 1920s when Stalin managed to
make agreement with Lenin the litmus test of
truth and, in order to survive, Trotsky himself
had tried to show that he had never had any
serious differences with Lenin.

But perhaps the most important article in the
book is Hillel Ticktin’s “Trotsky’sepolitical
economy of capitalism’. This too touches briéfly
on differences between Trotsky, Lenin,

epoch hasmuchtorecommend it too. In Ticktin’s
view: ‘Trotsky never produced a political
economy of the transitional epoch, but itmay be
pieced together. In the first place, it is a period
when capitalism has been overthrown in a part
of the world, without the introduction of social-
ism itself. In the second place, capitalism con-
tinues to decline. In the third place, the subjec-
tive aspect plays a crucial role as the leaders of

unconscious movement of rates of profit’
(p-218).

Ticktin’s interpretation is compelling but itis
also open to criticism. Trotsky’s political
economy is ambiguous but in Ticktin’saccount
these ambiguities are not explored. In his writ-
ings of the twenties and thirties Trotsky tended
to elide the concept of decline with that of
collapse thus producing a political economy
which fostered a catastrophist view of the im-
mediate situation. In his discussion of the tran-
sitional epoch, moreover, Trotsky tended to
separate the subjective from the objective and
then, as we have already seen, to identify the
‘subjective factor’ with the party rather than
with the working class. This separation, which
found its fullest formulation in the notion of
‘the crisis of revolutionary leadership’, tended
to reinforce the catastrophism inherent in the
theory of decline. Trotsky, moreover, identified
decline with the chronic disruption of capitalist
‘equilibrium’, itself an ambiguous and confus-
ing notion, and with the decomposition and
collapse of the productive forces. His view was
one of the objective development of capital to
the point where the contradiction between the
productive forces and social relations of capital-
ism led to collapse and forced the working class
to struggle. However, within this objective

bothsocial di y linism areseenas

saving capitalism in this period’ (p.225). Sub-
Jjectivity is crucial to Trotsky’s perspective.
Ticktin argues that “Trotsky is the only Marxist
theorist to put the subjective into political
economy. He stands in stark contrast to theo-
rists like Paul Mattick and Henryk Grossman
who in their own ways tend to objectivise
economiclaws. Capitalism, for them, will come
toa natural end ... What Trotsky did was to add
anew dimension to political economy by argu-
ing that the movement of capital has to be seen
as part of the class struggle and not just as an

of capital the working class played
only a subordinate role. This was the basis for
the role of the party as directing organ. The
result was a theory of transition that looks more
like a description of defeat.

This book contains a wide diversity of mate-
rial which explores differentaspects of Trotsky s
contribution from a variety of political perspec-
tives and this review has merely scratched the
surface. It is to be hoped, however, that the
issues raised in the articles mentioned above
will find their way into the trotskyist movement
and the wider anti-stalinist movement.

Cartoon from a Soviet satirical magazine glrca 1820), showing Zinoviev, Lenin, Marx, Kamenev,

Lozovsky & Chicherin standing, with Radek,

snovsky, Trotsky, Riazanov & Bukharin seated.
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too enters working class consciousness.
Workers are aware that they are exploited
under capitalism but they are aiso aware that
the historically existing “alternatives” do not
solve the problem. In so far as the forms of
the prevention of communism appear as
alternatives, by appearing to be the only
possible alternatives, they seem to indicate
that there is in fact no alternative.

The prevention of communism permits the
nationalised recognition of needs within the
wider context of a world market economy,
this nationalised recognition of needs being
the basis for the global preservation of
capital. The law of value is suspended to
different degrees within specific national
locations in order for it to be preserved
globally through finance capital. International
finance capital thus becomes the source of
external discipline which is transmitted to the

with whatever critical reservations, an
advance on capitalism, such statements only
obstruct the movement towards communism.
Worse still, when the working class begins to
move against the social forms within which it
has been partially contained, it finds itself
being urged back into line by the self-
proclaimed enemies of the existing order:
not only by the social democrats and the
stalinists but also by those who claim to have
developed the revolutionary  critique.
Workers rejection of the forms of the
prevention of communism is then taken as
evidence of continued passivity in the face of
bourgeois ideology. The active intervention
of these organisations into the communist
moyement of the working class itself obstructs
that movement.

Communism has thus become identified with
the prevention of communism.

working class within specific national Disillusionment with the prevention of
locations, through the forms of the prevention communism  takes the form  of
of communism. Through the of isillusi with itself. This
financial capital, absolute poverty and does not imply a simple ideological victory

abstract labour are constantly re-created
globally. Workers organise nationally only to
find that the problem is international. Finance
capital appears to be beyond the reach of
working class action.

There is a sense in which social production
has become increasingly “de-fetishised". To
the extent that the law of valuc decays into

for value. Consciousness can be understood
only in its relation to political economy and
the political economy of the working class is
conscious determination of needs. Having
been forced to recognise needs, even if only
formally and bureaucratically, capital cannot
institute their derecognition when the need
arises. While it has been possible, with the
unw:llmg aid of the left, to discredit

it is impossible to discredit

bureaucratic social
relations become more “transparent”.
s o ok

industries inefficient from the standpoint of
value, the welfare state, "full employment"
etc indicate that the distribution of social
labour can no longer be achieved through the

needs. The political economy of the working
class has not been - and cannot be -
dislodged.

Inherited Ideology and Practical Needs

C i is not an ethical ideal 1o be

law of value alone, but i requires
direct forms of social control. Thus, for
example, the government intervenes in the
“"economy" to influence "demand", interest
rates and inflation, to set up relatively

permanent  institutions  of  industrial
arbilration, to adjust rents and to maintain of
undermine "full" employment. With this

intensification of direct forms of social
control, however, it becomes clearer that it is
people and not things which are the source of
the problem. On the other hand, these non-
value forms of control themselves are
subordinate to value globally and function to
preserve it. Social democracy and stalinism
thus combine with finance capital to sustain
the illusion of the eternality of the value
form.

The problem is further complicated by the
fact that much of the left has tended to
present the forms of the prevention of

realised by means of proletarian . As
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If we are to retrieve this perspective we must
re-found our analysis on the movement of the
working class itself. The critique of social
democracy and  stalinism cannot be

ped in terms of alone
but must begin form the standpoint of
working class needs. Our task is not to
appertion blame but to re-found marxism on
the basis of an analysis of class composition
and class formation within the political
economy of the epoch as a whole. Failing to
do this, the left has been unable to free itself
from the inherited ideology of working class
passivity. Losing contact with the political
economy of the working class, the left is
reuced to making assertion  about
consciousness, ~ which  assertions  must
degenerate into sectarianism.

1t is unfortunate that many of those who have
stressed the reality of proletarian self-activity
have done so in a rather crude fashion. This is
true of certain strands of autonomism. Thus
Cleaver, for example, sometimes - but not
always - presents the struggle of the working
class as a process without end (Harry Cleaver,
Reading Capital Politically, Harvester, 1979)
I, however, the working class can continue to
transform the social forms of capital
accumulation indefinitely, the struggle of the
working class has no tendency towards
communism. Failing to analyse the fate of the
law of value under the impact of the self-
formation of the proletariat, the critique of
"leninism" and "leninism" itself become polar
opposites which eternally reproduce each
other.

The crucial thing is to recognise the problem.
Included in this is the unbridgeable gap
between the project outlined in What Is To
Be Done? and the principle of proletarian

the society of the freely associating producers,
communism is a practical need and can
emerge only out of the struggles of the
workers themselves. Proletarian revolution is
not one possible means amongst others by
which to bring into being a desired end, but the
necessary outcome of a real social process.

This process is the process of self-formation
of the working class. Marx observed it at the
moments of the (partial) victory of the
political economy of the working class over
the political economy of the bourgeoisie, and
recognised it as a process tending towards
communism. Since Marx, however, the
intervention of the bourgeoisie into its own
political economy has appeared to undermine
the possibility of proletarian  self-
emancipation. The results of this intervention
have been understood in terms of

as  being
communism. This is true not only
orthodox stalinist organisations but also of
certain strands of trotskyism. For some of the
latter: "The Soviet experience, despite its very
specific chdracter, was nevertheless a great
laboratory for establishing the superiority of
planning over the anarchic market economy
of capitalism, and for learning from the gross
mistakes and miscalculations perpetrated by
the Stalinist bureaucracy” (Anonymous
"Forward" to the New Park edition of
Trotsky's Towards Capitalism or Socialism,
1978,p70). By presenting stalinism as being

and ideology alone and thus
the communist perspective has been lost.

which formed the bedrock
of the International Working Men's
Association. We must return to Marx. More
importantly, however, we must return to the
developing political economy of the working
class. Crucially, we must examine the
conditions which are the outcome of working
class struggle but against which the working
class is forced to struggle again, if we are to
understand the full complexity and difficulty
of the situation. To begin to characterise this
complexity we can use the words of William
Morris, bearing in mind the different context
in which they were written and discounting
their gender specificity, reflecting on " ..
how men fight and lose the battle and the
thing that they fought for comes about jn
spite of their defeat, and when it comes
about turns out not to be what they meant,
and other men have to ﬁght for what they
meant under another name" (A Dream of
John Ball). But this, it should be stressed, can
only be our starting point.

David Gorman




