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for individual consumption in a Communist society
is that, whatever truth may once have adhered to
such a judgement in the era of manual book-keeping
and physical accounting methods, today, in the era
of computerised recording and storage techniques,
such purely pragmatic criticisms simply no longer
apply. There 1is today no longer any need whatever
for any manually or even mechanically prepared
"Certificate" as such to be issued; all the
information required can now be stored in a central
computer and accessed at any one of thousands of
terminals by means of a small magnetic strip
affixed to a plastic card similar to the
contemporary Banker's Card. The holder of that
card, on whose magnetic strip the individual
producer-consumer's Personal Control Number is
recorded, having collected his chosen items of
personal consumption from the Community Store,
simply presses the relevant Product Codes, the
relevant labour-hour values of which are stored in
the memory of the central computer at the Centre of
Social Book-keeping, into a machine and then
inserts his card into the slot provided, whereupon
the total of Labour-Hour Units represented by those
codes is deducted from the individual producer's
personal "account® at the Centre for Social
Book-keeping. As the productivity of labour rises -
and this it would do many times more rapidly than
under capitalist economic laws, since all the
myriad sections of the bourgeoisie or
petite-bourgeocisie with a claim upon and drawing
from the total stock of surplus value, and hence
with a more or less marked or powerful vested
interest in ensuring that a rising productivity of
labour is used overwhelmingly in order to increase
the rate of profit for the capitalist rather than
to increase the real wages accruing to the
worker-producers would have been eliminated - the
Labour Hour Unit "value" of each use-value would be
continually reduced. With progressive reductions in
such unit "values", the day would inevitably dawn
for each use-value in turn when its unit “value"
becomes too small as to be worth recording for
purposes of distribution for personal consumption
in the form of Labour-hour Units per individual
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item or group of items (10's, 100's, dozens, etc.).
That particular use-value would then receive its
passport to undertake the journey from the Lower to
the Higher Stage of Communism by being made freely
available for personal consumption, without the
quanta of Labour-hour Units consumed in its
production and distribution being affixed to it for
purposes of the normative regulation of
consumption.

In course of time, it would become altogether
unnecessary to distribute use-values destined for
individual consumption by allocating Labour-hour
Units to individual producer-consumers on the basis
of the number of labour-hours each has contributed;
or else such a record would be retained only for
those use-values embodying highly complex
technology, such as high-fidelity amplifiers or
precision cameras, for the production of which a
relatively 1large - thouugh, of course, with a
progressively rising productivity of 1labour, like
that of all other use-values also continually
falling - outlay of Labour-hour Units would be
required. On this aspect of the transition from the
Lower to the Higher Stages of Communism some
difference of view still exists amongst Council
Communists, some of whom believe that it will
always be impossible to distribute precision
microscopes or high-resolution lenses on the same
basis as loaves of bread or sacks of potatoes.
However this question might ultimately be resolved
by those worker-producers and their Councils whom
history ultimately charges with finding the
solution to this problem - and, of course, it is
simply not possible to propose in advance solutions
to every problem of the transition to Communism -
in course of time the Labour Certificate would
either become altogether redundant for purposes of
allocating units of entitlement in distribution for
personal consumption, or else its use would become
restricted by some suitable method to the
above-mentioned types of use-values. This would
then mark the end of the last vestiges of bourgeois
- or would it be proletarian ? - right.




276

However this might be, the Communist society
at both its Higher and its Lower Stages will need
to know both the quality and the quantity of
economic resources previously consumed in the
sphere of either production or distribution, in
order that it might then also know the quality and
quantity of those resources it needs to replace.
That this 1is so, irrespective of the mode of
distribution for dindividual consumption, is self-
evident since, for instance, it will at any given
moment in history always be irrational for society
to produce more or less than that which it actually
needs of any particular resource, whether this be
in the sphere of production (accumulation) or
distribution. Thus the Average Social Hour of
Labour would continue to function as the
fundamental unit of economic regulation in the
Higher Stage also. It would, however, no longer
exercise any function of control, since the latter
is associated solely with the socially - though not
individually - coercive, class-determined
conditions pertaining to the Dictatorship of the
Proletariat, i.e., to the socio-economic needs of
the Lower Stage of Communism. With the attainment
of the objective and subjective preconditions for
the transition to the Higher Stage, when, as Marx
puts it, "...all the springs of productive wealth
flow more abundantly...", the sphere of application
of the Average Social Hour of Labour would become
restricted - with the sole possible exception noted
above - to the estimation of economic resources
consumed as a result of distribution for purposes
either of Communist Accumulation, in which case the
relevant entries in the. system of social
book-keeping would appear under one of the three
headings of fixed means of production (P),
circulating means of production (C) or labour (L);
or else of Communist Distribution, in which case
they would appear under the heading of labour (L)
alone. In the system of Communist production and
distribution as a whole, this would serve the
purpose solely that society might know, on the one
hand the quality and quantity of resources

previously consumed in the course of previous
production and distribution, resources which it
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obviously needs to replace in accordance with a
plan of either simple or extended reproduction,
that i1s to say as part of a policy of accumulation
intended either to maintain the apparatus of
production and distribution as a whole, or any
sector thereof, at 1its existing level or to expand
its capacity to any degree decided by the Congress
of Workers' Councils; and, on the other, the
quality and quantity of use-values distributed for
purposes of 1individual consumption - now, of
course, effected as a social service and appearing
in the system of social boock-keeping under the
heading, no 1longer of distribution for individual
consumption in the form of Labour Certificates -
which, 1indeed, would no longer exist - but of
social distribution for purposes of individual
consumption, which would then be effected in
exactly the same way as distribution of means of
production 1is effected - that is to say, as a
public service.

The Method by which the Minotaur
of Value must be Slain

The foundation of all value-based forms of
production, their social precondition, is
wage-Tabour. The abolition of wage-labour and the
wages system 1is therefore the first demand of the
proletarian revolution, along with the conversion
of private and state forms of property in means of
production and distribution into means of
production and distribution held in common. Here it
is essential that this latter not be confused with
state nationalisation, which is not equivalent to
economic  resources held in common, as Marx
envisaged it, but to state property in them. In
"Soviet" society, private property in means of
production and distribution in its capitalistic
form as property of individual units of capital, as
property of the capitalist class held by individual
members or groups of members of that class, was
indeed abolished and replaced by state property in
means of production and distribution. Since state
ownership represents no more than a higher and yet
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more antagonistic form of alienative property in
social resources, however, no social basis for the
abolition of wage-labour was created in the
"Soviet" Union, and as a consequence its
continuance has been a permanent feature of
"Soviet" society throughout its history.

The economic character of wage-labour 1in
"Soviet" society differs, however, 1in certain
fundamental respects fron capitalist wage-labour.
Under capitalism, labour-power is a commodity, and
hence the wage paid to the worker by the capitalist
is equivalent to its price - the price of the
commodity labour-power. As with the prices of
commodities in general, the price of the commodity
labour-power, the wage, 1is reqgulated by the Jlaw of
value - that is to say, its price reflects
fundamentally the value of those essential goods
and services needed to maintain in 1ife the worker
and any dependents he may have and to enable
reproduction of the next generation of wage-workers
to take place. Apart from subjective factors at
work in society at large, such as action by the
trades unions to maintain wage-rates at a level
higher than that which would otherwise prevail, or
state legislation to "peg" wages at a level Jower
than that at which the market, if left to its
proper regulative function, would fix them at, this
fundamental determinant is then modified in an
upwards or a downwards direction by forces
operating at the 1level of the market per se, such
as changes in either the productivity or the
intensity of 1labour, which then also modify such
surface factors as the price of labour-power, the
wage, and the level of market demand for it.

Under State Socialism, this objective economic
system of exploitation does not operate. Because,

under this system, commodities, commodity
production, the 1law of value and the market have
all been abolished - except, in the case of

"Soviet" society, in a special form operating
through an equally specialised mechanism in the
sphere of agriculture - wage rates are not first
determined objectively by the law of value and then
modified upwards or downwards in the market
according to supply and demand and the fluctuations
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in the class struggle. On the contrary, they are
fixed by subjective bureaucratic decision,
whereupon their relative immobility is given the
force of Jaw. Thus use-value production may have
replaced value production, but only in a new
antagonistic form 1in which there is no objective
mechanism through which wage-rates may be
regulated. Indeed, the same is true of the prices
placed upon use-values generally within the overall
framework of the "prices policy" decided upon quite
arbitrarily in accordance with purely pragmatic
criteria by the party and state administrative
bureaucrats. As a consequence, as "Fundamental
Principles of Communist Production and
Distribution" makes amply clear, those party and
state bureaucrats have effectively arrogated to
themselves the exclusive dictatorial right of
decision on all economic parameters and all aspects
of economic 1life, and thus in very truth hold in
their hands the power of 1life and death over the
whole working community.

The abolition of wage-labour 1is, therefore,
the first precondition for the destruction of both
capitalist and state-socialist production relations
and their replacement by Communist relations - but
it is not the only one. If wage-labour forms the
heart of capitalist alienation, the source at which
value and surplus value are generated, 1its head,
its brain and nervous system, is money. It is
through the mechanism of money that the
distribution, under capitalism, of surplus value -
which of itself has no tangible substance, no
physical reality, being itself no wmore than
abstract labour time - 1is realised as profit and
distributed amongst the various sections and groups
of the capitalist class, just as it is also through
the medium of money that necessary value is
realised as wages and distributed to the workers.
To destroy the one, wage-labour, without the other,
money, is to court the failure of the working class
to establish the Dictatorship of the Proletariat
and the Lower Stage of Communism and to risk the
imposition of State Socialism. Thus the Minotaur of
Value must be struck simultaneously through its
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heart, which is wage-labour, and through its head,
which contains its directing brain and nervous
system, money. Otherwise, the in any case virtually
superhuman obstacles to be overcome in the
successful construction of the edifice of Communism
may well prove insuperable and the historical
cul-de-sac of State Socialism inevitable, as it did
in the il11-fated "Soviet" Union.

The Negative Example of Communism
represented by "Soviet®
State Socialism

Over the decades since Leninism first usurped
the role of Marxism within the revolutionary
proletarian movement and then proceeded to subvert
that movement internationally into a mere political
and ideological mouthpiece for "Soviet"” State
Socialism, the theoretical concept of Communism
originally elaborated by Marx in the "Critique of
the Gotha Programme", together with the theory of
the transition from capitalism to Communism over
two stages, a Lower and a Higher, in the course of
which the principle "From Each according to his
Ability, to Each according to his Work™
progressively gives place to the principle "From
Each according to his Ability, to Each according to
his Need" has been suitably vulgarised in order to
adapt it to the economic structure of "Soviet"
State Socialism, 1in which, contrary to the
principled structure of a Communist society set
forth, in however sketchy a form, by Marx in the
"Critique of the Gotha Programme", wage-labour is
retained as the fundamental pivot of the entire
economic system and money similarly continues to
circulate as the universal medium of exchange.
Indeed, the former of these two interlinked
principles is the only fragment of Marx's text to
have survived 1in a distorted form in the list of
"preferred reading" of the "Soviet" party
ideologues. In particular, the need to anchor the
economic regulation and control of a Communist
society firmly upon the measurement of the socially
necessary labour-time embodied, on the one hand in
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the use-values produced and on the other in the
periods of labour contributed by the individual

worker-producers - the latter retaining its
validity only during the period of the Lower Stage
of Communism - as this was first conceived by

Marx in the above work, has been totally lost sight
of. So also has the work of Jan Appel and his group
of proletarian theoreticians of the economics of
Communi sm, in which the general theoretical
guidelines given us by Marx are elaborated into a
full analytical survey of the economic foundations
of Communism and the above generalised definition
of Tabour-time as the basis of economic regulation
in a Communist society is given its precise form in
the Average Social Hour of Labour along with the
definition of the two most essential revolutionary
purposes that unit was intended to fulfil: to
establish a clear and open relationship of the
producers towards both the labour process and the
product of their Tlabour; and to anchor unshakeably
and irremovably into place the economic
foundations of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat
- an aim it achieves by compelling all, under pain
of exclusion from the ranks of the productive
contributors to the wealth of society and
irrespective of their former class status, to Jjoin
and participate in the Communist system of
production and distribution.

A shabby device resorted to over the decades
by the "theoretical" sycophants of the "Soviet"®
party and state bureaucracy as a means of degrading
and glossing over the vital significance attaching
to the unit of the Average Social Hour of Labour in
acting as the economic foundation for the
Dictatorship of the Proletariat, and hence for the
entire process of transition from capitalism to
Communism, has been that of crudely equating the
principle of "To Each according to his Work" with
the payment of more or 1less widely differentiated
wage-scales in remuneration for differing forms of
labour. In this way, an attempt was, and still is,
made to invoke the authority of Marx himself and of
the "Critique of the Gotha Programme" in particular
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on behalf of a "principle" of "communist" economy
and the transitional forms associated therewith -
transitional in this case, of course, only avowedly
to Communism and actually to State Socialism - in
which, firstly, an implicit justification 1is
provided for the retention of money as a universal
medium of exchange; and secondly, that the
wage-labour which those money-relations make
possible are deployed with the utmost effect -
against, it must be recalled, a general economic
background 1in which the average productivity of
labour is relatively 1low - in order that the most
effective form of whip may be applied in the
interests of "Soviet" primitive accumulation as a
means to spur the workers, particularly the
productive workers, on to ever higher 1levels of
labour intensity as a form of compensation for the
generally prevailing Tlow level of labour
productivity. In point of fact, these scales have
become progressively ever more sharply and widely
differentiated as the contradiction 1ying at the
heart of "Soviet" society, that between the
party-cum-state bureaucracy and the productive,
distributive and administrative workers, has become
ever more intense.

In addition to their simultaneous role as a
spur to increased exploitation, the adoption of
widely differing scales of remuneration has also
been used in order to Jjustify the payment of
exorbitant salaries and other emoluments to the
senior and most priviledged ranks of the "Soviet"
bureaucracy. When it is considered that, already by
1956, these income differentials had reached the
dizzy height of 90-1 - in other words, that the
highest-paid officials of the bureaucracy were in
receipt of incomes 90 times greater than that of
the 1lowest-paid workers, a computation which in
fact includes at its upper levels only the graded
salary scales of the categorised senior officials,
and which therefore excludes almost all of the top
leadership 1in both party and state - then the
urgent need felt by the leaders of the “"Soviet"
hierarchy and of the "International Communist
Movement" both to discourage any too close a look
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by its citizens and members at what Marx really had
to say in the pages of the “Critique of the Gotha
Programme" and to bury under a blanket of silence
the very existence of “Fundamental Principles of
Communist Production and Distribution" becomes
understandable enough !

As the work of Jan Appel and his team of
proletarian theoreticians of the transition to
Communism {incontrovertibly demonstrates, it has
been precisely the absence of an objective unit of
economic regulation and control and its replacement

by norms of economic "regulation" in which the
primary role has been played by a system of
objectively arbitrary decrees enacted and

implemented through the medium of a wages and
prices policy by a purely subjectively motivated
administrative bureaucracy which has been the
primary cause of the degeneration of “Soviet"
society into the condition of highly planned social
chaos in which it has existed since its birth, and
which has now reached a level of intensity such as
is forcing "Soviet"” State Socialism back into the
fold of capitalist economy. Always recognising the
objective prematureness of the social and class
terrain of Russian Tsarist society to bring forth a
proletariat either sufficiently numerous or
influential as to have been capable of seizing the
reigns of control over the revolutionary process
and so of transforming the anti-tsarist Russian
Revolution from a bourgeois-type revolution into a
proletarian-communist one, the most fundamental
subjective factor in that degeneration has been the
destruction, right at the birth of “Soviet" State
Socialism in 1920-21, of the independent organs of
power of the potential dictatorship of the Russian
proletariat, the Workers' Councils, at the hands of
the Bolshevik Party. It has been this, more than
any other single factor, which has contributed
towards the growth of "Soviet" State Socialism into
perhaps the most gigantic apparatus of tyranny and
coercion the world has yet seen.

What this serves to emphasise and to bring
once again to the forefront of our attention is the
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point, reiterated with emphasis over and again in
the pages of "Fundamental Principles of Commmunist
Production and Distribution” as also in this
Postscript, that the primary requirement of the
newly-founded Communist society resides, as 7its
first principle, not so much in the mode of
distribution of that part of the total social
product destined for the satisfaction of individual
needs and wants, as, far more, in the establishment
of a clear and open relationship of the producers
towards both the labour process itself and the
product of labour.

Here it must be recognised that the means of
individual consumption will in any case always
consist in part of those objectively indispensable
natural requirements which make up the
life-necessities of the new Communist consumers,
that part of their total life requirements which are
objectively given in and by Nature; and in part of
that which those new consumers, both collectively
and as individuals, subjectively desire for the
cultural and/or intellectual enrichenment or
refinement of their lives, i.e., of their conscious
and self-conscious wants as members of the new
classless society. As the powers of the new
Communist Man's command over the forces of nature
continually deepen and expand and the springs of
social wealth accordingly flow ever more
abundantly, the dividing-line separating the
conditions of scientific or artistic creativity in
labour under which these two broad categories of
human needs are produced will become ever thinner
and more hazy, until finally it will disappear
altogether. Expressed in more empirical terms, the
differences in the mode of labour under which, on
the one hand, a pane of glass or a bag of mild
steel nuts and bolts and, on the other, a
high-fidelity 1loudspeaker or, 1in the field of
artistic "production", a piece of theatrical drama
or a symphonic masterpiece, are respectively
produced will grow ever more closely into
ceincidence, partly as a consequence of the growth
in the productivity of labour reaching such a point
in its development that the production of nuts and
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bolts requires no exertion of direct human labour

whatsoever - a level virtually achieved already
under capitalism - and as a consequence the
realisation of a truly "free", because fully

creative, 1labour, 1in the sense that the 1last
vestiges of a compulsively imposed intensity of
labour will have disappeared, can then unfold to
the full. Productivity itself will them become a
characteristic of production adhering solely to the
role of machines and other objective means of
production.

This will then constitute the point 1in the
development of Communism when the subjective and
the objective factors in production and the labour
process which betoken the maturing of conditions
heralding the onset of the transition from the
Lower to the Higher Stage, conditions which are
equivalent to the degree of preparedness and
maturity of the newly-emerged creative producer
typical of Communist society to apply in social and
individual 1ife the norms of social morality and
personal ethics appropriate to the onset of
conditions of full material freedom in both
production and consumption, in both labour and the
enjoyment of the fruits of labour, will also have
reached their full fruition. This will then
indicate the readiness of the new Communist
Humanity to embark on the last stage of the journey
from the realm of Necessity to that Freedom.

Thus the problem appearing first on the Agenda
of questions requiring resolution before the
construction of the edifice of Communism can be
taken fully 1in hand is that which relates to the
firm establishment of that first principle of
Communist relations; and this, as we have seen,
relates not to the sphere of distribution for
individual consumption - this, indeed, comes as the
final cornerstone to be laid in place as the act of
completion of the edifice of Communism - but to
that of production. Hence i%nis this most
fundamental aspect of any system of economy, but
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one which the conditions of Communist society
elevate to the level of prime determinant, which of
neccesity must occupy the first place in the
process through which the classless relations of
Communism, free of all forms of social inequality,
exploitation and alienation, can grow in strength
and organically consolidate themselves.

Whereas the essential exploitative basis of
capitalist relations 1lies concealed behind the
commodity character of wage-labour, the primary
aspect of Communist relations is to bring the
relationship of the producer towards the labour
process and the product ‘of labour out into the
clear 1ight thrown upon it by the act of conscious
control by the producers themselves over the
productive apparatus - the exact and diametrical
opposite of the equivalent relationship under
capitalism, in which the productive apparatus
dominates the producers. The immediate consequence
of this 1is that all producers are enabled to
participate as equals - that is to say, as
individual producers each one of which holds and
disposes of equal powers of control over the system
of production - in the determination of all
parameters of the economic development of society.

Here the cardinal point to be driven home is
that the accession to power of the Bolshevik Party
in Russia and the founding of the "Soviet" Union
may have abolished private ownership of and control
over the means of production and the 1labour
process, but it did not result in the abolition of
wage-labour, which continued to hold sway in the
economy, as it does to this day, in the form of the
relationship of the worker-producer towards - no
Tonger the private capitalist, for private capital
as such has been abolished — but the central state
apparatus. As a consequence of this, exploitation,
alienation and the subordination of the producer to
the productive apparatus, now in the hands of an
all-powerful state, all continue - only now, this
takes place within the framework of a new,
non-capitalist, economic system, that of State
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Socialism, and with social consequences just as
inimical to every aspect of human creativity and
the free expression of both human talents and needs
as those which capitalism also evinces.

Historically conditioned as it has been by the
Tsarist system, its contradictory amalgam of
elements deriving from an unstable equilibrium
between feudalism and oriental despotism, its
immature, virtually mediaeval social and class
relations and the hopelessly inadequate level of
capitalist development, almost exclusively imported
from Western Europe, then prevalent in Russia, and
in that objective historical sense rendering the
transition to State Socialism more or less
inevitable, the primary and most far-reaching
result of the birth of this misbegotten monster has
been the cheating of the Russian workers of their
rightful revolutionary heritage: the accession to
control over the means of social production and
distribution. It has been this which has led
inevitably to the failure to establish and
consolidate the Communist system in 1{its essential
inceptive form of the Dictatorship of the
Proletariat based upon the application of the
Average Social Hour of Labour to the sphere of
distribution for personal consumption as well as
to that of production. In the place of the
achievement of the preconditions for Communism
through the victory of the worker-producers
organised in their Councils, the world saw the
birth of administrative-bureaucratic State
Socialism, a form of society based on state
ownership of all instruments of production and
distribution, one in which all economic regulation
is according to subjective administrative norms
determined by and exercised through a stratum of
privileged bureaucrats organised in a dictatorial
party - the dictatorship, not of the proletariat,
but of an all-seeing and all-controlling political
party over the proletariat, the dictatorship of the
so-called "vanguard party" of leninist Bolshevism.

"Scientific truth", wrote Marx, "is always
paradox, 1if judged by everyday experience, which
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catches only the delusive appearance of things".
Had he lived some 40-50 years later, how easily he
could have been alluding to the contradiction
between the "delusive appearance" of the Russian
Revolution as a proletarian revolution and its
actual content as a revolution of the broad
bourgeois type; or, indeed, to that between the
intended outcome of Soviet society as the first
instance in history of a wvictorious Communist
society based upon the Dictatorship of the
Proletariat and 1its realised outcome as State
Socialism based upon the dictatorial rule of a
privileged administrative-bureaucratic elite !

For the past 72 years, the world has judged
the "Soviet" Union by its "delusive appearance",
and has assumed it to be the first example in human
history of a Communist society. Needless to say, it
has been not only the interests of the classical
"old guard"” Bolshevik intelligentsia and later that
of the upstart "dirty-necked officialdom”, the
spawn of Lenin's New Economic Policy on whose
behalf Stalin built the present monstrous Party and
State bureaucracy, which have been served by this
myth; of far greater significance than this has
been the fact that the interests of world
capitalism have also been served, in the most
crucial sense that the workers of the world have
suffered to have had held before their eyes a
monstrous tyranny which, by posing as Communism,
has effectively banished from their consciousness
any awareness of the possibility of a rational,
humane society, and above all one free of class
exploitation and all forms of social antagonism.
Thus a dual deception of global dimensions and of
unprecedented historic significance has been
foisted on the world and then kept alive by a
massive apparatus of political manipulation
utilising the most unbridled ideological demagogy.
Through this manipulation, on the one hand the most
highly organised and ruthlessly integrated apparatus
of state tyranny the world has ever seen has been
able to pass itself off to the working prople of
the world as a Socialist or Communist society; and
on the other, the party-cum-state bureaucracy has
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been given a sanction to erect all the
appurtenances of unbridlied power that it has needed
in order to maintain 1ts rule - and all in the name
of Communism !

Marx's concept of Communism was the negation
of the state, its supersession through the
Association of Free and Equal Producers, and the
inestimable revolutionary and historical
significance attaching to the work of Jan Appel and
his team of revolutionary proletarian theoreticians
of Coomunism lies in the fact that they have taken
the sketchy notes contained in the “Critique of the
Gotha Programme", pregnant with an incisive
generalised content though these be, which was
virtually all that Karl Marx had left us of his
thoughts on the gquestion of the transition to
Communism, and elaborated them into a profoundly
insighted and comprehensive scientific guide to the
construction of Communism, one which at one and the
same time gives to the future world of triumphant
labour gathering its strength for the herculean
task of transforming the old, class-ridden world of
poverty, exploitation, war and the despoliation of
nature into the world of full wmaterial and
spiritual freedom a scientific guide, not only for
the economic construction of Communism, but also,
as its direct outcome, for the final withering away
of that anachronistic excrescence, the distilled
embodiment and concentration of all social
alienation, the state.

As for that false start on the long, hard road
to Communism represented by the "Soviet" Union,
that vast graveyard of the revolutionary hopes and
aspirations of millions upon millions of Communists
the world over the primary success of which has
resided in the fact that it has "discovered" a new
and yet more burdensome form of wage-labour even
than that of capitalist wage-labour, this most
grievous of all “false starts" began by proclaiming
itself to be "the State of the Workers" and ended
by becoming the state under whose iron fist
millions of working people were led into the
slave-camps of Kamchatka and the Gulag Archipelago.
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Were he alive today, Marx, in the view he would
take of the "Soviet" Union, would doubtless be
strongly reminded of that other of his well-known
dickas” Y.u.in their appearance, things often
represent themselves in an inverted form...". For
that which now "represents itself" as Communism
constitutes the highest and most antagonistic
zenith in the development of the state yet known to
man, Jjust as the attempt on the part of the
"Soviet" party-cum-state bureaucracy to palm that
state off as Communism represents the greatest
confidence trick in history !

The Destructive Heritage of State Socialism
and its Ideological Excrescence,
Leninist Bolshevism

As a study of the classic work of Jan Appel
and his team of proletarian revolutionary
theoreticians so clearly shows, Communist relations
in both production and distribution, the latter
effected through the much-maligned Labour
Certificates, are characterised by the fact that
they are wholly impersonal and objective in their
mode of operation, and hence fully amenable as an
instrument of {impartial and non-manipulative
economic regulation, thereby realising a form of
control which is totally free of any class-inspired
motivation directed towards the establishment and
consolidation of any new form of alienative society
based upon exploitative class relations, on the
basis of which a new oppressor class could draw its
social power. On the contrary, its sole aim would
be that of establishing, amongst the proletarians,
an equal measure of distribution and of excluding
from control over the economy the representatives
of the former exploiting and oppressing class.

As is reported in Appendix I of "Fundamental
Principles of Communist Production and
Distribution", premature attempts were made to
apply norms of uncompensated individual consumption
in respect of staple goods and services to over 50
millions of the population in Central Russia in the
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early period of the "Soviet" Union, between
1919-21. No attempt was made by the Bolshevik Party
to combine the measures implemented with any mode
of social regulation based upon the Average Social
Hour of Labour, and the conditions thus resulting
were equivalent to an attempt to apply the norm of
free distribution for dndividual consumption, such
as would have been appropriate in the Higher Stage
of Communism, in a situation of revolutionary
social wupheaval, with 1its inevitable attendant
phenomena of economic disruption, scarcity, disease
and famine. In these circumstances, which amount
objectively, if not intentionally, to an attempt to
discredit the Communist mode of production before
the eyes of the very class, the industrial
proletariat, whose most fundamental class interests
the alleged victory of the proletarian revolution
was intended to serve by putting it into effect,
it was hardly surprising if this was one of those
features ~ in  the immediate post-revolutionary
situation 1in the infant "Soviet" Republic which
objectively assisted the professional
intelligentsia organised in the Bolshevik Party to
obtain just the sanctions it needed through which
to gain a position of decisive command over the
young Soviet economy and, in particular, from which
to discredit all notion of true proletarian-based
Communism in the minds of working people. The
deeply deceptive and demagogic Bolshevik propaganda
was able to characterise demands for realisation of
the Communist economy and for the introduction of
autonomous workers' control as "utopian phantasy",
as "anarchism" or ‘"syndicalism", the allowing of a
measure of power to which "at the insistence of
misguided workers under the influence of
‘anarchistic intellectuals'" had allegedly already
caused the working population at large so much
unnecessary hardship in the form of shortages of
staple life necessities, and would allegedly cause
even more if allowed any further rein.

From the initial bridgehead gained from a
myriad of demagogic manoeuvres fundamentally
similar to that described above, the professional
intelligentsia organised in the Bolshevik Party and
disguised as "the vanguard of the revolutionary
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proletariat" went on to establish that
all-pervasive bureaucratic stranglehold which was
later to blossom into the full panoply of
oppression through the vast apparatus of social
surveillance and ideological manipulation exercised
through the "Soviet" state. In this way was erected
an hierarchical party structure which acted as the
mechanism through which, at every level,
dictatorial powers over the state apparatus, itself
of gargantuan proportions, was effected and its
attendant social privileges and sinecurial favours
distributed. As for that state apparatus itself, it
was built up until it formed both an integral
engine of exploitation of vast scope and complexity
and the protective cover safeguarding the
privileges and measureless administrative power of
those top party and state bureaucrats who both
profited from it and whose hands controlled it. If
we, proletarian revolutionaries working and
struggling in the period of capitalism's advanced
decline, fail to heed the clear warnings uttered by
the two most developed proletarian classes the
world has yet seen, the German and the Russian -
the former alone having been sufficiently developed
intellectually and culturally as to have been able
to express its experiences in written form and to
theorise them, the latter having no more than its
bitter history, so replete with unconscionable and
seemingly endless sufferings, to pass on to ~us -
which alone were possessed of the necessary
knowledge and insight, gained of their experience
in mounting the two most powerful and consciously
developed proletarian revolutionary movements to
have occurred so far in human history - then will
not the coming, and hopefully yet more powerful and
broadly based, proletarian revolutions in the
developed centres of world capitalism, the first
objective preconditions for which are even now
germinating in the seedbed of capitalism's
protracted and increasingly irreconcilable world
crisis, be not to an even greater degree threatened
with a similar negation ?

Within the whole problematic of the
revolutionary transition to Communism and the
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establishment of the Dictatorship of the
Proletariat, that concept which stands as the
opposite to that of the Marxist perspective of the
"Society of Free and Equal Producers", at whatever
stage of its development this may at any given
moment be seen to stand, is the concept, together
with its ensuing historical perspective, of "the
workers' state” - that most self-contradictory of
concepts - headed and guided by the "proletarian”
party of the new type", the "vanguard" party
conceived by classical Leninism as the "embodied
consciousness" of the proletarian dictatorship, but
decked out in new and demagogically more appeal ing
populist disguises. It is this latter perspective
which history has shown to lead, whatever may have
been the intentions of its original author, V.I.
Lenin, to the 1loss by the producers of their
hard-won control over the instruments of production
and hence over the proceeds of their labour, and so
to the hegemony over the workers of a caste of
privileged managers, administrators and party
ideologues and manipulators. In the "First Land of
Socialism", this culminated, after the Jlast
vestiges of proletarian power had been extirpated
amidst the fortifications of Kronstadt and
countless hundreds of thousands more had perished
in the forced labour camps first established, not
under Stalin's infamous rule, but under that of the
"Man of Light", V.I. Lenin, in what was arguably
and today most certainly has become the most highly
organised, entrenched and socially pitiless tyranny
the world has ever known !

It remains a hard-won truth, confirmed by
every experience gained to date in the twin arenas
of the two most developed proletarian revolutionary
movements to have arisen in history up to the
present time, the German and the Russian, that,
should the revolutionary workers permit the
proletarian revolution, their one historic act of
self-liberation which their conscious class
resolve, their strategic insight and clear vision
of the classless Communist future will have brought
to fruition after centuries of unspeakable
suffering, social misery and waste of untold
millions of once potentially creative 1ives ground
down in the treadmill of immiserated labour, to be
misused as an arena for implementing a
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pragmatically based programme the twin pillars of
which turn out to be state nationalisation and a
money-based prices policy, and which ultimately
reveals itself to be an 1ideologically concealed
disguise for the imposition of a new and yet more
oppressive exploitative system under the control of
a new exploitatively motivated class formation
organised as a state bureaucracy - then such a
final negative turn will surely relegate - not, of
course, for ever, but at least for the foreseeable
future - every possibility of a wvictorious
proletarian revolution in the developed heartlands
of world capitalism to history's gallery of lost
hopes and false starts, exactly as 1n the now
familiar case of the Russian Revolution and its
abortive experiment in State Socialism. The dawn of
Social Man's 1liberation from the shackles of
class-divided society, the long-awaited sunrise of
Communism, would then suffer yet another
postponement. History, however, and indeed the very
continuance of social Jlife on this planet, no
longer has any time left in hand permitting it to
tolerate any repetition of the disastrous Bolshevik
concept of a "socialist" society attained through a
combination of state nationalisation, the purely
administrative manipulation of economic categories
and processes at the hands of a vast army of
bureaucrats whose upper echelons are privileged to
a degree equal to that afforded by capitalist forms
of exploitation, and a method of compensation for
the economic deficiencies of the "classical"
empirical method of mechanical administration
characteristic of State Socialism through the
condemnation of tens of millions of workers to the
pragmatically doubtless more "manageable" condition
of direct slavery. This counterfeit "socialism" now
finds itself, wherever it has been established in
Eastern Europe and Asia, embroiled in irresolvable
contradictions which are rapidly driving it back
into the arms of a gleeful world capitalism.

The Potential Foundations of State
Socialism in the Contemporary
Capitalist World

Although the emergence of a state socialist
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mode of production in Russia was the produc? of a
quite definite concatenation of historically
determined social conditions which may be summed up
as the combined result of the peculiarities of
Tsarism as a political and state system and the
socio-economic backwardness of Russia, the
incipient tendency towards a state socialist fgrm
of society 1is not confined solely to the precise
and 1imited conditions prevalent in Tsarist Russia
after World War I. On the contrary, although by no
means inevitable - and even in the most developed
example provided by history up to the presen?, Fhat
of its emergence from out of the contradictions
underlying Tsarist society in the form of the
“Soviet" Union, although it may have been the m?st
likely outcome 1in the then prevailing special
conditions, even there its successful birth was pot
inevitable, since history never presents its
complex dialectical alternatives in the form of
hard and fast inevitabilities - the emergence of
state socialist alternatives to the victory of the
proletariat in a Communist revolution and Fhe
replacement of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat
by the minority class rule of a new
administrative-bureaucratic class are today'by no
means impossible as the result of the subvers1op of
one or more of the future proletarian revo?uttons
in the developed capitalist 1lands which 1ie just
around history's next corner, and should not for
that reason be discounted.

Quite the contrary, in fac?. Ig every
developed capitalist terrain today, including t@at
of the United States of America, there exist
significant political forces representing’ the
interests of a state-sponsored professional
administrative intelligentsia, a stratuy of the
state-sponsored petite-bourgeoisie _ uh1ch_ the
intensifying crisis of capitalism is 1ncreas1?g1y.
and in the case of Britain even raP1dly,
transforming into an oppressed social format1on of
a quasi-class nature. Here in Britain, that
incipient state socialist stratum of the
professional intelligentsia is represented
politically by the left wing of the Labour Party,




296

and has 1its theoretical centre in the various
Trotskyist groups, particularly the Militant
Tendency, which 1is organised primarily within the
Labour Party. The fact that the Trotskyist sects
still to this day cling to their irrational and
anachronistic theory of a "“deformed workers’
state", and that none of them have succeeded in
unearthing the real "secret" of the party and state
dictatorship in the "Soviet" Union - one which, as
we have seen, resides and exerts its baleful
influence at the most profound social 1level, at
that of the administrative-bureaucratic economic
foundations of “Soviet" society, devoid as these
are of any objective norm of economic regulation
and control such as would have been fulfilled by
the Average Social Hour of Labour had the Russian
proletariat been strong or mature enough to apply
it - is itself alone sufficient to force them
spontaneously into the role of 1ideological and
political motivator of what, if it should ever
arise, would be tantamount to an extension of the
era of class-divided society to include that of a
new antagonistic mode of production, State
Socialism, which would then interpose itself
historically between capitalism and Communism.
Instead of sliding back into the arms of an
overjoyed world capitalism, as it is doing in the
present historical situation, "Soviet" State
Socialism would then acquire the status of
historical prototype and forerunner of this new
exploitative and class-divided social formation.
The political force, as yet but embryonically
developed, which will be most 1ikely to be best
adapted to fulfil the role of ideological midwife
assisting at the birth of the new exploitative form
of society in its empirical-administrative form,
State Socialism, from out of the revolutionary
situations 1ikely to arise in the developed
capitalist lands in the no longer so distant future
is that contemporary "left" brand of Social

Democracy which we term Trotskyism or
Neo-trotskyism.

At the same time as corporately organised
capital seeks to win an extension or - "Iks
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blood-soaked 1ife through measures to off§et its
dwindling economic arena of profit-generation and
accumulation by the only means still open to it,
i.e., on the foundations of a social base m§de
stronger and more diversified by the_thatcher1te
programme consisting partly of exten51ops to the
quantitative base of the profit-generating system
and partly of measures to increase as far as is
tactically possible the average rate of profit by
intensifying qualitatively the rate of absolute
capital turnover, its former servant, the ?eu
state-sponsored petite-bourgeoisie, is thus Fak1ng
the first tentative steps within the left-wing of
the Labour Party and the trotskyist organisations
to assert its class hegemony in place of that of
its former master, Social Capital, and to usurp
from the proletariat, as did its Russian
predecessor of an earlier and less advanced epoch,
the leading role in the coming revolutionary war
against the latter's long-established rule. In this
bid for social hegemony, the new st§te-sponsored
petite-bourgeoisie seeks to avail 1tself ﬁf a
suitably wvulgarised and distorted fmarx1sm - |
central role in which is of course still played b{
the old leninist ideology of the "vanguard Party
which allegedly will "inject fev01ut1onary
consciousness" into a proletariat st111 allegedly
confined in its thinking to trade-unionist forms_nf
consciousness and hence incapable of carr{1ng
through the revolutijon without thg "ass15ta?ce of
the petit-bourgeois "Bearers of Light" and "Men of
Steel". In reality, of course, the 9n1y truly
revolutionary class 1in capita\ist society whose
victory would alone be objectively capable of
displacing all forms of class 'rUYe and 'of
establishing the Communist society is and remains
the proletariat, the «class of propertyless
wage-workers, for it is they alone who, today as in
previous epochs, have "“nothing to lose but their
chains" and a whole new world of feaI.Freed?m,
founded upon the material basis of thgrr liberation
from wage-slavery and the wfnprng of the
long-sought-after goal of free, unalienated labour,
to win.
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Today, all available evidence clearly
indicates that, in present-day conditions as

previously in the <case of the historically
premature forerunners of the proletarian revolution
represented by the proletarian contingents within
the German and Russian Revolutions which grew
out of World War I, the more dangerous, because
concealed, counter-revolutionary threat to the
proletarian revolutions of the future will emanate,
after the destruction of the main capitalist class
enemy, not only or even mainly from the remmants of
the capitalist class itself, but from the former
decades-long servants of that class, the former
maintenance engineers of capitalism, the new
state-sponsored petite-bourgeoisie. This new
upstart challenger for the crown of dominant social
force in a new class-determined social mode of
production is even now in process of formation from
out of the contradictions arising out of the
growing isolation of Social Capital and the
consequent need of the Jlatter to bolster its
weakening sources of economic power by creating a
substantial intermediate stratum whose primary task
lies in the continual refurbishment of the social
fabric of capitalism. As, however, the founts of
surplus value tend increasingly to prove unequal to
the task of counteracting the historically endemic
tendency for the rate of profit to fall, Social
Capital finds itself unable to discharge adequately
its obligations towards this state-sponsored petite
bourgeoisie. This then undergoes a progressive
radicalisation of its outlook, culminating in the
dawning awareness of its interest in taking over
from Social Capital the very socio-political
machinery of state which it labours so mightily to
maintain against so increasingly inadequate a
reward, and in utilising that wachinery as a means
for maintaining its own rule in place of that of a
now increasingly parasitic capitalist class.

In witnessing the emergence of the
state-sponsored petite-bourgeoisie as a new
oppressed class, we are, however, not witnessing
some kind of immaculate conception in which a new
class formation gradually crystallises from out of

woteislis N
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the debris of a disintegrating and unstable
capitalism as a single, unified, unpolarised and
monolithic social entity which slowly gains in size
and influence until it suddenly finds itself large
and powerful enough to "overwhelm" the power of
Social Capital and replace it as dominant
controlling class. On the contrary, what we are
observing 1is nothing less than the birth of an
entire new potential mode of production, State
Socialism, the fundamental economic form of which
is state nationalisation. From the very moment of
its birth, the new state-sponsored petite
bourgeoisie which is at one and the same time the
founder of this new mode of social production and
its most characteristic socfal product, itself
undergoes a process of class differentiation and
polarisation in the course of its development from
a mere stratum of a class which has already arisen
under capitalism into a new class formation in its
own right. At the level of its higher echelons,
this new class-in-the-becoming is composed of such
influential strata as the senior civil service, the
higher-paid local authority officials, the strata
of senior scientific and technological personnel
and the middle to higher levels of the state
bureaucracy itself; whilst at its Tlower levels it
consists of the poorly-paid - even sometimes
poverty-stricken - junior civil servants, teachers,
local authority employees, state or local authority
utility workers, and so on. All that had been
lacking in order to set into motion a polarisation
of this uneasy but until recently more or less
homogeneous stratum into two antagonistic wings,
the embryo of a future division into a new and yet
more antagonistic dominant ruling class, a future
state  bourgeoisie, and a new exploited and
oppressed class, a future state proletariat, was a
polarisation brought about by a change 1in the
fundamental balance of class forces in British
capitalist society.

That polarisation is now increasingly
intensifying and accelerating as a result of the
growing crisis of British and world capitalism and
the widespread measures of denationalisation and
intensification of exploitation put into effect by
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the Thatcher Government with the ostensible purpose
of offsetting it. Thus the very measures taken by
Social Capital to alleviate its immediate crisis
situation end in contributing towards generating
that selfsame new alienative and exploitative class
force which at some point 1in the future might be
destined to destroy it and replace the power of
Social Capital with the power of
Administrative-Bureaucratic State Manipulation.
Should this occur, it will have been because the
ultimate revolutionary class force destined to
dissolve class-divided society for ever, the class
of the builders of Communism, the modern
proletariat, the class of worker-producers by hand
and brain, is still too weakly developed as to be
aware of its historic class mission as the
architect of Communism, and so fails to prevent the
state-sponsored petite-bourgeocisie from usurping
its own inceptive leading role in the Communist
revolution, thereby negatively transforming that
revolution from a Communist into a state-socialist
one.

One result of the thatcherite programme of
widespread denationalisation has been that a
smaller mass of state-deployed surplus value
remains for distribution amongst an ever-growing
army of the state bureaucracy. This has for some
years now been reflected in a marked tendency
towards a revolutionisation of class feeling and
militancy amongst  the newly-proletarianised
intellectual workers, formerly students, whilst
among the higher echelons there has been an equally
clearly discernible tendency to form a centre of
politico-ideological influence and to use this in
order to win over further new class supporters.

Whilst, clearly, neither the higher nor the
lower echelons of the state-sponsored
petite-bourgeoisie fulfil any generative value or
surplus value producing function in capitalist
society - indeed, both are consumers of the surplus
value generated through the exploitation of the
value-productive sections of the working class -
whilst the salaries paid to the higher-paid
echelons represent  payments out of total
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surplus value similar to those paid to top
state and company officials - 1j.e., from the
point of wview of the capitalist class
they represent disbursements of surplus value
within the bourgeois class as a whole -
the wages paid to the Jlower-paid levels have
long since taken on the character of
state-deployed varijable capital. Although no
surplus value is generated by the labour of
this petit-bourgeois-becoming-proletarian stratum,
precisely on that account Social Capital and its
state have a strong interest in seeing to it that
the total amount paid out in wages to its
state-employed administrative officials 4is Tlow
enough to ensure that a significant value-saving
effect is achieved, 1.e., that the exploitation of
their Tabour-power produces appreciable quantities
of what we may term negative surplus value which
then acts so as to reduce commensurately the
quantities of positive surplus value generated by
the labour of the productive, surplus value
generating sections of the working class paid out
by the state in the form of their wages.

In this way, in the present situation and at
the present stage of development reached
objectively in the accretion of the world
capitalist crisis, the 1interests of the positive
surplus value producing industrial and commercial
proletariat and those of the negative surplus value
producing and positive surplus value consuming
sections of the total working class are brought
into coincidence. Both sell their labour-power,
both are exploited by Social Capital. The only
difference between them is that the labour-power of
the one produces positive surplus value, whilst
that of the other saves on the amounts of the total
positive surplus value in the hands of the
capitalist state needing to be expended in the form
of wages for the lower-paid sections of the
state-sponsored petite-bourgeoisie, the potential
future state proletariat in process of formation.
This may therefore be termed a form of negative
surplus value.
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In making a class analysis of capita!ist
society on the eve of the pro]etariav revolution,
should this at present only potential ‘tendency
towards the formation of a new c1as§~div1dgd mode
of production, State Socialism, and 1ts‘soc1a1 and
class base formed out of the po]arisat1on' of the
present state-sponsored petite—bourggoisie into the
two poles represented respectively by _an
exploitative state bourgeoisie and an expTg1ted
state proletariat prove to have become the §0m1naﬁt
one and to have developed towards its fruition in
an apparently growing ability of the newly-formed
state bourgeoisie, the former top eche]ons_of the
state-sponsored petite bourgeoisie, to seize the
reigns of leadership in the maturing revo]ut1on_out
of the hands of the revolutionary proletariat,
care will need to be taken to ensure that a
fundamental class distinction is made betue?n this
state proletariat, which today already ex15ts_as
the 1lower echelons of the state-sponsored petite
bourgeocisie and which in a future revo1utionary
situation will constitute one of the most important
sections of the revolutionary class forces, and the
higher echelons of the present statg—spcnsored
petite-bourgeoisie which, though possibly still
active on the revolutionary side of the class
divide, will represent the main danger of a
state-socialist usurpation of power. Should this
potential danger show any signs of becoming a real
one, a fierce and determined struggle on _every
front - political, organisational and theoretTca1 -
will need to be waged by all rev01u§1onary
proletarian class fighters and by all Marxists to
expose and isolate this dangerous threat tg the
hegemony of the proletariat in the - potentially
Communist - revolution.

As for the top echelons of the state-sponsored
petite-bourgeoisie, this 1ncreasing!y.proje§ts a
perspective for taking over the admtnxstrat1on ?f
the "maintainance works of capitalism”, and with Tt
that of the whole of society, which it
comes to consider it might just as well operaFe on
its own behalf as on that of an increas1ng1y
parasitic capitalist class. Already the demographic
outlines of the growing contradiction between the
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present incumbent of the state power, Social
Capital, and the new challenger for state power,
the embryo administrative-bureaucratic state
bourgeoisie, can be seen in the antagonism between
the Thatcher-dominated central state machine and
the left-labour dominated local authority
administrations and their leading bureaucrats in
such Tlarge urban administrative conglomerates as
Liverpool, Birmingham and, of course, London, where
the chief political organ of the Labour Left, the
Greater London Council, was disbanded in 1986 from
under the very feet of its occupying bureaucracy
through legislation enacted by the Thatcher Govt.

vt s the higher echelons of this new
state-sponsored petite bourgecisie which eventually
comes to perceive in the proletarian revolution the
vehicle offering it the opportunity, hitherto
denied it by history, of asserting its social
hegemony in the name of the very proletariat whose
Dictatorship, cuckoo-like, it seeks to displace and
whose role, true to its characteristics as a
vacillating intermediate class, it proceeds to
usurp after concealing its true class character and
socio-historical antecedents behind the deceptive

facade of the *“vanguard party of the revolutionary
proletariat”.

Though still very much at an embryonic stage
of its development, it is this new potential class
formation which is nevertheless growing in size and
social influence alongside a capitalist class which
seeks to an ever greater degree to strengthen its
rule through new and unprecedented corporate
organs of state power as the means wherewith to
compensate for 1its growing intrinsic weakness and
historical redundancy, in the organisation and
maintenance of which ever Tlarger numbers of
state-sponsored petit-bourgeois officials and
administrators are required, but for whose
remuneration Social Capital has at 1its disposal a
stock of total surplus value upon which, on account
of the historically endemic tendency for the rate
of profit per cycle of irnvestment to fall, ever
larger claims have to be made for the fundamental
purpose of capital renewal and accumulation. As a
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result of even tentatively implementing measures
designed effectively to offset this tendentially
falling rate of profit per circuit of capital by
resort to the method of accelerating the rate of
absolute capital turnover through increases
obtained in the intensity of labour, Social Capital
then finds itself confronted with ever greater
difficulties on account of the dissolving effect
wrought wupon the productive infrastructure of
capitalism as a consequence of the resulting
massive increases in the scale and intensity of the
class struggle engendered by those measures
themselves. From this dilemma there is no escape
within the framework of a parliamentary-democratic
superstucture, and for the task of laying the
politico-ideological foundations of a fascist-type
dictatorship suitably adapted to contemporary
conditions, which are very different from those of
the *20's and *30's, the Lords of Social Capital
may now very well have left themselves insufficient
time. The upper echelons of the state-sponsored
petite-bourgeoisie, on the other hand, find
themselves in a situation of well-nigh perfect
tactical concealment as a result of their social
position within the framework of the state, as
distinct, superficially, from the class framework
of Social Capital.

Subjectively, the widespread and deep-seated
demoralisation prevalent everywhere within the old
Social Democratic or reformist labour movements of
the developed capitalist 1lands may be seen as a
premonition of the threatening onset of this new
and wmost concentrated form of alienated social
relations. In this as in other aspects of the
crisis of capitalism and the growth of the forces
ultimately destined to destroy it and to construct
the Communist society, time is certainly not on the
side of the proletarian revolution ! Indeed, never
before has the task of restoring to its rightful
place the true revolutionary heritage of Marxism,
the most significant amongst the essential
subjective preconditions for the victory of the
proletariat in the Communist revolution at the very
heart of which lies the proclamation of the Society
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of Free and Equal Producers, been confronted with
greater dangers at the same time as it possesses
the greatest urgency yet known in its history.

The Danger to the Realisation of the Communist
Tasks of the Proletarian Revolution
represented by Syndicalism and
Anarcho-syndicalism

Under the conditions prevailing in the
developed capitalist lands at the present
historical Jjuncture, however, the threat of a
partia1}y or wholly aborted proletarian revolution
arising from the failure of the proletarian class
forceg to establish the Communist mode of
pProduction does not emanate solely from the
capitalist class and its state or from the top
echelons of the state-sponsored petite-bourgeoisie
as a consegence of the coming to fruition of the
perspective of social development towards State
Socialism outlined above. There exists, in fact,
ye? another, a third, counter-revolutionary threat,
this time an unconscious one emanating from within
the ranks of the proletarian class itself,

For many decades there has existed within the
class camp of the potentially revolutionary
proletariat a framework of ideological and
political concepts which, objectively viewed,
re?resents a kind of proletarian ideology which has
arisen as a spontaneous reflex in thought of the
class struggle, a class struggle which the
proletariat more often than not- is compelled to
wage without conscious knowledge of the scope and
significance of its actual class interests in that
s@rugg]e or of the organising role of leadership
within it, a struggle which it is generally
compelled to delegate to a stratum of professional
trades union and reformist political Tleaders who
are thereby afforded the power to make tactical use
of the day-to-day class struggle in such a way as
to derive advantage for themselves by manipulating
both the terms and conditions of the settlement
reached so as to make effective compromises between







