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A1l those workers who have joined the anarchist
and syndicalist camp have been provoked by the
betrayal of the parliamentary leaders. But at least
they have recognised how serious have been the errors
committed by the parliamentary workers' movement. Our
task therefore must be to draw them once again out of
their present allegiance, and that means that it
should be a matter of concern for Communists if they
find themselves unable to devote themselves to this
work. Indeed, it 1is not even a matter just of this,
since for Communists it 1is no Tonger merely a
question of principle whether or not one rejects
parliamentarism, whether or not one rejects the
trades wunion movement; today these matters have
become, to a far greater degree than ever before,
practical questions, and today history has placed
them firmly on the agenda, has presented them for
solution. If we observe matters in this way, we can
see that it 1is precisely in America and in the West
European countries that large workers' organisations
are to be found which demand an anti-parliamentary
policy and a break with the trades union movement.

And so we now have before us, today, the
question as to what decision this Congress will
reach. Should it adopt the line of the old workers'
movement, then it will also find its way to the same
fatal end. But should it adopt, decisively and with
determined step, the path of unity with the Jleft
elements, who today are also to be found in Moscow;
and should it recognise that there is much of value
in them also, then the revolution will receive from
the Third Congress of the Communist International a
new forward driving force; on the other path,
however, it will collapse into the sand and fall to
pieces. It is the responsibility of this Congress to
reach the correct decision. And it is from this
standpoint also that we regard the question of our
participation in the Third International.
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NOTES AND COMMENTS

1. "State Communism”

In the usage adopted by Marx and Engels, the terms "Communism" and
"Socialism" were largely synonymous. However, since the ascendancy
of right Social Democracy and Reformism in the working class
movements of the developed capitalist lands, as well as of Social
Democracy in its left or Leninist-Bolshevik form in Tsarist Russia
and, after the 1917 Revolution, in the USSR, the term "Socialism"
has increasingly come to be associated with the method of “socialist
transformation” through state natfonalisation. This may be either as
the political cornerstone of a parliamentary-reformist programme, as
in the case of the right Social Democratic Parties in the advanced
capitalist lands, or as a full-scale revolutionary perspective, as
in the case of the Bolshevik Party in Russia. In view of this, and
in order to maintain a clear distinction between both of these
degenerated forms and the Dictatorship of the Proletariat, the
economic foundation of which 1ies in the Association of Free and
Equal Producers and the implementation of the Average Social Hour of
Labour as universal unit of economic regulation and control, the
term "State Socialism" might be considered as better fitted to
describe a society wholly delivered over to the mindless rule of an
unrestrained party bureaucracy in which the absence of any objective
framework of economic regulation gives rise to both unbridled
economic power and privilege and a heartless, despair-ridden mode of
distribution. In such a society, the more a pragmatically conceived
system of "social planning" is applied as the alleged panacea of all
social progress, the greater is the ensuing social chaos !

2. "The proletariat conquers state power and ... proclaims the means of
production to be state property" (Engels).

This 1s, of course, the well-known guotation from “Anti-Dihring"
(Pt. III: *“Socialism", Chap. 1II: "Theoretical", Foreign Languages
Press, Peking, 1976, p.362). It should be noted, however, that in
his other great work, "The Origin of the Family, Private Property
and the State", as quoted in Chapter VII, page 106 of the present
work, Engels gives expression to the opposite view of Communism,
that adopted by his 1ife-long friend and co-worker, Karl Marx, which
defines the social foundation of Communism as an "Association of
Free and Equal Producers”.

3. "In the year 1917 the producers 1in Russia began to expropriate
the owning class throughout the whole economy, with the intention of
ordering production and distribution according to Communist
principles”.

Unlike the authors of “Fundamental Principles of Communist Production
and Distribution”, who did not enjoy our advantage of historical
hindsight, we now know that the arena covered by the strictly
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proletarian revolutionary movement in Russia was largely restricted
to those areas of Tsarist -Russia in which industry was most heavily
concentrated (in the main St. Petersburg [later Leningrad], Moscow,
Kharkov, the Donbas coal basin and the Tiflis and Baku oilfields),
and embraced a total proletarian mass of no more than 7 million
workers eut of a total population of some 120 million throughout
European and Asiatic Russia. The bulk of the Russian population were
peasants, and this constituted the main factor underlying the
historical prematureness of the proletarian revolutionary movement
there, just as it also provides the socio-economic explanation for
the failure of Lenin, the Bolsheviks and even Trotsky to comprehend
Marxism except 1in the mechanical-determinist terms of a system of
empirical “planning” based on state nationalisation.

In reality, therefore, we have in the case of the Russian Revolution
not so much "the first victorious proletarian revolution in history
which ushers in the era of Communism", a victory obtained with the
support of the peasantry, as Bolshevik mythology would have us
believe, but rather a special form of the bourgeois revolution -
special because it took place at an advanced stage in the
development of the world capitalist system, but over a national
terrain which in itself was capitalistically extremely backward.

When the revolution of February 1917 finally broke, it was seen to
possess two unique socio-historical features. Firstly, it took the
form of a wholly spontaneous social upheaval, one 1in which no
organised political force, including the Bolshevik Party, played any
ideological or political role of any significance in the arousal or
mobilisation of the social classes involved, which were the urban
proletariat, urban petite bourgeoisie and peasantry. Indeed, the
latter was at that point in its history far too weak to have
intervened in any decisive way, numbering as it did a mere 40,000 or
so members. As its second unique feature, the February Revolution
proved to be the only bourgeois-type revolution in history in which
the bourgeoisie ftself was found to be too weakly developed as to be
able to fulfil a revolutionary role as leader of the revolution -
indeed, it had even permitted itself to be wmanipulated by Tsarism
into adopting a counter-revolutionary position.

Historically, this had arisen because of the unique socio-political
character of Tsarism as a combination of feudal absolutism and
oriental despotism, an outgrowth of the incursions of the Tartar
hordes, beginning with that of Baku Khan in 1238, into almost the
entire area of Russia- except the north, and the subsequent
spontaneous incorporation of the political methods and institutions
of oriental despotism into the political and state system of Tsarism
after the eventual expulsion of the Mongol invaders under the
leadership of Tsar Ivan III in 1492, As a result of this unique
combination of oriental despotism and a socially inhibited
feudalism, the class of feudal landowners was rendered economically
and politically subservient to the Tsarist state, which was able to
maintain itself by playing off the subjugated peasantry against an
even more suppressed bourgeoisie. The latter, indeed, was never able
to develop any revolutionary movement under its class leadership
after the relatively weak and socially narrow Decembrist uprising of
1825, and in its later development Tsarism was able to buy off the
bourgeoisie as a potential revolutionary threat to its rule through
the system of state subsidies to encourage the growth of "feudal

capitalism".

The outcome of this anachronistic history was that the uniqueness
of the Russian Revolutions of February and October 1917 lay, not in
their culminating in the "first victorious establishment of the
Dictatorship of the Proletariat", as Bolshevik Tegend would have it,
but in the greatest and final anachronism in an entire history of
anachronisms: the onset of a bourgeois-type revolution in which the
organically determined leading beneficiary class, the bourgeoisie,
itself plays a counter-revolutionary role ! As a conseguence,
leadership in the revolution devolved naturally upon the next lower
class in the developing - but, in the event, stillborn - class
structure of embryonic bourgecis society: the professional
intelligentsia, and it was this stratum of the petite-bourgeoisie
whose interests were represented in the Bolshevik Party, no£ that of
the - numerically extremely small but highly militant -
proletariat. In fact, it was the Bolshevik Party under Lenin's
leadership which, 1in part by means of an astute adaptation of
Harxist concepts and terminology to the needs of a new proprietorial
class, the professional intelligentsia, and in part through an
almost boundless but always pragmatically astute political
demagogy, was able to manipulate ideologically and politically a
majority of the industrial workers - though by no means all, as the
Kronstadt Revolt of March 1921 was to reveal — into acting as
revolutionary canon-fodder on behalf of the revolutionary cause of
an alien class, in the wmistaken belief that the victorious
revolution would make them masters of their own destiny in a genuine
Communist society. In this respect, the political methods of the
Bolsheviks and of their motivating ideology, Leninism, were not
fundamentally different in political character from the manipulation
of the sans culottes by the Jacobins in the French Revolution.

Thus the complex structure of the Russian Revolution reveals a
fundamentally bourgeois-type revolutionary movement within which was
encapsulated - and hence unable to develop on a wider all-Russian
scale or to acquire an international extension - a numerically much
smaller proletarian revolutionary movement. This proletarian
movement was, for both the above reasons but particularly on account
of its historical prematureness, doomed to be ultimately stamped out
by the rising system of State Socialism, in which the privileged
class was that of the former professional intelligentsia now turned
state bureaucrats, and the political leadership and representation
of which was provided by the Bolshevik Party - disguised
ideologically, of course, by "Marxism-Leninism".

The last stand of the heroic Russian proletarian revolutionaries was
at the island fortress of Kronstadt, near St Petersburg. Here, in
March 1921, many thousands of the cream of the Russfan working
class, representing those who had not been taken in by the
ideological blandishments of Leninism, had organised themselves in
the St. Petersburg and Kronstadt Soviets, in order to demand of
Lenin and the Bolshevik leadership on the eve of the Xth. Bolshevik
Party Congress that they might at last agree, some 4 years after the

‘overthrow of Tsarism, to replace the dictatorship of the Bolshevik

Party with the dictatorship of the proletariat and the control of
the economy by the producers themselves. Lenin's reply was to
assemble units of the Red Army under the leadership of the former
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Tsarist officer Tukachevsky and under the overall command of Trotsky
and to send this overwhelmingly superior punitive force over the
frozen ice of Lake Ladoga to the f{sland fortress, where they
proceeded to butcher the unarmed revolutionary workers fin their
thousands, not ceasing their bloody counter-revolutionary work until
the last proletarian had been done to death. In this way did
"Comrade Trotsky" prove his credentials as a "great Marxist and true
leader of the Russian Revolution after the death of Lenin* - the
latter half of which self-contradictory statement contains some
truth, though not in the sense which 1ts authors would seek to
imply. It is from this noble revolutionary heritage that the class
antecedents of contemporary Trotskyism in all its 57} varieties in
reality derive ! (For a more complete analysis of the Russian
Revolution, see forthcoming publication of the Movement for Workers'
Councils: "The Historical Significance and Class Character of the
Russian Revolution", publication date Spring-Summer 1990).

Paragraph ending: *... who are thereby able to create the moving
and developing forms needed by socfal 1ife in all their thousandfold
forms™.

How clearly the advent of modern computerisation <techniques has
highlighted the simple practicability of such a system ! Indeed, it
may be said that, at least as far as the technical basis of control
over production is concerned, the era of the computer represents the
dawn of the era of Communism.

Paragraph ending: * ...the dictatorship of the proletariat itself
works so as to bring about its own demise at the earliest possible
historical moment*”.

The comment should be superfluous here that - benefitting once
again from a gratuitous historical hindsight - we can now recognise
the social forms and conditions described 1in this paragraph as
representing no form whatever of the Dictatorship of the
Proletarfiat, but, on the contrary, to be the historically new, but
in the longer term socially and economically unviable, dictatorship
of an equally historically new class formation which has been
variously described as an “administrative bureaucracy",
"collectivised state bureaucracy”, "privileged ruling stratum", and
so on. To whatever degree these terms may succeed or fail in
expressing the reality of the class relations of Russian State
Socialism - and the truth is that they all succeed in expressing
some aspect of the truth, just as they are all found eventually to
be lacking as final definitions - one aspect 1is clear enough: the
social mode of production upon which those relations depend is one
based wupon state ownership and control of economic resources
implemented through a monolithically organised party dictatorship.
However this may be, the failure on the part of the authors of
“Fundamental Principles of Communist Production and Distribution" to
distinguish between State Socialism and Communism does little to
diminish the correctness of the characterisation given of the actual
socio-economic features of this wholly new exploitative social
class, of the narrow administrative clique which rules over 1t, of
its ruthless party machine or of the socially horrendous effects of
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its mindless dictat. These were, after all, at the time when this
work was first drafted, socfal phenomena which were wholly without
any historical precedent whatsoever - a fact which, nevertheless,
did nothing to prevent the responsibility for providing a definitive
analysis of it from falling upon the unschooled, yet happily
intrinsically capable, intellectual shoulders of Jan Appel and his
team of co-workers.

CHAPTER II

. "Marginal Notes"

The full title of the original German text was "Kritische
Randglossen zum Koalitionsprogramm" ("Critical Marginal Notes on the
Unity Programme").

Paragraph ending: “And so this problem has become ... a fruit
from the tree of forbidden knowledge, and this it has remained ...
in spite of the fact that the Russian Revolution has proved that it
is precisely at this historical juncture that 1t must be solved®.

We find here yet a further example of the view, universally current
amongst Socialists and Communists at the time of the First World War
and the wave of revolutions which followed in its wake, that the
proletarian revolution would be fought to a relatively rapid
conclusion primarily within the European arena and within the same
historical era - in short, that the First World War and the wave of
European Revolutions which followed 1t would mark the end of
capitalism and the dawn of Communism as a result of the victory of
the proletarian revolution.

Apart from the rather obvious fact that a significant element in this
belief reflected the primarily emotively based euphoria then quite
understandably prevalent amongst the participating revolutionary
groups, it has since come to be understood by Marxists that the
resilience of the capitalist system and fts capacity to absorb
intense contradictory upheavals and social antagonisms is and was
immense, and that consequently a great deal of further capitalist
development would have to take place throughout the world, but
particularly in its underdeveloped periphery, before conditions

would be ripe for successful proletarian revolutions in any part of
the world.

3. Paragraph ending with quotation from K. Kautsky: "Die proletarische

Revolution' und ihr Programm"™ ["The Proletarian Revolution and its
programme”], p.318.

It will of course be readily appreciated by all, even those with no
more than a wminimum of critical acumen and historical insight, that
the present crisis of "Soviet" State Socialism, the origins of which
date back to the first assumption of control over the revolutionary
process by the Bolsheviks, represents the direct continuation and
outcome of that "impossibility" of a "communism" devoid of any
objective mechanism of economic regulation and control, and hence
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destined to become the despair-ridden hunting-ground of a
power-hungry administrative bureaucracy scavenging through the
impoverished post-revolutionary Russian social terrain for whatever
meagre springs of power and privilege it could find from which to
enrichen itself, of which Rosa Luxemburg had given such eloquent and
perceptive warning. Godfather Gorbachov now claims to have found the
answer to the sterile antagonisms of early *"Soviet” society in his
concerted reforms, which amount objectively to an attempt to overhaul
post factum the hitherto absent achievements of the
bourgeois-democratic stage of the revolution, negated by Bolshevism,
by a belated attempt to incorporate them into the framework of
“Soviet" State Socfalism. Since, understandably, no measures of any
kind have been taken to introduce any system of objective economic
regulation or control, since this would unavoidably necesitate the
liquidation of the state bureaucracy and {ts privileges, the
resultant pragmatic hodge-podge of the Gorbachov reforms amounts to
little more than an attempt to walk the tight-rope of
bourgeois-democratic “economic incentives® without their necessary
concomitant in an overall capitalist social reality. To this there
can be only one of two possible outcomes: either the contradiction
represented by the attempt to institute capitalist-type "reforms"
without capitalist economic relations will find its more or less
rapid resolution in a degenerative descent into the totality of
capitalist social reality - in short, the full-scale introduction of
capitalism; or the long-suffering “Soviet” working population will
witness the fall of Godfather Gorbachov from his tight-rope, on which
he has hitherto been performing without a safety-net, and the
restoration once again of full-scale Brezhnevian State Socialism !

. "natural economist”.

By "natural economist® 1is meant one who believes that a classless,
non-antagonistic society must of necessity be one the economic basis
of which rests upon relations founded on the exchange of goods ™"in
kind", i.e, upon direct barter. "

“social-democratic communism”.

As discussed at length above, the term “state socialism® would be
more suitable here,

CHAPTER 111

Paragraph ending: *... whose motives are bound up with the struggle
for profit®.

The account of reproduction and accumulation given in this paragraph
follows the simplified model of accumulation employed by Marx in
Vol. I of *“Capital”, in which it {s assumed, for the sake of
simplicity and clarity, that the capitalist sells all his product (C
- M) in one fell swoop of hectic trading at the end of the
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production period, so that C - M' follows M- C as a direct
chronological sequence. In reality, of course, with the exception of
one-of f projects such as bridge construction or shipbuflding, he is
selling his product and converting C into M all the time and
continuously, as an ongoing process, so that the two 1legs of the
total circuit of capital formed by production and distribution
respectively are taking place simultaneously.

The analysis of the temporal dynamics of the value-generation and
realisation process 1is worthy of closer examination, since it has
been to the fallure of Marxists to undertake this essential
scientific task that a great deal of the blame for the decline in
Marxist science observable in the contemporary working class
movement must be attributed.

Furthermore, the neglect of temporality theory at the hands of the
“theoretical" hacks of leninism and neo-leninism has given
encouragement to the vulgar notion that what the worker sells to the
capitalist is an hour of labour per se, an hour which generates a
fixed quantum of value. In reality, of course, what the worker
alienates 1is his Jabour-power, his undefined and undelimited
capacity to Jlabour, and in doing so he produces a similarly
undifferentiated and indeterminate quantum of wuse-values and their
hidden essence, wvalue, Having purchased a fixed quantum of
labour-time, 1t 1s the crux of the capitalist's interest to extract
as much realised, productive Jlabour cut of that initially only
potential labour, Jabour-power, as he can, and to see to it that
this is done in the shortest possible span of time. The greater the
gquantitative mass of new use-values produced - the quantitative
aspect - and the shorter the span of time required for their
production ~ the qualitative aspect, or rate of conversion per unit
of time of potential labour into realised labour - the greater will
be the absolute quantity of value - and hence also surplus value -
that labour-time will yield.

Thus the quantum of value produced in an hour of labour.is not a
constant, but a variable. And the factor by which that variable is
determined is the fntensity of labour, As the qualitative aspect of
the process of value generation, unlike its quantitative integument,
labour-time, the intensity of labour is not amenable to quantitative
measurement.

A clear understanding of the distinction, on the one hand between
the finite 1imits of the value of labour-power, the determinant of
the wage, and the indeterminate and unmeasurable quantity of value
that labour-power generates in the process of its conversion over a
given span of time into realised, productive labour also has an
indirect - but none the less significant for that and, 1in the
absence of that understanding, wholly baleful - influence upon the
comprehension in general of the qualitatively different role played
by the measurement of labour-time under Communist relations, and
hence of the character and function of the Labour Certificate in
particular. Expressed in the simplest terms, because the distinction
between the value of labour power and the value of the commodities,
goods or services that labour power generates in a given span of
time is not understood, the former is confused with the latter and
equated with it. When, therefore, under Communism, the labour-time
required to produce goods or services 1s measured, it is assumed
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that here also value {is being measured, and that accordingly the
Labour Certificate is another form of money, a circulating medium of
exchange. And it matters mot 1{f this is denied even by Karl Marx
himself — in the absence, on the one hand of a clear understanding
of the distinction which pertains under capitalism between the value
of labour power and the value of the commodities that labour power
produces in a given span of time, and on the other hand of the vital
difference between a value-based and value-generative economy such
as capitalism and the use-value based, non-value generative economy
of Communism, the confusion will continue to compound itself
indefinitely. Thus the clarification of the role of temporality in
the labour and production process i1s of crucial significance to t?e
understanding of the economics of Communism also - although it is
not the intention to discuss this further here,

If it is understood that the total process of value generation and
value realisation is defined by the circuit of capital M-C-N', then
it follows from the above that the velocity at which that circuit
moves from M to C and from C to M! - what 1is termed the absolute
rate of turnover of capital, or simply absolute turnover - is
likewise a function of the 1intensity of Jlabour. Being the
qualitative aspect of the alienation of labour-power, we have seen
that, unlike 1its opposite in dialectical unity with it, the
productivity of labour, which may be seen as the quantitative
aspect, labour intensity can be given no simple quantitative
expression in terms of wmeasured labour time. Its rise can,
therefore, have no effect upon the proportional relation of surplus
to necessary labour-time upon which the rate of surplus value
depends, and from which ultimately the rate of profit is calculated.
For this reason, its effect 1is to pass straight through those value
relations, in a wanner analogous to the passage of an X-ray through
non-metallic matter, to emerge at the surface level of economic
movement as an fncrease in absolute capital turnover. An increase in
the productivity of labour, on the other hand, brings about a change
in the proportion of surplus to necessary labour-time, hence also in
the proportion of surplus to necessary value, increasing the former
and reducing the 1latter, and in this indirect way, by causing the
value of the worker's means of subsistence to fall, causing the rate
of profit to rise. :

It is therefore of crucial theoretical significance to the structured
analysis of the value-generation process to distinguish clearly
between the productivity and the intensity of labour. Whereas both
promote a rise in the rate of profit, a rising productivity does
this only indirectly by increasing the volume of commodities
produced in a given span of time, thereby reducing their unit value
and in this way - assuming an increase in productivity to be
applicable in the sector of Department B producing subsistence goods
- increasing the proportion of surplus to necessary value whilst
total value remains constant. An 1increase in labour fintensity, on
the other hand, increases both necessary and surplus value
simultaneously, whilst the relative proportions of each remain the
same, Thus an increase in intensity does nothing to alter the value
relations inherent to a given set of production conditions, having
only the effect of expanding absolutely the total value produced
within the same relatfve proportions of necessary and surplus value.

Where, therefore, an fincrease in productivity is ref1e‘;ed in an

410

increased output over a given span of time, the effect wrought by an
increase in intensity 1is marked by the opposite effect: the
production of a given output over a shorter span of time. To
summarise: productivity changes the value relations within a given
total value; intensity increases the total value whilst leaving the
value relations unchanged.

In this way arises the vital distinction between the rate of profit
per circuit of capital and the rate of profit per unit of time. With
an increase in the 1intensity of labour, and hence 1in absolute
turnover, this latter form of the rate of profit - its crucial
temporal parameter — will rise 1in relation to the rate per circuit,

* which may remain constant or even fall. At the Tlevel of surplus

value generation, the extra surplus value which underlies this extra
profit is to be found precisely in the velocity at which the
formative elements of production - labour-power (variable capital)
and the two component elements in constant capital, objective means
of production, composed essentially of plant, machinery and
buildings (fixed capital) and raw and auxiliary materials
(circulating capital) - are converted into the new commodity -
equivalent to stage M - C, the stage of production - and then sold -
the equivalent of stage C - M!, the stage of distribution. Leaving
out of account for the sake of simplicity the role played by the
constant capital, it 1is out of this that there arises the crucial
distinction between variable capital advanced and variable capital
employed. 1t is, therefore, of vital significance to the theoretical
elucidation of the process of value generation, the process which
takes place at the point of production and as an integral part of
the labour process itself, to distinguish clearly between it and its
surface manifestation, which is the realisation of profit, and which

lies in the sphere of circulation, at the surface level of economic
movement.

of these two, variable capital advanced and variable capital
employed, the former is equivalent to the capital with which the
capitalist begins the circuit of his capital, whilst the latter
represents the variable capital actually at work in the production
process at any given moment in time. As Marx shows in the course of
the Tong and extremely thorough analysis to which he subjects these
two categories in the course of Vol. II of “"Capital®, the fact that
the capitalist is continuously renewing his variable capital through
the sale of the new product (C - M') enables him, at the conclusion
of a given production period, to re-advance the new variable capital
out of current income. Embodied in that new money-capital realised
in the accelerated process of circulation is the extra surplus value
which underiies the increase in the temporal rate of profit analysed
above, the outcome of an increase in the 1intensity of labour. The
greater the velocity at which value and surplus value are generated
(M - C) and then realised as profit (C - M), the greater will be
the quantity of absolute surplus value generated and profit realised
per unit of time — generally taken to be one year,

An increase 1in productivity, therefore, benefits both capital and
labour. If it 1s assumed that a rise in productivity is effective
throughout the economy, in both Departments A and B, the capitalists
will be able to purchase a greater mass of objective means of
production per unit value of their constant capital; and the workers
will be able to purchase a greater quantity of subsistence goods per
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unit value of their wages - i.e., the value of real wages, the
wage-rate, will have risen. It is for this reason that the attention
of neo-leninist economic theorists - such as Paul Sweezy or John
Eaton, the latter the author of the well-known "Textbook of Marxist
Economics" used extensively throughout the British “Communist" Party
(cPGB) in the period during which 1t used to considér the
maintenance of fits image as a "Marxist" party to be an {important
aspect of 1its work - all concentrate their theoretical attention
exclusively upon the phenomenon of productivity, whilst the effects
of intensity are wholly ignored. If, however, the economic history
of capitalism were nothing other than a history of the rising
productivity of labour, the development of capitalism would long ago
have given us a veritable paradise on earth, and it has been for
this reason that the neo-leninist theoreticians have been concerned
to make onesided use of it {in order to provide a gimcrack
"theoretical™ justification for their non-revolutionary perspectives
of “"structural reform™, culminating in a peaceful, non-revolutionary
"transition to "socialism" - i.e, State Socfalism.

When we come to make a theoretical investigation of a rising
intensity of labour, we find a diametrically opposite situation.
With rising productivity, the worker sells exactly the same quantum
of labour-power, yet the wage-rate and, accordingly, his standard of
Tiving relative to the previous situation rises - assuming, of
course, that all other aspects remain unchanged. With rising
intensity, on the other hand, the value of a given quantum of
labour-power rises exactly 1in proportion to the 1increase 1in
intensity. If we assume that the workers succeed in actualising this
increase - and here 1t must be said that they generally succeed in
obtaining only a part of the full increase 1in the value of their
wages arising from an increase 1n intensfity, since the category
“intensity of labour" is usually ignored by most TU negotiators and
simply lumped in with productivity under the general heading of an
increase in output - the workers are merely obtaining an absolute
increase in their wages on a quid pro quo basis. If they work twice
as hard, they are paid - assuming that they are vigilant and keep a
beady eye on what their negotiators are agreeing to on their behalf
behind the closed doors of the manager's office ! - Jjust twice as
much. Thus, in terms of the wage-rate in exchange for which they are
converting their labour-power, mere potential labour, into realised,
productive, surplus value-generating labour, they are merely quits
with the capitalist !

Itis true that, in the course of the long post-war boom period which
prevailed for over 20 years since the end of World War 1II, the
vorkers living standards, absolutely considered, roughly doubled as
compared with the pre-war situation. A sizeable proportion of this,
however - and exactly what proportion is difficult to determine with
any degree of accuracy - 1is accountable to 1ncreases in the
intensity of Tabour rather than to increases in productivity alone.
Since the end of World War II, the various schools of leninist,
neo-leninist and trotskyist pseudo-Marxism have attempted to gain
credence for theoretical analyses of the long 20-25-year post-war
boom which attributed the tremendous increases 1in absolute working
class 1iving standards undoubtedly achieved during that period to
fncreases in labour productivity alone, instead of to ifgreases in
productivity and 1intensity in dialectical combination and
interaction. In this way they have attempted to foist upon class
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conscious workers and militant TU activists an analysis of
capitalist economy designed to serve their aim of Justifying and
embellishing in "Marxist" terms their left-reformist policies - of
which perhaps the CPGB's utterly bankrupt and philistinic “British
Road to Socialism" was typical. In this way they have attempted to
provide a “theoretical® underpinning for their paramount
programmatic strategy: that of acting as a *left" ginger group
attempting to push the capitalist pariiamentary-reformist labour
movement headed by the Labour Party and the reformist trades unions
into "more progressive" positions. MNever before has a more {1lusory
ideological foil been used with quite such pseudo-Marxist
pretentiousness to dress up 1in theoretical plumage so rotten and
corrupt a “programme” for the attainment of an alleged “peaceful”
transition to "socfalism" as in this case - a "programme" which the
Executive Committee of the CPGB was onl ¥y able to push through to win
acceptance amongst its own membership, ideologicall Yy brainwashed as
it was by years of chanting the dogma-ridden slogans of British and
Russian pseudo-Marxism, by resorting te the shabby device of issuing
it as a pamphiet on sale to the public under the deceptive title
"Britain's Road to Socialism* a whole 12 months prior to the
convening of the Congress (1951) which was supposed to give 1t the
formality of 1ts approval, thus presenting that Congress with an
effective fajt accompli !

A little thought will show that the strategic {implications of
temporality theory for the conduct of the class struggle and for the
raising of working class consciousness 1in preparation for the
proletarian revolution are nothing short of immense. It reveals, for
instance, that whenever an advance in productive technology takes
place, capital strives to deploy the new technology in such a way as
to maximise 1its profits from both ends of the value-generation
process simultaneously, i.e., by increasing Intensity simultaneously
with productivity, or even by applying methods which nullify the
ameliorative effects of productivity for the workers altogether. It
fs in this way that the tendency for the rate of profit per circuit
of capital to fall with rising organic composition s, at Jeast for
a time, effectively cancelled out. Only the unleashing of persistent
and militant struggle on the part of all sections of the working
class in unity, in the course of which new methods of struggle must
inevitably be developed and perfected, can suffice to redress this
balance. In such a struggle, the old TU movement has demonstrated
its ineptitude time and time again. Only a truly autonomous movement
of the productive workers in unity with their brothers in the sphere
of distribution, and in *full class cooperation with the unemployed,
can suffice to build the new revolutionary workers' movement which
is needed to reverse the contemporary balance of class power and
open up the road towards the proletarian revolution, the road to
Communism !

In the limited space here available, it is impessible to enter more
fully into this vital component of Harxist revolutionary theory,
without which a full understanding of the economy of capitalism is
impossible, and the lack of which has blighted whole generations of
Marxist students of political economy from Rosa Luxemburg to David
Yaffe. Readers are, however, referred to the excellent exposition
given in the book “The Economic Theory of the Working Class®, by
Cde, Geoff. Kay (Macmillan, 1979 - copies available through the
Movement for Workers' Councils).
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Paragraph commencing: *If we should ask ..." to "Allgemeine
Grundsitze fur Selbstkostenberechnung® ["General Princi ples of Cost
Accountancy®])*.

There is, of course, a fundamental and deep-seated contradiction at
work here. The professional intelligentsia suffers from an inherent
split personality - a split which is the reflex of its intermediate
position in capitalist society, and which compels it to attempt the
impossible feat of looking 1in both social directions at once :
towards the capitalist for the required norm of distribution, for to
be accepted into a larger share 1in the founts of surplus value at
the command of the collective capitalist, the state, is here their
ever-present dream; yet also and simultaneous) y towards the
proletariat for control of the norms of wealth production, which
they yearn to manipulate according to a preconceived "rational®
concept of “perfect planning”. Thus the professional economic
administrator intrinsically prefers to plan production by
manipulation of direct empirical categories, which he sees as being
better amenable to “objective norms of control* than the Toose and
elastic methods associated with value categories such as money.

However, since all physical production projects are qualitatively
different the one from the other, our would-be “perfect planners”
soon find that it 4{s {mpossible to organise distribution in this
way, either as regards distribution for social accumulation or for
individual consumption. Hence the one sida of their split
personality, what we might term the empirical planmning side, is at
constant war with the other, the value-seeking, acquisitive and
exploitative side.The upshot is that they attempt to combine both
worlds and to obtain the maximum advantage from both. Productive
categories are moved about and allocated by direct empirical
"planning”, whilst the assocfated value elements - which in reality
are not value elements at all, since the law of value no Tonger
operates, but merely numerative or quantitative unfts of economic
mensuration the *"value” of which 1s purely subjectively and
arbitrarily arrived at through a so-called "prices policy" - are
applied post factum. The result is that condition of highly planned
social chaos with which the USSR has been beset since its birth.

“The children of unskilled workers are as a general rule unable to
learn a profession, because it is necessary for them to commence
earning as much as possible as early as possible®,

Whilst still fundamentally true, the mode of operation of this
particular form of the antagonism between capital and labour has
been modified to some degree in recent decades, - and in particular
since the end of World War 1II, through the i{ntroduction of
compulsory secondary education and the university grant system. In
spite of these reforms, however, the children of the upper and
middle classes still dominate the universities and other
institutions of higher education, whilst in the more recent period
the amelioration of class privileges here in Britain, in this as in
other areas, is being brought to an almost complete standstill and
unrestricted bourgeois privilege restored as a consequence of the
thatcherite programme of neo-classical “contra-reforms" in nded to
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restore “pure” market relatfons, in education as elsewhere,

*In exactly the same way as the reproduction of the impersonal part

of the productive apparatus is ... a functlon'nf the individual
capitalist group, in a similar way the reproduction of labour-power
... is an individual function of the worker™.

In conditions of contemporary “welfare® capitalism, or what 1‘§ Teft
of it by the thatcherite neo-classical reforms, this function is
supplemented by such - in their scope relatively restricted -
state-implemented cosmetic amelforations as Child Benefits,
Maternity Allowances, etc.

CHAPTER IV

Paragraph ending: quotatfon from: K. Kautsky: ibid., page 321.

The same observations apply here in respect of modern computer
technology as were made above.

* ...and not with the labour...".

Kautsky's intended meaning here, of course, is not }abour. but
labour-power. The shades of Smith and Ricardo live on [ - but see
also Note 1 of Chapter XII.

¥ = Revolution and its
tation from K. Kautsky: The Proletarian
S:-:gra-e'. p. 319: "‘The prices of the products, on the other hand,

would need to reflect the socially necessary labour...".

Kautsky is caught here in the confusion of ct_mcepts as between
"socially necessary labour® and “average social(ly necessary)
labour-time". Please see Note 1 of Chapter XII.

CHAPTER V

= _..;it may be paper, aluminium or any other stuff”.

or, indeed, a plastic computer control card !

Paragraph ending: "What possible connection is t.hereqbet.ueen this
‘and the s_yst.em of labour-time accounting in production ?

3 urther essential function of the Labour Certiicate (or its
iz:p:tei1sed equivalent) 1is here revealed: that of ens:ring t::t
distribution for personal consumption takes place accord n?k o1see
same equal scale for each category of producer, and that, 1 t,“ h
the benefits of a rising labour productivity are passed on to e?zt
such category equally. As “Fundamental Principles of Camunf .
Production and Distribution® clearly shows, it is by means uch
system in which the conditions of distribution are determined by the
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conditions of production, and by such a system alone, that this aim
can pertain as a natural and organic element of the entire economic
process. The sole instrumentality through which this can be achieved
1s the wholly objective and impartial unit of distribution for
purposes of individual consumption represented by the Average Social
Hour of Labour.

CHAPTER VI

"... inasmuch as the workers must surrender a part of their product
for... the public (GSU) establishments®.

It 1s, of course, precisely on account of the necessity for
measuring the ASHL units consumed by the GSU establishments -
through which, be it remembered, all, or almost all, distribution
will take place under the conditions of the Higher Stage of
Communism, includin vidual consumption, which

ion of the Average Social

ic regulation and control
is as attainment of the Higher
Stage of Communism as it was during the Lower. Indeed, one of the
formative roles fulfilled by the ASHL in the period of the Lower
Stage - the Dictatorship of the Proletariat - s to act as a
profound training school of vast and far-reaching scope and
significance. In its "negative" aspect, which is the dominant one
during the period of Lhe Dictatorship of - the Proletariat, the role
of this training school to arouse and mobilise the whole of
working humanity in the task of overcoming the Tong heritage of
a]ienation-generaﬁing social relations based upon  commodity
production, the - dominance of the law of value and money-based
relations, as well as in preventing the usurpation of social power
by a class of would-be administrators and "planners® and the
installation of a new class-divided form of alienative, exploitative
society based .upon state ownership and control of means of
production and distribution. In its all-significant "positive"
aspect, that role s concerned primarily with the task of applying
the Average Social Hour of Labour and the Communist system based
upon Average Social Reproduction Time as weapons in securing and
maintaining the fully non-coercive and non-alienative conditions of
free production and distribution characteristic of relations between
the Associations of Free and Equal Producers in the conditions of
the Higher Stage of Communism, in which the principle: “From Each
According to his Ability, to Each According to his Needs" prevails,
See also Translator's Postscript: “problems of the Transition to
Communism*, in the present volume,

CHAPTER VII

Paragraph ending: “The conditions for the . "withering away* of the
state are then for the first timwe given, and we can say: (Quotation
from F..- Engels: “Origin of the Family, Private Property and the
State", p. 198, then follows).

b |
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This also expresses with the utmost clarity the necessity for the
first principle of Communist production: “The establishment of a
clear and open relationship of the producer to the product”. So long
as this principle is adhered to and remains the foundation of all
social life, the {imposition of an alienative relationship based on
inequality and class privilege by an incipient class of would-be
controllers of economic 1ife remains impossible.

Paragraph ending: “In this way the market mechanism fulfils the
function of a regulator of demand”.

The most basic impediment to the smooth operation of this most
fundamental plank in the theoretical heritage of classical bourgeois
political economy is, of course, the unavoidable tendency under
capitalism for simple “demand” to be restricted in practice to
effective demand. The workers - or, for that matter, any other
section of the population - can “demand® the commodities they need,
whether these are staple 1ife necessities, as with the working
class, or capital goods and raw materials, as with the capitalists,
until they are hcarse from shouting - if the money commodity needed
to purchase them is not forthcoming, or at least in sufficient
quantity, then a non-effective demand is as good as a non-existent
or a reduced demand.

Whilst the above is a depiction of what are essentially
contradictions at the surface or conjunctural level of economic
movement, the level of the market - and none the less real for that!
- it should not be assumed from this that the Marxist theory of
accumulation and crisis in any way reflects the acceptance of crude
"underconsumptionist” theories as a fundamental cause of crisis. On
the contrary, Marxist economic theory sees that cause as residing in
either one of the two following or - as is almost always the case -
in a combination of the two: a) a fall in the per-circuit rate of
surplus value below the level at which it can effectively maintain
the rate of profit against a simultaneous tendency for the organic
composition of capital to rise; or: b) under conditfons in which,
likewise, organic composition is rising, a fall in the rate of
absolute capital turnover to a point at or below which 1t fails to
compensate for an inadequate per-circuit rate of surplus value, In
other words, Marxism sees the cause of crisis as residing, not in
the sphere of distibution, but in that of production, where surplus
value and profit have their generative source. For instance, a fall
in the rate of employment of Jabour will usually be preceded by a
fall in the rate of employment of capital, which latter arises on
account of difficulties experienced by capital in finding profitable
conditions of production, and hence throws “its" workers out onto
the streets. Tt is this which is the primal cause of a fall in
“"effective demand”, and not, as the facile prescriptions of the
bourgeois “economic experts” maintain, the opposite, a fall in
effective demand which then brings about a fall 1in production and
hence in the current rate of employment of labour. A fall in
"effective demand" is thus an effect, not a cause, of crisis.

"... and which also form the source of imperialist rivalries which
drive millions to their death on the battlefield.*
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Inter-capitalist rivalry, culminating in war, 1is of course also a
“surface conjunctural tendency", and 1t _is therefore perfectly valid
to point out its relationship to the market. Wars are fought,
however, not in order to raise "effective demand", and particularly
not on the part of the working class. On the contrary, their
"positive™ aim 1s to win control of markets and "spheres of
influence", 1i.e., to promote advantageous conditions for the
investment and accumulation of capital. Their “negative" purpose, on
the other hand, is to eliminate en masse those "units of human
labour-power" - {.e., members of the working class - who have been
rendered surplus to Social Capital's requirements through the
inexorable advance of productive technology and the rising
productivity of labour and who would otherwise go towards forming
the embarrassment of a large, expensive and possibly permanent
"reserve army of labour"; as well as to destroy large masses of the
associated technologically outdated means of production.

"This mobility would comprise and comprehend directly the changed
and changing needs of individuals, who would transmit these directly
to the productive apparatus®.

See in this connection the section: "The Mode of Application of the
Average Social Hour of Labour and the Labour Certificate 1in
Conditions of Advanced Technology", in Translator's Postscript:
“Problems of the Transition to Communism®.

CHAPTER VIII

-+». a price policy infringes the principle of a direct
relationship of the producer to the product of his labour, in just
the same way as this occurs under capitalism; ... "

The conclusion to be drawn from this, which the above passage
emphasises above all else, 1is the impossibility of establishing
successfully a Communist system of production and distribution
unless the use of money as a means of distribution is first
abolished along with' the abolition of wage-labour. For, under
capitalism, money is a wmedium of distribution not only for
commodities, i.e., for use-values produced as exchange-values, but
also for value itself — c.f. Marx: "The ultimate form of value is
money". So long as money exists, resort to a prices policy as the
method of distribution for purposes of extended accumulation, as

also for other purposes, would be as impossible to resist as the
force of gravity.

Paragraph ending: "For that reason their movements (the ‘means and
wethods' of ‘deduction on account of accumulation' - Ed.) are
circumscribed within firmly defined 1imits®.

This lends added emphasis to the points made in 1. above.

L]
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Paragraph ending: *... but only to their intrinsically limited
purchasing power:*® (Quotation from K. HMarx: *Theories of Surplus
value®, Part II, Chap. XVIII, p. 580, follows).

How tellingly this paragraph points up the irrationality of the
position represented by our contemporary “Communist Utopians” to the
effect that the development of the modern forces of production and
the admittedly tremendous increases achieved on that basis in the
productivity of labour have rendered obsolete the need, advocated by
Marx in "The Critique of the Gotha Programme" and elsewhere, for a
Lower Stage of Communism, in which distribution for individual
consumption is regulated on the basis of the number of labour-hours
contributed ("...to Each according to his Work"), and has made
possible a direct transition, following immediately upon a
successful overthrow of the power of Social Capital, to the Higher
stage of Communism, in which distribution for individual consumption
will be free and unregulated (“...to Each according to his Need").

The full imbecility of such a proposition is thrown into clear relief
when the gquestion is asked: Jjust how can an economic apparatus,
however great its productivity and capacity for further expansion,
which produces mainly vast quantities of ephemeral rubbish, complete
with inbuilt obsolescence and reeking of the poisonous fumes of a
gratuitous intrinsic fetishism, ever possibly serve the needs of the
creators of social wealth, whose consumption requirements, both
material and cultural, once they have attained to the real material
and spiritual freedom of Communism, will be satisfied only by the
products of mankind's very highest levels of intellectual insight
and creative imagination 7 This, of course, quite apart from the
question as to what will have happened to that vast capitalistic
production apparatus and its soaring productivity after the ravages
of a proletarian revolution and a possible preceding
inter-capitalist war will have left large parts of it in ruins. For
further discussion of this vital aspect of the transition to
Communism, please see: "Translator's Postscript; Problems of the
Transition to Communism".

Paragraph ending: "Even a possible uneconomic or irrational mode of
allocating the latter (the Accumulation Fund - Ed.) would be
justified if it is found to be an unavoidable outcome of serving and
applying that higher principle” (the principle of proletarian
autonomy in the control of the economic process - Ed.)

A little thought will soon make clear the truth that even the most
horrendous "waste" of social resources in terms of absolute
expenditure on the part of the revolutionary proletariat 1in the
early stages of the growth of Communism will have been well worth
while if it is to lead to the liberation of working humanity from
those dehumanised "cultural" excrescences of latter-day capitalism
which both reflect and activise ever anew the subjection of the
producers to the very products of their labour over which they have
lost the last vestiges of control, so that they can then be used to
forge new invisible cultural - better termed, perhaps, a-cultural -
chains anaesthetising them from recognition of the very social force
which is enslaving them. In this sense, any such "waste" under
Communism would form the positive equivalent of the spontaneous
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waste and despoliation which were, and still are, the "natural”
concomitants of capitalist development. Just as Social Capital
establishes a relationship of direct dominance over the objective
means of production - plant, machinery and raw materials - by simply
appropriating them as fixed or circulating capital, in much the same
way does it seek to establish essentially the same direct forms of
control over variable capital, Iiving labour, by subjecting the
unavoidable physical embodiment of labour, the living worker, to the
direct manipulative control made possible by drugs and anodynes. In
the conditions of day-to-day 1ife, this includes primarily the
"cultural® drugs which are so much cheaper to produce in the
required quantities: "pop" a-music, semi-pornographic pulp
literature, the entire pre-digested and cliché-ridden world of
popular journalism.

The purpose of all contemporary capitalist "pop culture”, therefore,
is so to blunt the sensibilities of the working people that they can
no longer respond to an ennobling melodic theme, a 1ine of poetry or
a formal outline drawn with delicacy of feeling and a developed
sense of form. But 1in seeking to destroy by this most subtle of
means the capacity of fts class enemy, the proletariat, to change
the world through that wmost creative of all forms of social
activity, the social revolution, what the contemporary world
bourgeoisie forgets 1{s that the sensibilities of its own class
members also tend to be destroyed 1in the ensuing total process of
cultural degeneration and stupefaction. Thus, for the first time in
human history, we now 1live in an era 1in which no new, genuinely
creative or imaginative works of art are being produced; an age in
which pastiche appears in the place of dramatic or comedic
originality, and 1in which, for those wvery vreasons, the
worker-producers, stripped of every last vestige of cultural
self-awareness, are being transformed before our very eyes into
mindless automata 1in the service of an equally wmindless and
inexorable onmarch of capital accumulation - an accumulation which
becomes ever more {ntractable and difffcult of realisation as
capitalist development moves from circuit to circuit.

Paragraph commencing: We have already indicated..." to ... the
moment they are put to the test.”

Indeed, the whole history of State Socialism is the history of its
failure to operate as a viable system of economy, one capable of
ensuring "the maintenance of the slave even within his slavery".
Thus, at the height of the period of “primitive socialist
accumulation* in the late '30's and early '40's, the shortcomings
and unviability of state socfalism dictated that the "Soviet”
economy should depend for the production of such basic raw and
auxiliary materfals as were essential to its further development
upon a vast army of slave labour numbering over 20 millions, the
overvhelming proportion of which had been simply picked up off the
streets or rounded up at dead of night from their beds, and who were
innocent of even the least of social or political crimes. Such were
the real triumphs celebrated by the Five Year Plans “under the
leadership of our all-wise father and leader, Cde. Stalin."
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Paragraph ending: "The state-capitalist system has not the faintest
conception of just how much labour-time has been consumed in a
particular sector of production, and even less idea how much
labour-time has been consumed 1fin order to achieve simple
reproduction ! *

Here the text reveals the close class affinity which exists between
the mnew petit-bourgeocis professional intelligentsia and its
fully-fledged bourgeois progenitors. Both share the same empirica)l
world view - but with this crucial difference in its mode of
application as between capitalism and state socialism: in the case
of the former, the Tlaw of value and the market mechanism intervene
between the spheres of production and distribution in order to
introduce an objective framework of economic regulation and control;
no one capitalist group, be it ever so powerful, fncluding the
capitalist state itself whenever or wherever it appears as an
investor of capital and employer of labour, can override the limits
imposed by the market and value relations. In the case of state
control, even though the role of the market and of value-based
relations may be retained to some degree in the sphere of relations
between state-owned industry and cooperatively owned agriculture -
as in the USSH, where this 1{1s ifn any case more a result of the
economic backwardness of the inherited socfal terrain than it is of
anything else - in the main the role of the law of wvalue is
abolished without its place being taken by any other objective
medium of social regulation and control, such as would have been
provided by the Average Social Hour of Labour. The result is the
kind of total planning of social chaos which has been a feature of
Russfan State Socialism more or less since 1{ts establishment, and
one which can find its culmination only in a process of collapse of
parts of the state apparatus of repression such as recent months
(Nov.-Dec. 1989) have witnessed 1n one state-socialist nation after
another. In this way does the greatest single fraud in human history
gradually peter out against a background of rising popular demands
for the granting of those fundamental achievements of the classical
bourgeois-democratic revolutions of the 19th. Century which
Bolshevism and its neo-leninist inheritors {in Eastern Europe and
Asfa have hitherto succeeded in bypassing for over 72 years.

Inaddition to this aspect of State Socialism, however, the Authors
have also succeeded in this passage 1in pinpointing yet a further
imperative factor underlying the essential - indeed, indispensable -
revolutionary role fulfilled by the Average Social Hour of Labour in
establishing and consolidating the foundations of the Communist
economy. They demonstrate here that, 1in addition to the task of
excluding the remnant of the bourgecisie from using fts residual
wealth in order to regain footholds in the control of the economy
and to consume without contributing to production, and also in
addition to the tasks associated with the elimination of value-based
forms of exchange, a further vital role devolving upon the Average
Social Hour of Labour and its embodfment for purposes of
distribution for individual consumption, the Labour Certificate, is
that of rendering 1invalid and unviable the method of providing the
economic resources required for reproduction and accumulation out of
the proceeds of taxation and/or a ‘“prices policy", both of which
can, of course, be implemented only through the indirect and inexact
medium of money.
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Money as medium of exchange, however, 1s {inseparable from money's
alter ego, money as repository of value. The one cannot exist
without the other. Thus the conclusfon is undeniable and
inescapable: either a wvalue-based economy with relations of
exploitation (wage-labour) and 1inequality (class antagonisms) - in
which case money ("...the ultimate form of value." - Marx) is an
absolutely necessary precondition, at least in any developed form of
such a society; or a use value-producing economy free of all forms
of exploitation, social inequality and alienation - 1in which case
regulation by means of the Average Socfal Hour of Labour and CHAPTER IX
distribution for individual consumption, at least 1in the inceptive
stage, the Dictatorship of the Proletariat, by means of the Labour
Certificate or its equivalent, an 7nstrument which is inherently
incapable of acting either as a medium of value-based exchange or as
a vessel of value storage, becomes an equally vital precondition for
Communism. Either way, what i1s of absolute certainty is that never
can the two be promiscuously mixed in with one another.

heavily over-subscribed by enthusiastic young workers who would seek
to imbue them with a kind of expeditionary or exploratory character.

1. “...the school of *natural' economists

By this is wmeant those theorists of socialism or anarcho-syndicalism
who advocate the establishment of the new economic relations on the
basis of barter, or exchange in kind.

Paragraph ending: “A system of social accounting based upon the
computation of average social labour-time ... provides the firm
foundation wupon which the entire economic 1life of the
producer-consumers must be structured, directed and administered.*

7. "If it 1s likewise assumed in our simplified model that variations in
the productive apparatus ... do not occur, such a mutual integration
and adjustment to each others needs on the part of the many
industrial establishments concerned would wmake it possible to
conceive of such a productive apparatus as being 1in a condition of
virtual immobility™.

The predilection of Kautsky - as, indeed, of virtually all other
members of the professional intelligentsia in the leadership of the
Socfal Democratic Party of Germany - for indirect empirical methods
of economic control embodied in a vast bureaucratic state machine
and characterised fundamentally by externally imposed forms through
which the domination of the apparatus of production and distribution
over the producers {is realised was itself a symptom of the
petit-bourgeois, deterministic world outlook characteristic of that
class - and one, furthermore, which declared its close kinship to
the bourgeoisie proper. The longing for the perfect machine of
social and economic administration which filled the dreams of these
mechanical-determinist founding fathers of State Socialism was, of
course, later realised by Lenin and the Bolsheviks in Russia.

Such a  proposition is, of course, valid only as a simplified
theoretical model designed to facilitate an understanding of a
special facet of Communist economy: the provision of economic
resources for purposes of large-scale development of means of
production. Its underlying assumption 1{s that the worker-producers,
in sessfon in their representative assemblies, the Workers' Concils,
have taken a decision that no qualitatively new developments in
productive technology are to be introduced for a given period. In
practice, the unavoidable precondition for such a decision would be
the untenable proposition both that human creativity had died, at
Teast in relation to the means of production, and that likewise, in
reflection of this, the needs of social consumption had stagnated
and reached a static condition. It 1is, therefore, of use orily as an
element in a simplified model of simple accumulation in a Communist CHAPTER X
economy for purposes of clarifying the special economic features

adhering to the above-mentioned special forms of Communist

accumulation, and it is 1in this sense and for this purpose that it 1. "Control

card syst » time-clocks, the Taylor system and an ever
is applied by the Authors here. drnry d 4

faster-moving productiom line ..."

What this reveals above all else is the desire felt by the
representatives of the professional intelligentsia who manned the
leadership levels of the Hungarian as of the Russian party
structures to impose forms of control over the production process
and the conditions of labour through which the intensity of labour
might be screwed up and the advantages of a rising productivity of
labour resulting from improved technology used primarily, not to
lighten the workers' conditions of labour, but to accelerate the
pace of ‘"primitive socfialist accumulation”. In this way the
essential kinship of State Socialism as a fundamentally exploitative
and alienative form of society, and hence also of its manipulative
leaders, with capitalism and the bourgeois politicians who lead and
administer it, is clearly exposed.

Paragraph ending: “Thus, whenever Communism seeks to organise such
special construction operations, it wmust take the required labour
resources fron one sphere of employment and redeploy them at a new
one; in other words: it must carry out a regrouping of labour
resources.”

In practice, one would think that the 1labour rescurces needed for
such special construction operations would be more than adequately
subscribed by volunteers from the ranks of the working youth anxious
to acquire labour experience over a wide variety of varying
topographical, climatic and geographical conditions. In fact, the
strong 11kelihood would be that such construction projecls would be
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Paragraph ending: *This form of control (state-socialist forms of
control over production and distribution - Ed.) bears the character
of a system of domination over the producers.*

However, since under State Socialism in its *“pure" form such basic
categories of capitalist economy as the exchange of commodity
equivalents, the market as the economic framework within which that
exchange would take place and the 1law of value as the objective
regulator of commodity exchange as well as of the value of
labour-power, and hence the fundamental determinant of the wage
rate, have all been done away with, the system of domination here
referred to, unlike capitalism, is one exercised through a use-value
economy. However, it 1is a use-value economy which bears little
resemblance to Communism as this was analytically depicted by Marx
and further concretised into a comprehensive system of economic
relations by the Authors of the work here presented. For it is one
over which the producers exercise even less control over the labour
process, the product of labour and the economy as a whole than they
do under capitalism - where at least their struggles over many
decades and centuries have won the limited benefits of more or less
free Trades Unions.

Furthermore,lacking any objective instrument of economic regulation,
the state-socialist economy is dependent for all decisions
concerning each and every parameter of its economic movement upon
the purely subjective bureaucratic decisions of an army of managers
and administrators - a state of affairs which produces, at one pole
a condition of highly planned economic chaos, at the other a degree
of tyrannous domination over every aspect of social and private life
exercised through a dictatorial party and state apparatus of such
repressive power as has never before been witnessed in _human
history. For all these reasons, the system of State Socialism has
been revealed by the objective processes of history as being
fundamentally unviable and inoperative - a false start on the road
to Communism which is even now (Nov.- Dec. 1989) in process of
disintegration and reversion into some form of either, state or
"free-entreprise” capitalism or a combination of the two. With the
ald of Marxist science and the work now before us, the preconditions
are being rapidly created within which the workers of the world can
learn from the experience of State Socialism and 1its leninist
ideological excrescence and carry through a successful proletarian
revolution in the course of the coming decades.

* ...the producers themselves, who with every 1increase in the
productivity of their labour simultaneocusly increase the total stock
of useful articles available for society as a whole, to which stock
all workers have an equal right".

It is, of course, only under the conditions of the Lower Stage of
Communism, governed by the principle "From Each according to his
Ability, to Each according to his Work", that this right prevails
or, indeed, finds any organic purpose. For, as Marx makes clear in
the "Critique of the Gotha Programme": "It is ... a right of
inequality, in its content, 11ke every right®. Thus, "H{e every
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right", it 1s dictated in part by the fact that the productivity of
labour is as yet 1inadequate to yield an abundance of products of
every kind, for both social and individual consumption, such as
would make such an “equal right to inequality" unmecessary and
redundant; and 1in part by the need to create the general social
conditions within which the worker-producers might 1learn to master
the mode of implementation of the Average Social Hour of Labour as
the fundamental unit of economic regulation and control in a
Communist society.

As regards the productivity of labour here referred to, it must be
understood that, unlike the conditions pertaining to capitalist
wage-labour, this relates purely to an increase in output per
labour-hour - an increase which derives solely from improvements in
productive technology. Since, already under the Lower Stage of
Communism, the worker-producers contribute their Tlabour under
conditions in which all coercive forms of conversion of labour-power
into realised labour have been abolished, the category "intensity of
labour" becomes simply an organic expression of the individual
producer's natural capacities, and hence ceases to exist as an
economic category as such, as it exists under capitalism. The only
functioning element of coercion remaining as a vestigial remnmant of
capitalist relations is one which relates, not to production, but
alone to the mode of distribution for individual consumption, and
that is the Factor of Individual Consumption (FIC), as made manifest
in the Labour Certificate - a factor which varies in accordance with
the purely gquantitatively wvarying labour times contributed by
individual producers, without any gualitative forms of coercion in
the labour or production process being applied. For more on this
vitally significant aspect of production relations wunder the Lower
Stage of Communism, see the section ™"Alienation and Freedom_of
Labour under Capitalism and the Lower Stage of Communism
Respectively", in Translator's Postscript.

" *Their stock-book [i.e., society — The Authors] contains a 1ist of
the objects of wutility that belong to them, of the operations
necessary for their production; and lastly, of the labour-time that
definite quantities of those objects have, on an average, cost them'
" (Paraphrase of quotation from K. Marx: "Capital”, Vol. I,page 170
first shown in full on page 25).

These references by Marx 1in "Capital™ to the necessity for
labour-time computation as the basic instrument of economic
regulation in a Communist society have been just as completely
ignored by both the petit-bourgeois "marxists" of the West European
Communist Parties and the Left Social Democrats of Bolshevism, old
and new, as have the lengthier references to the same question in
the "Critique of the Gotha Programme".

CHAPTER XI

- "In the course of carrying through the social revolution, the
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first concern is therefore not with the immediate implementation ...
of the principle “To Each according to his Needs®, but with the
achievement of {independent administration on the part of the
productive establishments and the carrying through of a system of
independent production accounting and control.®

The Authors were correct to establish this priority because, clearly,
unless the worker-producers succeed in making effective their social
control over the economic system, all possibility of developing
Communist relations 1in production and distribution through to the
Higher Stage {1s aborted. Within the system of social control of
which the Workers' Councils are the nodal organisational centre, the
attainment of a condition in which each productive or distributive
establishment has acquired a sufficient degree of mastery over the
economic parameters of the Communist use-value system as to be
capable of applying, independently of any ‘higher authority’, the
Average Social Hour of Labour as a unit of economic regulation is of
the very greatest formative significance. For it is by this means,
and by this means alone, that the worker-producers are able to
guarantee that no grounds can exist for justifying the imposition of
a central controlling authority which would then arrogate to itself,
under whatever high-sounding pretext, such as "saving the fruits of
the Revolution" or "ensuring the preservation of Communism", all the
reins of power over the economic system under the one controlling
authority, which then effectively severs itself from the practical,
and hence essentially creative, tasks of production and distribution
and so reconstitutes itself as a form of State. Such a development
would be equivalent to the counter-revolutionary replacement of the
Association of Free and Equal Producers and the Communist system
based upon the Average Social Hour of Labour with State Socialism
based upon subjective administrative-bureaucratic decrees emanating
from an all-powerful party dictatorship exercised through a
monolithic centralised state machine - in short, the system of State
Socialism as we have seen it in Russia since 1917 and in Eastern
Europe since c.1945-8,

CHAPTER XII

"SNL*® and Paragraph commencing: If we subject the category SHNL
(Socially Necessary Labour)"... to ... "insofar as a temporal aspect
(labour-time) is involved, ..."

Labour, of course, only generates value - a strictly capitalist
category - under the general conditions of capitalist wage-labour,
i.e., when the 1labouring subject is divorced from all control over
the objective means of production or the proceeds of his labour.
Labour is thereby reduced to the status of a commodity which,
alienated quantitatively as so much labour-time, the equivalent of
the means of subsistence necessary to maintain the worker and his
dependants in 1ife, exchanges at fts value like any other. The
commodity labour-power, however, possesses the peculiar property of
being capable of generating, when brought into interaction with the
objective means of production - tools, plant, machinery and raw
materials, termed in capitalist economics constant capital - a value
greater than 1its own intrinsic value. Thus, under capitalist
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relations, the total wvalue created by the worker throughout the
period during which he exerts his labour-power divides 1into two
parts: necessary labour, creating necessary value, being that part
of total value which represents the worker's means of subsistence;
and surplus Jabour, creating surplus-value, which represents that
part of total value which is created over and above the worker's
subsistence needs, and which therefore accrues to the capitalist by
virtue of his ownership of the objective means of production and
consequent control of the production process.

Under Communist relations, the commodity character of labour is
eliminated through the abolition of wage-labour, so that the entire

' labour-time during which the worker exerts his Jlabour-power

expresses itself only as necessary Jabour, albeit a "necessary
labour” from which the restrictive 1imits imposed by the
determination of the value of labour-power by the value of the mere
means of minimum subsistence have been eliminated. Since the
category "necessary value" can only exist in unity with its
opposite, "surplus-value", and this, under Communist relations, has
ceased to exist along with that which, under capitalism; summons it
forth : surplus labour, or surplus labour-time, labour thereby
divests itself of iits forwm as value, whether “necessary” or
“surplus®, and becomes no more and no less than the simultaneous
subduer and transformer of nature and the creator pure and simple of
“use-products”, i.e. all those myriad artefacts and useful products
needed both by society (means of production and means of social
consumption) and by the individuals comprising it (means of
individual consumption).

However, since Communist relations also eliminate the class
character of the appropriation of the product, that necessary labour
which is now the single and undivided product of the worker's
labour-time, in ceasing to create or represent necessary value,
becomes socially necessary labour as such. Since no single word
exists to express the difference between value-generating
labour-time (time being the medium through which, under capitalist
relations, the commodity character of labour-power expresses itself
quantitatively, the medium of 1{ts exchange-value) and that free
labour which creates only "use-products", the purely “natural"®
outcome of the transformation of nature, the Authors sought to
express this distinction simply by omitting the word "time". That
which, 1in capitalist terminology, 1is expressed by ‘"socially
necessary labour-time" therefore becomes, in the terminology
appropriate to Communist relations, simply "socially necessary
labour” (SNL). (Please see also Note 4 of this Chapter)

" ...the well-known "world equation" enunciated by La Place".

This is an allusion to the principle of indifference made prominent
by the French Enlightenment philosopher and mathematician Pierre
Simon de La Place. This principle allows us to regard the occurrence
of phenomena as being to an equal degree probable if we can perceive
no cause making one phenomenon more probable than another, and so
can be used to support an estimation of various hypotheses as being
antecedently equiprobable.

This proposition is frequently quoted as being the definitive or
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quintessential statement of the mechanical-materialist world view,
which was developed primarily by the ideological representatives of
the revolutionary French bourgeoisie, the enlightenment philosophers
of the 18th. Century, and whose underlying determinist method was
based upon the idea of an infinite chain of direct cause and effect,
the most fruitful conditions for the formation of which were seen to
arise in and through “antecedently equiprobable occurences”. A
literary expression of the same method of thought was that emanating
from the pen of the American essayist and thinker Benjamin Franklin,
in the well-known passage: "For want of a nail the horseshoe was
lost; for want of a horseshoe, the battle was lost; for the loss of
the battle, a kingdom was 1lost - and all for the 1loss of a
horseshoe nail ! * (NB: This does not claim to be a word-for-word
accurate quotation from Franklin's relevant passage ! - Ed.)

The weakness lying at the heart of this type of materalism and its
determinist method is, of course, that it takes no account of
qualitative change as either the originating or the culminative
stage in a particular movement or process. If, for instance, the
infinite chain of equiprobable occurrences the accidental birth and
mutual impingement of which has found its final culminative form in
a football making its way through space at a finite velocity, unless
the concept of qualitative change is conceived as a self-generative
force which constitutes both the origin and the result of the new
entities ("occurrences") which mark the further development of that
football-world, in place of the former methodological concept of a
chain of equiprobable causes and effects, and which accounts
conceptually for the birth of the new from out of the old within
that development, then the question must be asked: who or what kind
of power started the football-world off on its journey by delivering
the first kick ? For this, mechanical materialism could give no
satisfactory answer, and hence was powerless to prevent God being
smuggled in by the back door, so to speak, as the immortal and
changeless deus ex machipa who, in his infinite wisdom, delivers the
initial impetus by creating the universe and so starts the whole
celestial football-match off ! In this way 1s dllustrated the
nature of mechanical-determinist method as the dialectical opposite
of idealism - an opposite which, however, exists, and can only
exist, in a metaphysical unity of opposites with its opposite
partner. Thus 1idealism presupposes mechanical materialism and
vice-versa; the one depends upon, posits and conditions the other.

"It 1s for this reason that it should not cause us any astonishment
if the much-prized "solution in principle® (the application of an
‘inherent cost price plus an additional increment provided for the
maintenance of the non-labouring sections of the population', etc. -
Ed.) was found to be incapable of application in Hungary, ... ".

The reference here 1s to the short-1ived Hungarian Soviet Republic.

. Paragraph ending: “This 1{s amenable to application in 1ts widest
sense by all "producers® and it is 1in this way that the problem of
average social Tabour-time simultaneously finds its solution.®

The category "socially necessary labour® 1{s thus seen to be the
qualitative aspect of the 7labour process in a Communist e onomy, as
against which the category "average social labour time® T®presents
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the reduction of socfally necessary labour to its common
quantitative essence, labour-time, through which alone the myriad
qualitatively varying socially necessary labours can be brought into
a mensurative relation with one another and so be subject to
economic regulation. (Please also see Note 1. of this Chapter).

Paragraph ending: “Expressed 1in other terms, this would mean that
accumulation, or an extension of the productive apparatus, would
have taken place without the deployment of an extra outlay of
labour.*

This follows the distinction made under capitalist relations of
production between the productivity and the intensity of labour,
according to which the category "productivity" relates specifically
to an increase 1in output attributable to improvements in the
technology of the impersonal means of production - plant, machinery,
etc. - whilst the expenditure of labour remains the same, with the
effect that output per unit of time increases; and, conversely,
under which the category "intensity" relates specifically to the
diametrically opposite case of an increase in output attributable to
an intensified exertion of 1labour functions - that is to say, an
Increase in the rate of transformation of labour-power into realised
labour - whilst simultaneously the role played by technology remains
unaltered, the effect of which being solely that of reducing the
perfod of time required to produce a given output - the opposite
outcome to that of productivity. Since no role 1is played by the
category "intensity of labour" 1in a Communist economy, any increase
in output 1is attributable solely to increases in productivity
arising from the ceaselessly occurring improvements in productive
technology, and hence takes place, as the Authors correctly state,
*...without the deployment of an extra outlay of labour." (Please
see also Note 1. of Chapter III).

CHAPTER XIII

Paragraph ending: *In this way there would come into being the
‘economic dictatorship of the proletariat', the strongest weapon of
the victorious working class.”

The reality of capitalist development has demonstrated that which
the Authors could not then have known: the objective aspect of
economic coercion over and against the small-scale producer, in
agriculture or in any other sector of the economy, has already been
fulfilled within capitalist society through the relentless onmarch
of the process of capital concentration, as a result of which
virtually no independent small agricultural producers now (December
1989) remain in Britain - except, perhaps, as a tourist curiosfty or
a rich man's hobby. If they still play a part 1in the national
economies of other West European countries, the overall trend
remains the same, so that, by the time the objective and the
subjective conditions for the victory of the proletarian revolution
will have ripened on a world scale, mich the same conditions will
Prevail throughout the developed capitalist world.




-Quite simply, when the time comes for the establishment of the

Communist economic system, all small-scale establishments remaining
in such spheres as agriculture and handicrafts would be compelled to
join in the system of collectively implemented control based upon
the Average Social Hour of Labour (ASHL) and Average Social
Reproduction Time (ASRT), or suffer withdrawal of all essential
supplies of both labour and raw materials. Over and above this
consciously applied coercive element, so essential to the class
strategy of the proletariat 1in the early period of the construction
and consolidation of Communism, the conditions of labour for the
small independent producers in agriculture and handicrafts - to the
extent, that is,. that any at all remain after the depredations of
the rule of Capital will have driven millions of them into penury
and bankruptcy - would not be threatened, nor need their basis in
individual skill and creativity be essentially changed. For the
implementation of a use-value economy based wupon ASHL and ASRT
requires only the measurement of labour-time expended and the
comparison of productivity, however low or high, with other similar
establishments, to arrive at an average productivity. Although,
therefore, it will be precisely in agriculture and small-scale
handicraft industry that the dictatorship will be most concerned to
exercise its coercive powers, those powers will relate solely and
exclusively to integration within the ASRT system, and would
therefore be in no way concerned wWith such empirical questions as
the imposition of large-scale production methods upon those forms of
agricultural or handicraft production the creative character of
which is 1nimical to the factory system.

In these circumstances reflecting the essential humanism of
Communist relations, 1t is more 1ikely than not that many small
petit-bourgeois producers would welcome the Communist economic
system as the means of their liberation from a much more onerously
coercive relationship: that forced upon them by finance capital,
under whose yoke most of their working 1ives are, under capitalism,
in any case spent. This relationship, spontaneously and mindlessly
imposed by blind wmarket forces, is one of formal independence but
real penury and debt, and it is for these reasons that the
small-scale agricultural and handicraft producers would aimost
certainly prefer a creative relationship in alliance with the
proletariat within a consciously enacted economic system a basic aim
of which 1s to foster the essential creativity of social labour,
rather than resist what would relatively rapidly turn out to be the
socio-economic framework for a rich and creatively rewarding mode of
production for their labour.

A1l this, however, does not include basic large-scale agriculture.
Here, as indicated above, centralisation would in any case long
since have ensured the introduction of dindustrial production
methods. Communist relations would free these of all inhuman
practices such as “factory rearing” and forced feeding of animais,
but  would of necessity make the fullest possible use of mechanised
farming methods and, wherever possible, automation and
computerisation technology in order to feed a possibly rapidly
expanding population.

1.
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An especially advanced proposal would be the development of an
entire cuisine based upon chemical foodstuffs. This would leave much
of the mnatural environment relieved of socially engendered
ecological pressures, and would accordingly free Nature to restore
herself to her former natural beauty and variety. There 15 no
reason to assume that a culture based on chemical food would not
develop over a period of time the same cultural variety and richness
as we find, for instance, in French haute cuisine based upon the
preparation and consumption of organic materials.

Paragraph ending: " ...on the contrary, practice will show that the
organisation of production by the producers themselves will develop
in an exemplary way in this sphere also”.

Here 1is revealed one of the most significant areas in which the
Communist system of autonomous Associations of Free and Equal
Producers based upon the Average Social Hour of Labour and Average
Social Reproduction Time demonstrates its innate superiority over
its rival, State Socifalism, based upon centralised control by a
bureaucratic administrative caste organised 1in a dictatorial
party-cum-state apparatus of coercion and with the replacement of an
objective mechanism of economic regulation by methods of subjective
administrative decree. The Tlatter, indeed, has already been tested
historically and found wanting, with the consequence that the
state-socialist sector of the world has at the moment of writing
(Dec. 1989) degenerated into a condition approaching total social
chaos in Eastern Europe and is 1in process of collapsing at a faster
rate than measures to dincorporate its former nation-states into the
framework of the capitalist world system can be enacted.

CHAPTER XIV

Heading: *“THE AGRARIAN QUESTION AND THE PEASANTRY*

The entire analysis of agricultural relations given in this Chapter
may be seen as the antithesis of that offered by “classical"
Leninism, which sees the peasant not in his objective class status
as a rural petit-bourgeois, or small independent producer, but in
the subjective social role in which Bolshevism was at pains to cast
him in the Russian Revolution - namely, as a class ally of the
proletariat. Objectively, of course, this reflected the undeniable
fact that, because of the low level of capitalist development in
Tsarist Russia - in rural life, indeed, wvirtually non-existent - the
traditional Russian muzhik was more a feudal serf tied to the land
and to feudal relations by a myriad absolutist bonds than a
capitalistic petit-bourgeois. This, however, made him an ally, not
of the working class in a proletarian-communist revolution, but of
the bourgeoisie - or, in Russian conditions, the professional
petite-bourgeoisie, which had jumped in to fill the political vacuum
left by the defection of the Russian bourgeoisie proper to the side
of Tsarism and the counter-revolution - in a bourgeois-type
anti-feudal or democratic revolution. (Please see MNote 1 of
Chapter I).







