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ABSTRACT

The thesis is an attempt to offer a reconsideratiom of Lemin’s

book The State and Revolutionm, The argument is that commentators

have failed to appreciate the centrality of its concepts to Lenin’s
mature theory of politics, and to the body of ideas that subsequently
became Leninism, It further argues that am understanding of the
present Soviet rvegime, and others of a similar mature, is aided by a

realisation that the themes of The State and Revolution are present

in the institutional arrangements of those societies,

The Introduction takes as a starting point recent events in

Poland, and suggests that an understanding of those events may be
gained by an investigation of the discourse on political forms that
Marxism offers,

Chapter One presents the origims of the text, its theses in
summary form, and the reception given to the text by subsequent
commentators, These are divided into those taking a °historical’
and those taking a ‘political’ approach, Suggestions are made of
the inaé;quacy of both approaches, reasons for such imadequacies
are proposed, and an attempt is made to offer an altermative approach
based upon hermenei;xtics9 in particular Gadamer’s concept of Yeffective-
history’,

Chapter Two ex;mines the way Lenin conceptualised the problems
of state and politics in post-revolutionary society, and the measures
he proposed for the solution of these problems, It is argued that

the libertarian arrangements suggested in the text in fact provide a

cultural and institutional foundation for an authoritarian state,
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Chapter Three attempts to investigate further the assumptions on

the phenomena of bureaucracy and democracy that underlie the text,
Its debilitatimg effect on subsequent theorists of the contemporary
state is suggested, and an interpretation of Weber’s thoughts on the
issues is provided as a means of discovering the weakness of such
theories,

Chaptexr Four attempts to examine more closely the elements of

Lenin’s thought and culture that made the concepts of The State and

Revolution both possible and necessary, This leads to an attempt
to elaborate the theory of political motivation that is an unspoken
assumption in Lenin’s writings, and criticises.that theory as
reducing politics to an ontological iﬁ\possibilityO It is suggested
that this is a necessary assumption for Lenin’s commune-state to

functiono

Chapter Five offers an interpretation of Sartre’s °Critique of
p q

Dialectical Reason’ in order to establish the paradoxical absurdity

and :inevitability of Lenin’s thesis, Sartre’s sociology of

revolution is emphasised for its understanding of the relationship
between politics and time, and Lenin’s text is then finally assessed
as an attempt to provide the constitutional arrangements for a society

outside of time. - ﬁ_
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INTRODUCT ION

The process that began in Poland in August 1980 and was brought
to a halt by the military takeovex of December 1981 contaimed many
remarkable features, One of these was the strategy adopted by the
leadership of the Solidarity movement, which displayed a remarkable
confidence and agressiveness in the pursuance of its demands, while
refusing to translate this into a “political’ programme or movement,
Quite the reverse in fact, with Solidarity seeming determined to
resist any definition by the state of its activities that wouwld
render them “political’,

Such a stance might be open to at least two types of criticism,
both suggesting a problem of ’immaturity’ or °irresponsibility’,
From one standpoint it may be argued that Selidarity’s position
exacerbated the social and economic crisi§ at a time when the
union’s right to exist had already been established, and a policy of
militant activity was mo longer relevamt or useful, This stance
can be seen as a causal factor im the military initiative, and
indeed, ﬁight give some degree of legitimaey to that actiom,  ..:-.

Once the basic right to exist had been won, it would-seem that
historical experience and practical logic should have dictated.a new
attitude, That is, having established an organisatiom that could.
claim de facto loyalty amd support among a huge sector of the
population, it was time to move from being an organisation of dissent
and protest advancing the interests of a specific social group, It
was necessary for Solidarity to see itself as a partmer im the power
structure and make its own contribution to solving the social crisis
that gripped the country, At very least, some kind of ’social

contract’ was implied whereby an equilibrium could be established

)
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between the union and the Party, Only in this way could the Party
be provided with the necessary assurances that would allow the
process of reform to continue and consolidate, Thus the quality of
magnanimity was unfortunately missing from Solidarity’s strategy,

Thus, despite Walesa’s assertioms to the effect thats

Moo Solidarity has declared its readimess to co-operate

in implementing any rational programme aimed at overcoming
the crisis and reforming the existing structzrgs of the
social and economic 1ife of our country..o” &%

it was clear that the history of the absorption of worker's
representatives by the apparatus after previous cris@s showed the
danger of a whole-hearted adoption of such a course,
But if magnanimity was lacking to effect the neceséary com=
promise, so also was its opposite; For the secoﬁd criticism that
is possible is that Solidarity failed to tramslate its awesome
social power into a ooherent and determined struggle for political
power, They had deprived the Party of the power to make decisions
over vast areas of social and economic life, but they maively refused
to open1§ challenge the power structure, and thus complete their victory,
From the standpoint of both criticisms, what is deemed to be _
lacking is politics, In the first case, politics sophisticated
enough to establish a compromise; in tﬁe second case, politics ..
tough enough to make a bid for the control of the State., As such,
whatever the risks involved in either option (absorption in the
first case, defeat in the second), the risk involved in opting for
neither loomed even larger, Some force would have to step im and
fulfil the responsibilities that Solidawity so studiously refused,
and thus arrived the rule of the Army,
It is possible, therefore, to see the career of Solidarity in

terms of the consequences of tactical decisions that went wrong, this
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ftself being attributable to the lack of maturity from which such a
new movement will suffer, = But Bauman has.swggested that such a
view would quite fail to grasp the originality of Solidarity’s
strategy, and the clarity of mind with which they attempted it.

He points out that the refusal to become engaged im polities was

deliberateg(z)

and involved very careful and conscious definition
of aims on the part of the leadexrship, To the claims of both
defenders and opponents of the regime that the union’s activities
were by their very nature political, the unioﬁ offered a diffevent
definition of politiecs, =Theyiwere advancihg a concept of politics
that was not about power, but about represemtatiomn, It rejected
the assumptiom that the art?culation of specific interests by a
particular social group ;utomaticmlly implied a claim for conmtrol
of the State, This of course is distinctly different to the .
official culture of politics within the Eastern party regimes,
which are built upon the assumption that there is mo distinctiomn
between State and society; Such a distinction is the salient
feature of liberal demosrgcieso wherein-politics. is seen .as the
discourse of the necessaxy interblay between the interests and
ideologies articulated im civil socdety and their xepresentation
in the administrative processes that are gllocated to the State, -
The concept of politics as idenmtical with the issue of the
possession of State power must of course abolish politics as
activity and replace it with politics as apparatus,

A culture of politiés as apparatus might seem to dictate an
inevitable strategy for any who critidse the existing regime: a
direct challenge to the totality of existimg power, But
Solidarity rejected this imperative, What appazently they instead

did was to attempt to uncouple certain areas of civil society from
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the machinery of State power, These were'éo constitute distinet
and separate areas claiming rights to represen&étionp arbitration, and
negotiation that did not necessarily impimge upom, or comtradict, the
necessary prerogatives of a central administrative eppaxatus, Thus
the withdrawal fvrom politics was in another sense a reclamsation of
politics, It was a reclamation of aoconcept of politics redolemt of
the mainskxeam of European political theoxry, that based upon the
separation between State and civil society, The writexr, Jacek Kuron,
in fact argued that the Govermment and Party should withdraw from
certain areas of social life, while retaining control over the Awmy,
police, and central administration, The vacuum resulting would mot
necessarily and automatically be filled by Solidarity mémbefs9 but by
the members of the particular social group imvol?ed = the professions,
the media, the arts - and in the case of the trade umioms, by the
members of the working class, Similarly, the withdrawal was
reinforced from Solidarity’s side by the ruling which forbade uniom
officials to hold office in the State oxr mumicipal maehimeryo(B)
This9 as ‘Bauman points out, was to:reoestablish*&he.traditioﬁai_7

distinction between ©8tate and civil societys

~

"The campaign of depoliticization waged by the Polish
workers can be interpreted as an attempt to xegaim the lost
autonomy for civil society,"{4

This is the meaning of the emphasis upon autonomy for umion
activities, The unionists were not by this implying an
altermtive form of State power. Their ’autonomy’ did mot
necessarily possess impiica&ions of the Council-type State form,
the reconstruction of the State along lines morxe in keeping with
radical and putatively °Socialist’ forms, What was involved

‘instead was the rejection of a single-celled political structure
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and the evolution of a far more highly diversified organism, In
other words, an organism that would be able to cope with the
complex social problems and the multiform human aspiratioms that
axe the concomitant of a modernised Society. Arato and Wajda
prophetically made this crucial distinctiom between possible paths
to veform:
“While the goal of traditional Mamxists ... remaims

the negative Utopia of the politicization of the whole

of society, the immense bulk of Eastexm European dissidents (5)

seeks the creation or recreation of civil society,”

The mnature of what needs to be created in such societies is

summed up in their indictment of:

0

ooo the traditiomal indifferemce or hostility of
classical Marxist theory (based on the identification of
capitalism and civil society) to the imstitutions that civil
society in its capitalist form already possesses: market,
parliamentarism, negative rights attached to possession and
privacy, general and formal law, fxeedom of speech and press,
political pluralism, and, above all, those institutions of
small-scale public participation which are to mediate between
the individual -and the representatives of political power.” (6) .
Thus the “depoliticization’ strategy may représeut & withdrawal-—

from politics, but perhaps only from politics as it is officially

defined by the State cultuze, In the long rum, of course, such a

withdrawal was bound to have politdcal effects, of major dimensions.

The greatest effect would be the overthrow of the discourse that

legitimated the party regime, Conversely, had Solidarity itself

adopted a strategy of power, it would itself have not been immune

to problems of legitimacy, The competing claims that both the

Party and the union might advance to such legitimate possession of

power might well both lack convincing authority,

But the existence of groups withim society that manage to
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establish for themselves some legitimate independence amd distance
from the state apparatus must result im the genervation of a field of
politics wherein such groups and interests operate. This is why
the threat of Solidarity was ultimately so profoumd, It challenged
not mexely an institutiomal structure - amd structures may after all
be reformed or recomstructed - but also & discourse, Bauman
defines Solidarity“s refusal to engage in politics as a refusal to

enter a discourse within which they would be powerless amd illegitimates

"ooo the rules of the political game, the grammar of

political language, are so constructed that they automatically(7)
reproduce and perpetrate the party’s domination.o.”

Oppositional forces cannot win a debate upom the terrain
prepared and mastered by the Party, because it is a discourse that
legitimates only one concept of politiecs, It is a concept of
politics that must embarrass and confuse the mew participamts,
because within it their own very existemce is illegitimate,

But to establish domaims outside the reign of the party is to
subvert the official discourse by renderimg its assumptioms vacuous
and redundant., The creation of the elememts of civil society im

its own way redefines the proper role and powers. of the state, im - -
~.

2N

the sense of reducing these to the representative and adﬁinistrati&@i

functions that it possesses in democratic theory and practice, o
The argument that X will seek to develop concerns the originms

and nature of the discour8a of politics that obtains im countries

like Poland. This discourse originates in Marxism, but in some

ways politics is an unfortumate domain to invesiigate from the

standpoint of Marx’s work. A study of his writings will find much

analytical discussion of the nature of politics at specific moments

of modern history., But when Althusser points outs
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"The reader will know how Volume Three ends, A
titles Classes, Forty limes, them silence,”

(8)

he is underlining a problem that faces any such investigatiom as

this, Marx's discussiom of the political domaim are dizected to
specific historical evemts, Not, of course, that these are devoid

of theoretical constructs; but we are left without any rigorous
exposition of a theory of this domain, and, most motably of all, we
are left without & substantive discussion of Marx’s comceptualisations
of the institutions of am emancipated society,

Ma%xo in common with contemporary radicals, was mot disposed Go
separaté the problem of politiéal institutions from the °social question’
- which was perhaps mecessarily construed as the exclusive focus of the
struggle for emancipation, Arendt haf axgued that it was, therefore,
inevitable that this should be a megle;ted area of discussion, that
questions of “state and goveroment’ should be overwhelmed by this
prior“obsessiona(g)o " The ome state ipstitution to which Marx did
declare allegiance was the Paris Commune of 1871 amd it 4s the image
of this Jimstitution that has entered imto the theoxy, the wvocabulary,
and the imagination of the Marxist traditiom, - Even hexe, Arendt and
Amweller have entered‘a xeservation\fegarding Ma;x“; commitment to this-

foxrm, arguling that Marx envisaged for the Commune a role only ass

“temporary organs in the political

struggle to advance the revolutionm,"” (10)

that is, mot as the permanent organisational form for the politics
of the future society.

Nevertheless, Engels = reporting to Bebel the conclusions to
which he and Marx had come in the light of the Commune seems

categoricals
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"The whole talk about the state should be dropped,
especi&lly since the commune, which was mo longex a
state in the proper sense of the word .., the state is
only a transitiomal institution which is used in the
struggle, in the revolution, to hold down one’s
adversaries by force ... as soom as it becomes peossible
to speak of freedom the state as such ceases to exist,
We would therefore propose to veplace state everywhere
by Gemeinwesen, a good old German word which can verxy
well convey the meaning <f the French word commune,”

(11)

These comments om the Gotha Programme of the German Social-
Democratic Party are significant not only for their imsistence om
the idea of the commune, Even more interesting is the divoxce
established between freedom and the state, and here the importamce
of the Commune to comcepts of the socialist order is clearly moxe
central than Arendt has allowed, What is involved, of course, is
the assumption that the state is no moxe :tham the orgamis@ti©m
of "bodies of armed men’, This refusal to allow the state any more
complex articulation and any broader role is clearly & restrictive
theoretical step, particularly im the light of the rich tradition of
political philosophy, at very least :since Hobbes, that has . investigated
the more realistic problem of the ambiguity and delicecy of the
relationship between the_state and freedom,

For in the following chapters I shall seek to defime the mature _..
of the contemporary political forms and discourses of the °Marxist’
states through an investigatiom of that concept-of the commume that -
evoked Marx’s approval. In an echo of Engels’ argument, the usual
definition of the>re1ation between these two entities = the ‘really-
existing socialism’ and the ’commune-state’ - is ome of contradiction,
The two appear to represent the antipodean forms that state
institutions might take, In contrast to this argument, however, X
shall be trying to suggest an inescapable, and probably causal, 1liok

between the two,
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But the subject of my argument will be Lenin, mot Mamt., Such
a subséituion might ordimarily evoke a profes& from those who consider
that Leninism is but one of many possible versioms of Marxism, and in
itself not the most legitimate. But im the area I shall be
discussing such an argument is perhaps weaker than it might otherwise
be, For Marx éndowed posterity with no other theory of the polities
and government of socialist society than the commumpe-state; and
Lenin imcorporated imto his politics the theory of the common-state
as elaborated by Marx, without additions and without omissioms.
Herxe, at'leastD there seems to be a proceésp not of rxevisiom or

development, but of Straightforward inheritance,

References to Introduction

(1) Speech at I,L.O. Conference in Geneva, 5th June 1981, printed
in D, MacShane Solidarity: Poland°s Independemt Trade Union,

1981, p,161 (Nottingham),

(2) 2, Bauman On the Maturation of Socialism Sn Telos 47 Spring 1981,
)

(3) MacShade op.cit. pp.126, 128,129,

(4) Bauman op.cit. P.52,

(5) A, Arato & Mo Vajda The Limits of-the Leninist Oppositiom in
New Cerman Critique 19, Winter 1980, p.167,

(6) Ibld, p.168,
(7) Baupan op,cit. Po3l,

(8) L. Althusser Reading Capital London 1970, p.193,

(9) H, Arendt On Revolution Lomdon 1963, p,258,

(10) Ibid, p.257, Anweiler concurs with Arendt im O.Anweiler
The Soviets, New York, 1974, p.15,

(11) F, Engels Letter to A, Bebel March 1875 in Marx & Engels
Selected Works Moscow 1968, p.339,
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CHAPTER 1

———————

LENIN’S STATE AND REVOLUTION: PROBLEMS

OF A TEXT AND ITS DISCOURSE

(1)

The collected works of Lenim fill some forty-five volumes,
Yet, for the purpose of understanding Lemim and his impact upon
the world we inhabi¢, the bulk of it is redundant, It has relevance
only for specialist academics, traditionalist revolutionaries, and
fastidious ideologues, For the rest of mankind, the importance of
Lenin is contained in a handful of tracts, These are the writings
that have functioned as definfitive elememts»of contempoxary political
culture, the active elements that have shaped imstitutioms, parties,
states, and peoples, "What Is To Be Done™ (1902) argued the need
for a revolutionary party to combat the comsciousmess of the people
and supply them with scientific and revolutiomary politics, “Ome
Step Forward, Two Steps Back” (1903) propounded, if Ouiy by example,
the necessary form of this party - tight, professiemal, diseiplined,
structured by democratic centralism, “Imperialism” (1916) proposed -
a specific characteristion and perspective on contemporary woxrld
society and economy, and wrote a theoretical conclusion to-the
capitalist epoch, "State and Revolution™ (1917) ga?e a prescription - -
of what a real socialist revolution would have to achieve, and a
model of the institutions it would construct, Fimally, “Left-Wing
Communism™ (1920) articulated the approach necessary for the capture
of power through the rest of the capitalist wotldD in a political
handbook that established revolution as the highest principle, and
flexibility as the only strategy.

But within this group of texts, The State and Revolution stands

apart, The unity of the other texts lies im that they ave practical
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and timelys each oxriginated as a response compelled by a specific
poli@ic@l problem, The 1902 text was a i@ply to the threat posed
by the so-called ‘Economist’ trend. In 1903, the proposals of
Axelrod and Martov for a party of am open type produced the dispute
over the Party rules that gave to histoxry the .dubiously accurate
terms ‘Bolshevik’ and ‘Menshevik’, ‘Imperialism’ was dictated by
the need to provide a characterisation of the Fixst World War that
would condemn the pro-war positions of the European Social Democratic
Paxrties, In 1920, it was the immaturity - and-mnaivety of the new
European Communist Parties that dictated the mew hamdbook of
revolutionary tactics, All the texts are resolutely practical,

They display an overriding concern for the mechanics of power, of
political survival and success, whereby illusioms—-are demolished with
an instinctive realism, They assault any thought that harbours a
whiff of liberxalism;, utopianism, impracticality, abstract morality,
or ethical motivations,

There is no difficulty in placimg the oxigim-or impozt of

these texts, No so with The State and Revelution, As we shall .
see, it has provem difficult to explaim precisely why Lenin chose 7
the moment of temporary lull in the stomms of 1917 to write the ..
book in his enforced Finland exile. And it is even more difficult
to discover why he chose to propound the arxrgument it contained,
What possible conmection these thoughts bore with what subsequently
occurred under his leadership is the most obscure questiom of all,
But these problems do not comfer upon the text the status of

an aberration, standing at odds with the rest of the opus. 1In

fact the effect of the text is the reverse, The State and Revolution

provides Lenin’s legacy with e dimension that would othexwise be
missing, and it is arguable éh&t such an absence would debilitate the

effectiveness of the artefact that is Lemin and Lenimism, Without



: -12-

it, the whole canon of his writings would take on an entirely

different aspect, The existence of The State and Revolution

sugges®ss that the rest of the corpus, om the face of it practicél
writings with an instrumental intent, ave built upon & fundamentally
emancipatory intent; and that the subsequenmt history of the Russian
state under Stalin and his heirs can reasonably be interpreted as a
violation of both the letter and spirit of Lemin’s poliéieso

Openly oxr implicitly, State and Revolutiom has had a long career

as Lenin’s credentials as a revolutionary humanist, allying him with
those who reject the pragmatism and brutality of subsequent Soviet
history, The virtues of libertarianism, spomtaneity, praxis, anti-
authoritarianism, proletarian creativity, self-emancipation, all

resound through the writing, So at very least The State and

Revolution may be a bait, which can lead to a comsequent acceptance

of all the less attractive elements of practical Leninismg; and a

ho;k9 preventing or delaying the rejectiem of the whole Leninist
ideology by those repelled by the ideology imn action, At most; it
lies at the very coxe of the effectiveness of Lenminism as .a mobilising .
ideology of political movements, A political ideol@gy based only'ﬁé;h--
a theory of vulgar realpolitik (the rest of Lenin’s writings) and a _..
reality of disappointed hopes .and bloody confusions (the histoxy of-

the Soviet State) would be a weak onme indeed, The State and Revolution

inserts into this unconvincing ensemble all the humanist elements
that aremissing: the deep aspirations for a truly free society
based upon tolerance, equality, and fratermity, An effective .and
practical politics which can guarantée the birth of Utopia is
difficult to resist,

At the time he undertook his first researches om the theorxretical

problem of the State, Lenin was living im exile in Zurich, These
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preparations were modest, and - amounted to, in their published form,
about‘one-hundred pages of extracts from Mérx and Engels accompanied
by Lenin’s marginal noteso(z) - The material was written in January
and February of 1917 and was left for safekeeping in Stockholm when
he returned to Russia in April, Later in the year, in July, he
instructed Kamenev to arrange their publication if he did not survive
the contemporary events, After the “July Pays’, Lenin went into

hiding and asked for the motebook to be brought to him, where he

used parts, but not all, of it im the writing of The State and

Revolution,

The opportunity to complete the work on the State arose in the
wake of the "July 'Days"o What amounted to a popular rising began
on 3rd July 1917, at the moment when the Governmeat had oxdered -a
large military offensive, The demonstrations lasted four days and
developed into a serious threat to the Government, Although the
Bolsheviks considered that the moment was far too premature to
attempt to sqpplant the Provisbnal Government, the Government could -
not but see it as am attempt om their.part to further ﬁestabilise_the_
situation, Loyal troops were drafted into the capital, Pravda was
suppressed, and orders were issued for the arrest of-the three chief
Bolshevik leadgrs° Kamenev was taken and Lenin and Zimoviev went
into hiding and escaped to Finland,

Although he maintained intimate contact with developments in
Petrograd, Lenin’s return to the city was delayed until the 9th
October, It was on the following day that the Bolshevik Central
Committee was persuaded by Lenin’s urgent insistence to decide to
prepare for armed insurrection, A political bureau was appointed
to carry out this decision, although the actual task of organising
the action fell to the Military-Revolutionary Committee of the

Petrograd Soviet. This body predated the decision of 10th October,
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being a Menshevik initiative with solely defemsive vesponsibilities,
After the 10th October decision, the Bolsheviks converted it to their
own purposes, cémposed as it was exclusively of Bolsheviks with one
Left SR, This was the imstrument that organised the seizure of
power later in the momth, Lenin latexr moted (30th November 1917)
ghat the completion of the work by the additiom of a seventh chapter
on "The Experience of the Russiam Revolutioms 1905 and 1917° was
interrupted by these events and commented thats

"it is moxe pleasant and useful to go through the
experience of revolution than to write about it,”

¢ 3)

In the Coilected Works, the text is noted as being written im
August-September 1917, although not published . until 1918, This
does mot signi%y that the ideas contained in it wexre mot made public
until after the October Revolutiono. It appears that the actual

writing of The State and Revolution was im itself little more tham a

formality; the central themes had already been articulated in various
public writimgs throughout the yearo‘ In the intexval between the --
Februaxry revolution and his xeturn to Russiad Lenin wrote his ‘Letters

from Afar’, one of which contained the central idea of the need for a

.

post=revolu£16nary state, but a "State of a different type”, The
Commune is advanced as ekemplare He returned to the theme ia'ﬁis
article on °The Dual Power’ published in Pravda on 9th April, six
days after his return from exile, and the Commune is further referred
to in the ‘Letters on Tactics’, written between 8th and 13th April,
and discussed in some detail in the pamphlet °The Tasks of the
Proletariat in Our Revolution’, completed on 10th April, although

not published until September, Lenin’s Report to the Petrograd

City Conference of the RSDLP(B) on 1l4th April presented the concept
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dn some clarity to his comrades, The theme became o comsistent
note in his public and private writings and his proposed °Revision

of the Party Programme’ which was published in Jume 1917, makes the

(&)

innovations official, The most significant change Lenin proposed

involved the removal of the clause that thes

".0o RSDLP make its primary and immediate task to overthrow

the Tsarist autocracy and set up im its place a democratic
republic,oo”

in faveur of ome that stated:

"The party of the proletariat cannot remain comtent with
a bourgeois parlismentary democratic vepubliec ... The
party fights for a more democratic workers and peasants zepubliec,”

The proposals then proceed to introduce the comcepts of
recallable delegates and elective officials, and envisages the

emergence of the Soviet form as the structure of the States

¥ 0o parliamenmtary representative imstfitutions will

be gradually replaced by Soviets of people’s repxesentatiies
(from various classes and professions, or £rom vaxious (5)
localities) fumctioning as both legislative and executive bodies;”

]

1t is clear, therefore, that the ideas in The State and Revolution
have alrﬁg@y been p:ppoundg@ by Len&g;some ;img»peforgrhe_@éd the
opportunity to codify them in a "theoretical’ work, 1t should also
not be forgotten that to attribute to hiﬁﬁsole authorship of the
ideas would be mistaken, It seems to have been Bukhaﬁin°s earlier
work that first brought the classical Marxian concept of the State
to Lenin’s attention, although he had until Februaxry 1917 displayed
"a sharp hostility towards the °semi-anarchism’ of Bukharin’s call
for the °revolutionary destruction’ of the bourgeois stateo(é)

At a different level, it is likely that such libertariam f{deas had

already been given currency by the political activity of amaxrchist
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and populist trends within the revolutionary movement, and it §s
quite érobable that experiences since Febrﬁary had given zise to
ideas, albeit imprecise, with similar libertarian and utopian
yearnings amongst parts of the population itself, What Lenin did
was to take the ideas ocut of the realm of romantic politics and
emotive speculation and fuse them with a practical and secemingly
successful politics, They were transformed, as a result, from
being the ephemera of social dislocation into the lineages of the

state that was boxm latexr in the year,

The Argument and its Significance
The theses of the text can, without doing violence to the
argument, be stated in summary form,
(a) all states are an instrument for the oppression of ome
class, or set of classes, by another, They are, im the last
resort, and in their most fundamental aspectoibodies of armed men,
(b) the state form constructed under the capitalist mode of
production is appropriate for omly that social system, For
a mé; class power, it is therefore necessary that the old
state machine be destroyed and a new one construc&e&;
(c) This nmew state regime is termed the Dictatorship of:the
Proletariat’,
(d) The dictatorship of the proletariat will, however, involve
less need for a state machine than any previous regime, This
~is because (1) the ruling class will for the first time be the
majority class in th; population, and (ii) the administrative
tasks of the state have been immensely simplified by the
development of the forms and forces of production under capitalism,
(e) Nevertheless, a state of some form will‘be needed to

(1) suppress the remnants of the old ruling classes, and
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(14) regulate the distribution of economic resources and
rewards during the transitional period leadiﬁg to a socialist
economy,

(£) This new state will not recognise the division of tasks
established by capitalist regimes, Distinctions between
representat&ve; legislative, executive, administrative end
judicial functions will be removed.

(g) The state will therefore not be of a parliamentary type,
but of a soviet or council type, The structure of parliaments
establishes false baxrriers betweem the rulers and the ruled:
the political system must become delegatory rather than
Tepresentative, Parliaments also elevate the principle of
separation of powéfsD thereby reducing or eliminating the
possibility éf democratic control over the functioms of the
state, All such functions wil; be confexrred om a single
institution,

(h) The tasks of running the state can be fulfilled by all and
iny member of society. To emsure maximum participation in
these tasks, énd remove the possibility of the development*ﬁf

a bureaucratic elite, the holding of office will be governed

~

vby the principles of rotation of office, instant recall for . °
violation of mandate, and payment of average salaries,

(i) This state will, from its very imnception, be set om a

course of withering away, as the conflicts it exists to

resolve are eliminated in the course of development of the

" socialist economy,

On initial consideration, it is difficult to claim much
significance for the work, Historians of Lenin’s life and

thought , of the Russian Revolution and the Bolshevik regime,
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of political philosophies and practices, tend to devote little

space to The State and Revoilution. The piece appears to offer

little opportunity for comment oxr discussion, It is usually
merely necessary to summarise it, and the value of any furthexr
examination is mot easy to establish, It is a brief, inelegant,
amé confessedly derivative argument, It presentsmo’ problems of
interpretation: there are no ambiguities in the text, no
opportunities for conflicting readings, In that sense, it is not
a °Capital’, not even a "What is to be Done?’ And, in contrast to
those two examples, it does not require °translation’ for a modern
audiences despite the frequemnt polemical referencés to unfamiliar
contemporary figures, its concepts are mot strange to a modérn
readership, its arguments axe amything but subtle, and its message
is transparent, As political philosophy, it does no morxe than
retail the themes of a much older and ficher polit;cal tradition,
E.H, Carr has poimted out its roots im Moore, Rousseau, GodwinD

(7)

the early socialists, as well as Marx and Engels,

But if a discussiom of the woik as political philosophy ~ ---
seems unrewarding, there is perhaps.even less sgtisfaction to be
derived from st;dying it as a historical object° -Its status in
the history of the time isﬂunambiguqus: it is marginmal, It is
not an officihl document, a government decree, a manifesto or a
party programme, Lt was a subterranean, not a public document,
By the time it was published real events in the life of the new
regime had rendered it littie more than a historical curiosity,
Such is the discrepancy between the argument of the text and the
manner in which the Bolshevik regime actually developed that it

appears to offer no access to understanding what happened. Here
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were a set of utopian ideals rapidly erased by the brute mecessities

Carxr articulates the most popular argument: he details the
“gullen obstruction” of the peasamtry, which even “carried a part
of the urbap workers with them into passive opposition”, the failure
of the Euvropean workimg class to make their revolutioms which would
rescue the new state, the siege laid by a "capitalist world united
im its hostility to Bolshevism', And so:

“Lenin never openly admitted these disappointments, ox
perhaps even admitted them to himself, But they were
responsible for the apparent contradictions between the

theory of The State and Revolution and the practice of the
first year of the regime,

Despite the central role which the abilityvto quote appropriate
texts from Lenin played im the immer-party disputes of the twenties,

even here The State and Revolution appears to be absent, Nome of

the major oppositions seem to have deemed the work significamt
enough - or perhaps acceptable emough - to include it inm their verbal
armoury for combat . ing Stalin’s approaeho(g)ﬁ ;Asﬁhistoﬁygzgheno»the_
work seems to be of purely archeological interest, -

Yet these comsiderations perhaps mistake the mature of the
object. The fact is that the significance of the text is derived
from its contemporary political and socfal role, not from historical
or philophical considerations, The significance of Marxism-
Leninism is as one of the most effective mobilising ideologies and
legitimating belief-systems in the history of parties, states, and
societieéo

It is an ideology widely subscribed to some sixty yeaxs after

the death of its junior author, im strikimgly diverse locales and

situations around the globe, albeit oftem to support ideas amd actions
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that would somewhat surprise those amthorsg(lo) But the apparent

huge éistance between the original ideas and their contemporary
versions does not undermine the zelevamce of discussion of those
originals, Such a comnectionm would only be illegitimate if we
presumed a rationality of discourse im historical action that
cannot seriously be postulated this late in the twentieth century,
Ideas have careexrs of their own, and if they are Ocriminal’ careers
by the lights of the progenitors they nevertheless testify to what
elements of the initial problematic have been found relevant’ by
history., And, of course, the particular ideas under discussion
lay more claim than most to the appeal to the judgeﬁent of the court
of history.

Even if it is difficult to establish a precise conmection via
the geneaoloéy of discourses between Lenin’s interpretation of
Marx and Engels, and the political practices and imstitutes that
characterise contemporary party regimes, it is possible to suggest
that more profound processes are at work that establish a limnk,
Historical eveéts can easily be explained by refexrence to-the most -
obvious influeﬁcess the consequences of a precisely articuléted
p9}1€ical programme, OF & rigorously\;abglgtedrset of Yobjective’
gnd ‘material® conditioms, But they may mot he#essarily be most
adequately exxplained by such means, Historical events have elusive
causes or history would be faf easier to direct than has proven to
be the case - and historical explanations must often proceed by
intuition rather than documentation° The mo st elusive of historical
causations is %culture’, because culture is both the context and the
co-conspirator of ail human action, and the problematic thing about
it is that the most important elements of it are by definition um-
spoken and imexplicit. The °ideas’ that constitute it are obviously

the most.successful o because most influential -of all ideas, because
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they have become ‘second nature’ to the members of a particular
society. PBut becouse they are "natural’, they do not pose
themselves obviously for interrogation.

This argument will therefore seek to suggest that the
significance of the text is not historical, philosophical, or
political as much as cultural. Its problems are cultural, and
its consequences are cultural. Historical accountslhave failed
to find much to say about the text tecouse they have treatéd it as
innocent of cultural determinations. Accounts of it within the
"political® mode have succumbed to the ‘enchantment' of the text,
and have been incapable of subjecting it to interrogation because
they have taken as a context-free truth what is esseﬁtially a
culture-bound artifact, as culture bound as any of the other
political philosophies which that tradition proposes to critique.

I shall suggest that it is not possible to providé an hisforical
explanation of the origins and consequences of the text without an
articulation of the culture in which it arose = and that culture
will be defined by its absences as much as by what is present.
And I shall suggest that it is not possible for the radical gdlitical
tradition to constitute the text as an object, and By implication to
constitute Leninism as an obje;t, unless tts cultural épeéificity is w
understood, and unless the nature of its cultural hegemony over
subsequent radical culture is defined. |

Cultural critique is problematic: culture is not oniy ebject,
it is also subject. Culture cannot be thought of except through
culture, through internalized norms, attitudes,; and values. How is it
possible then, to attempt a valid criticism of cultural objects? How is
one to avoid the situation scathingly described by Adorno:

"The cultural critic is not happy with civilization, to

which alone he owes his discontent. He speaks as if he



represerfed either unadulterated nature or a higher
historical stage. Yet he is necessarily of the same
essence as that to which he fancies himself superior.

The insufficiency of the subject....becomes intolerabie
when the subject itself is mediated down to its innermost
make-up by the notion to which it opposes itself as

independent anc sovereign'. (11)

Adorno offers a categorisation of possible modes of critique, and analyses
the dangers associated with each of them. An 'immanent critique®, he ¢z
expldn-s, is achieved by

"...confronting (the culture) with the norms which it itself

has crystallized". (12)
and revealingthe discrepancy between the object and the claims of the
object, and those claims and the social reality they criticise. What
is involved is a minute and detailed investigation and dissection of
every aspect of a partiéular cultural object; and criticism can claim
such a dispassionate relationship to its object of studyqbecause tﬁe subject,
the critic, claims an autonomy from the world of facticity that surrounds
him; he claims to be more than a mere procuct of econpmicg social, and
cultural determinations, But there is no guarantee that such immanent
criticism will not suffer from, at least, what may be called an uncqnscious*
failure of nerve. For,

"the spontaneous movement of the object can be followed

only by someone who is not entirely engulfed by it". (13)
This‘surely was the trép that awaited a conventional, form of cultural
eriticism. It concealed the assumptions\of the object of criticism
and thus rendered itself complicit in §%s claims.
Marxism, had offerred an example of an alternative node of critique.

This transcendent critique was able to insulate itself from the unwanted

. dictates of the indige®ous culture.
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"The transcendent critic assumes an as it were
Archimde an position above culture....' (14)

This was the basis of effective ideology critique, as it had been

o

used to confront the social ideclogies of the nineteenth century

bourgeois reality. And Qdorno was aware of the achievements of such
critiques. Indeed, it was an essential part of his initial formation

as a Marxist. Classical liberalismyand its pretensions to effective

social integration, had been confronted by the ability of Marxism to

reveal the stricture of power and partial social interests that expounded
it.

But, Adorno realised, this apprbach faced the uncomfortable question,

from what standpoint does this critique take place? Even Arcﬁimedes

needed a fulcrum. All transcendent critiques were therefore based on
teleolgies which assumed a certain end to the process of history, and

of cultural change. Adorno, throughout his career, was profoundly suspicous
of such systems of thought, whicﬁ assumed an ontolegy and some form of
identity between subject and pﬁjectn Such approaches functioned c%&m by
reducing complex realities to a single organising principle.

Marxism had demonstrated an 'affinity with barbarism', that is a willingness
to confidently sweep away the claims of all and any cultural phenomena to
some degree of independence,; to have some-legitimate statement to make

that was not simply a product and reflection of existing power structures.
The Marxist definition of culture as superstructural reflection of the
'reai' economic base compounded the cultural destruction inherent in-any
systemic thought. It resulted in a vulgar reductionism which denied culture
any possibility of distance from the power of a ruling class and tended to
"wipe away the whole as with a sponge". (15)

Adorno pointed to the paradox that it was precisély the project of contempargﬁj
social development to turn that philosophical assumption into a growing

reality. It was the urgent desire of present and future administrations to
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achieve thes integrationjos culture became an industry, and power became
administration. And further, if
... the choice of a standpointroutside the sway of existing
society is as fictitious as only the construction of abstract

utopias can be'". (16)

the existence of a really-existing society outside bourgeois society

offerred the practitioners of transcendent critique the irresistable
temptation to ground it:-:!{ in the only concrete alternative available:
that of the ‘'socialist' regimes. And, paradoxically, it was precisely
in the USSR that culture had become, emphatically, administration.
In sumynot only were the components of this alternative culture so ethically
suspect as to problematise it as a basis for the critique of anything,
the critique made such an immoderate and sweeping and immediate totaliz-
ation of its object that no insights into its nature and complexities could
be forthcoming. |
Hegel, whose system provided the model for-this approach, had suffered
the exposufe of his pretensions at the hands of subsequent history. His
sophisticated system proved less than adequate to its claim of revealing
the true past, present, and, above all, future , of human reasgn. Adorno
insisted that in fact
" The matters of true philosophical intersst at this point
- in history are those in which Hegel, agreeing with tradition,
expressed his disinterest. These are non-conceptuality, in-
dividually, and particularity -~ things which ever since Plato
used to be dismissed as transitory and insignificant......'. (17)
The solution to this problem is unclear. It has heen suggested that
Adorno established‘a satisfactory path between the Scylla of immanental
submergénce and the Gharybdis of trancendental barbarism in, at 1eaét,
ﬁié sociology of music. Jameson explains that
".., for Adorno the work of Beethoven stands as a kind of fixed
point against which earlier or later moments of musical history
will be judged". (18)

This was not, it should be understood, because Beethoven's work represented

' some abstract ideal of form or beauty.which other composers failed to attain
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due éo an inadequate aesthetic talent. The uniqueness of Beethoven
was his ahbility to express the antinomies and tensions of a point in.
history when the future was profoundly ruptured from the past. It fully
explored the |
"eoooreculiar freedom in the social structure of his time. (18)
It is thus an expression of human freedom, but one which derivés the
expressiveness of its freedom from its intimate involvement with its
situation t@ historical time. This freedqm expresseé Beethéven”s
emancipation from immanence; but its conneétién.to lived history of the
moment gunrantees it from déssolution into the meaningless
"extreme autonomy and overripeness (of) the hypersubjective
composers of the later 19th centuty = let Tchaikovsky stand
as their archetypecocoo'" (19) '
Thus Becthoven 1is not conceived as some ‘'still point in a turning world’,
to whose formal qualities all other attempts at musical composition
must aspire. It is rather this complex ané ephemeral felationship
Eetween conciousness of, and independence from, the aS@ciéi reality
in which the work is created, that gives it the character, itself, of
the supreme corpus of critical culture.
But does this offer a solution to the problem under discussion, thatois9
how to open a meaningful discussion of a document of political argument?
Adorno's concept of Beethoven is éértainly a striking AndAthbughta
provoking image, and it would be advantageous to the argument that folloms
were the reader to bear that image in mind. But inasmuéh és we have no
such artefact in the field of political discourse whichzwill aufhoritaﬁivel
inform and illumine the concerns of our present historical age, we'afe
still left bereft of a clear path to follow. At this stage, therefore”
all that I will take from Adorno's typology is an analogigél classific=

ation of the treatments that have been given to Lenin's text,
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Analogically it can be suggested that the historical school of
writing - by the very nature of their discourse, and not due to any
other motives - RKave ﬁr@dﬁced trancendent critiques that have failed
to plumb the complexity of their object. While for the political

tradition, the ideoclogy of The State and Revolution is the very warp

and weft of their own culture, for the historical analysts the dis-
crepancy between author; text, and history is so obvious as to deprive
the text of meaning, rather than grant them a true‘appropriation of
the object. It should be said that this is not because of any affinity
to a 'berbarisum' in their values; but their very distance from being
enmeshed in the ideology of Leninism makes it impossible for thém to
feel its pulse in the lifeless text'they are exafnining° This has no
immediate relationship to an author's ideological positions; but it
is interesting that the more ideologically distant from Leninism that
an author. is, the more generous his comments on the fex@ tend to be,
It will be seen that it is the marxists Carr, Hill, and Bahro who see
motivations and interests where the non - op anti-marxists like Ulam and
Conquést see innocent emot§ens.

This would suggest an inséluble problem: a cultural quéct can

only be grasped as an object from outside, but the object can only

be grasped from inside, that culture. But perhaps an awareness of the
existence of the dichotomy will make available insights that might

otherwise escapes.
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The Historians' Assessment

I ahall first consider estimations of the text made by
historians : that is, by those seeking to account for caﬁseé and
explanations of the Russian Revolution and its subsequent development,
and the relation of lLenin and his ideas to that process. The authors
are both marxist and non-marxist, but what they have in common is
that they partake of a discourse on what happened, and why, and are
thus distinguished from those we shall consider later as contributors
to the °‘political' discourse. They will be‘identified by an approach
that, in contrast, takes the events the historians discuss as a ‘given!,
and seek to determine the relevance of that complex hist orical ‘given'

to a contemporary political problems.

A recent work on Lenin's political thought criticises what it
calls the "convengggl wisdom" that characterises Western discussions
of Lenin, “This is the idea that Lenin was an "instincti¥e politician"
whose ability and willingness to grasp opportunities and mqnipulate
situations meant that as a theorist he was "“inconsistent, unorthodox,

and vacillating, and by these tokens comparatively unimportant'., (Z1) -

Harding's deécription is not inaccurate, although his contention
that "Lenin's economic and social analyses provide the clud to
coherence and consistency in his more expressly political strategies"
is not sucessfully demonstrated. As we shall later see, perhaps it

could not be.

Cenceptions of this text among the authors criticised by Harding
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varys they range from suggestions that it ik sincere but unconnected
to anyfhing that later transpired, to thoselthat discover in it
vather less sincere motives, and find that the democratic instincts
it espouses werse a mask for something less attractive. Conquest

finds both the conterk and the intention of the taxt hard te fault:

"The thesis presented in The State and Revolution is
far from an ignoble one ..., the booklet was not published
before the Revolution, so therse can be no question of it
being a piece of intellectual demagoguery ... It is not
the product of anything so crude as hypocrisy ... but rather
of the paradoxss, the ambivalence of Lenin’s whole political
nature," (#2)

This, despite the fact that Conquest may be considered one of the
commentators most out of sympathy with Lenin's thought and achievements,
Wilson's classic work on the originsg and dsvelopment of

Bolshevism dismisses the piece with rather less sympathy:

YHe had given so little thought to the ultimate goals
of socialism ... that when ... he tries to formulate soms
notions of the subject, he can only look it up in Marx and
Engels and repeat the meagre indications of .the ‘Critique
of the Gotha Pragramme' in respect to inequality of wages --
and the withering away of the state. -There is nothimg in
The State and Revolution except the gqualified utopianism of - -
his masters." (223) -

Ulam construes the work as more\§erious in its selection of
texts and ideas than Wilson has allowed,. He atresases the fact --
that this was not something carelessly 'thrown off' in the heat
of the moment, under the pressure of events:

... the length of its preparation and Lenin's extrems
solicitude that the work be complated even if he were to be
Spumpad off' indicates that this is not a mere propaganda
pamphlet addressed to the needs of the hour.” (24)

Yet be clearly cannot locate the work comfortably in the Lenin

he knowss:
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%, ., MO work could bs more unrepreéentative of the

author®s political philosophy and his gensral frame of

mind than this one ... The unfortunate pamphlgt is slmost

a straightforward profession of anarchism,” (2¢

Ulam does not suggest that the work is %imsincere’, But, in
contrast to Harding's approach, he finds that the conditions of =
partieular political moment can dictate the contant of Lenin's
*thaory’, Rather than his politics flowing from a consistent and
coherent social and economic analysis, the demands of politics, of
the imminent revolution, impose upon lenin the need for a particular
. mode of theorising:

. ".so in the revolution, in the struggle for power,

marxism subsists and congusra by an appseal to ths

anarchistic instincts ..., Such was Lenin’s absorption in

the doctrine and its psychology that wpon coming te power

he could pass, as if unconsciously, from a denigration of

the state to its staunch defence." (36

Liebman seems to disagree with Ulam'’s estimate of the importance
Lenin attached to the work, a necessary move:pérhaps in a book
which attempts a sustained defence of -Lenin®s -politicss

"It must be emphasised that The State and Revolution is
an unfinished work, the writing of which was interrupted at
the end of the summer of 1917 so_that the author might engage

in less theorstical work and prepare for the imminent coming.(27)
of the state that would be born from the revolution."

0On the doctrine of the ?smashing of the state® Lenin advances,
according to Liebman, "nothing that was not in conformity with Marxist
doctrine." Liebman does, however, consider that on other issues
tenin makes an original cantribution, On the building of socialist
society, Lenin "advancing beyond the realm of classical marxism
ventured ..., into the unknown and dangerous territery in which
(28)

eriticism of society gives way to constructive work,"

and, on this count, Liebman judges the work a failure, and a dangerous



s -0

one at thats He is a remarkably sympatheticcommentator, but feels
compelled to underline the consequences of the ‘unfinished® nature
of the work: it shouss
"ooo glaring weaknesses where one of the most important
and difficult problems is concerned, namely that of the
dictatorship of the proletariat ... it is surprising to sse

how lightly Lenin dealt with it ... here was a boolt that

needed to be completed and developed, since, as it stood, it

was silent about, or else overlooked, or sven dodged, the

gigantic problems that the building of socialist society must
necessarily ancounter.® (2ﬂ)

Liebman then briefly indicates what appear to him as problems
in the application of such ideas to @ complex society, But he comes
to concur with Ulam®s emphasis on the effect of the political moment:

"A democratic inspiration lies at the heart of Lenin’s
vision at the time, and gives it its ®immodsrate® character.

This is the mark of the period,.." (30

The critics so far discussed have maintained an essantially
generous interpretation of the work, = The practical implications -
for a mass democracy, for real powsr to the soviets — were genuinely
conceived by Lenin as the aim of the revolutionary procass, Albedg
the work was inconsistent with all of Lenin's fhuught so far, and was
to be effectively negated by his subs;duent actions, it was a simple
response to the spirit of the times, an infatuation with the vibrant
creativity displayed by the Russian people,

Others have suggested more considered and less ingenuous motives
behind the work, Schapird baldly asserts thats

"It is unlikely that the more utopian parts of this

represented Lenin's conviotions,® (3\)

He does not attempt to define more specific motivations,

Daniels is similarly dismissive in his concurrence:
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"The book reads like a manifesto of left-wing Bolshevism,
and indeed, that is its real significanca. To consider The
State and Revolution as the basic statement of Lenin®s
political philosophy = which non-communists as well as
communists usually do = is a serious error, Its argument
for utopian anarchism never actually became official policy
after the revolution, as the Soviet leadership has always
pretended,..® (33)

1t can, however, be suggested that the ‘over-emphasis’ on the
libertarian mode in the text was deliberate, Firstly, it can be
considered as part of a longstanding ‘debate: the debate within
the international soeialist movement initiated by the ‘betrayal? of
the social=democratic parties of Eurape in August 1914, Thus
'EoHo Carr also appreciates the significance of the °momant°g but
for him the mament is defimed not only by the imminence of revolution,
but also by the need to settle the issues raised by the split in the
international movement. For Lenin, these issues bore directly on the
likely outcome of the 1917 events, and laék of clarity on them eould
constitute a danger to the success of the revolution, The classical
flarxian concept of the state had contended with two deviations since
being propounded by -Marx and Engsls: the ‘reformist’ which did not -
consider that the clas§ nature of the state ppsed a problem under - -
bourgeois democracys and the anarchi\ft0 which denied any role for a.
state in the revolutionary transformation of sociéty;;ﬁTha latter had
been a minor trend; the former was a dominant tendency, responsible.
for the volte~face of 1914, whose dangerous nature must have bsen
multiplied in Lenin®’s eyes by the conciliatory attitude of the
Bolshevik Party to the provisional Government before his return in
April, Thus €arr suggests thats

“,., it was the loyalty of the so=called social democrats
to the national state, their abandonment of the fundamental

socialist tenet of hostility to the state,which had broken the
international solidarity of the workers of Europe and driven
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them to engage in fratricidal strife at the behest of the ruling
classes of their respsctive nations, . Hence the emphasis in (32)
The State and Revolution ..., was somewhat one=sided o,.%" 5

This in itself does not undermine the moral or theorstical
integrity of the text. It does not put in question; rather it
confirms, Lenin’s adherence to the soviet form, Others, houwsver,
suggest that certain absences in the text, and the incongruity of the
text itself, express a degree of 'dishonesty?; and perhaps reproduce
the consistently manipulative and opportunist character of Lenin's
politics. The soviets are a means, and a transitory one, not an end,
Hill places the emphasis on Lenin’s clear perception of the political
and social barriers that could obstruct the transformation of Russia
under a Bolshevik leaderships

"Lenin wished above all to ensure that no respect for

farmal legality, or even for a constitutionally expressed

ma jority, should prevent the Bolshevik Party from seizing

a favourable opportunity for carrying out changes which hs

regarded as essential, He was convinced (rightly, as was

made clear in October and November) that the policy of his

party represented the will of the majority of the populationg

and even if this had not been so he would have argued that the = -=

pressure of existing institutions, the.ruling class. monopoly--- -

of education and propaganda before 1917, the age-long-habits - -
of submission and obedience, weighted- the scales unduly .in
illiterate Russia, The dictatorship was -needed as a weapon ..—

against inertia, force of habit,” (34)

The authoritative historian of the Russian soviets, Anweiler,..
echoas the suggestion that Lenin's infatuation with the soviets
was a short—term, tactical position derived from the necessity to
gain state power. Previously, he had been hostile to the soviets
in 1905:

"l enin was suspicious of all spontaneocus = and to him

formless - attempts at organisation by the proletariat, (3¥)
since they would threaten his party's leadershipoo."

The change of attitude in 1917 was of a specific natures
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"As Martin Buber aptly expressed it, Lenin assimilated
the soviets inte an action programme, not into a
structural idea’, with all the idealized glorification of
the soviets as a new higher and more democratic type of
state, Lenin®s principal aim was revolutionary-strategic,
rather than social-structural.

That ¢the sovists might not only exist for the sake of
the revolution, but that, in a deeper, more elementary sense,
the revolution might 2lso exist for the sake of the soviets

did not cross his mind,

Lenin's attitude to the soviets, like Marx's approach
to the Paris Commune, was dominated by the politics of
revolution; his blueprint of the socialist soviet stats in
The State and Revolution was the theoretic justification of
the imminent seizure of power .., the s]o?an of the sousts
was primarily tactical in naturs ..."

Keep, who has retrived and translasted the available records
of the proceedings of the CEC of the Soviet in the first months
of Bolshevik power, points to what he considers to be a lack of
seriousness in Lenin’s writing, and again attributes this largely

to the demands of a strategy for powsr:

“"The theory ... left many questions obscure, Lenin
paid remarkably little attention to the operative practices
of the soviets ... he showed virtually no interest in the.
actual workings of the institutions upon which the socialist -0
order was supposedly going to rests how decisions-uwere taken... -
or how the various Soviet organs interacted at different -
levels, Nor was he disposed to forecast the attitude of “the
Bolshevik government to the Soviet movement'’s anarchistic
features which so crassly contradicted the centralist
principles to which his own party was committed. The
silence was in large part tactical: Lenin realised that by
entering into too much detail he would spoil the bright image
of the future that he was delineating .., this appealing
doctrine ... enabled the Bolsheviks to seize the initiative in
the Soviet movement.® (37)

Bahro, the Ffast German dissident, carries the arqument one step
further, for him, the actual totalitarian development of the future

Sgviet state was contained in the text. The %democratic’ arquments

lack significance, and convince only the naive,
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ML enin's The State and Revelution, representing his
immediate preparation for the capture of power, was fondly
quated against later developments by those illusionists who
held in their polemic to the traditional elements of tha
position it developed. But on ths decisive guestion it
conceives Soviet power in just the way it was then being created.®

(3%)

for Bahro this decisive question is Lenin’s emphasis on the
need to replace the smashed state machine with a new one, which will
inherit the role of ‘commanding' and ‘governing?, In the fimal pages
of the text, lenin is enthusiastically concerned to stress that what
will follow the revolution is the period of %transition?®, ands

"Until ¢the °higher® phasse of communism arrives, the

socialists demand the strictest control by socisty and by

the state over the measure of labour and the measure of

consumption ..o It follows that under communism therxe

remains for a time not only bourgeois right, but even
the bourgeois state, without the bourgeoisie, "

(39)

Bahro commentss

“Here is the unmistakeable voice of compulsion, a
compulsion directed not against the former ruling classes,
but one that can only be addrqssad to the "backward (40)
elements? of the working class and the people itsslf,"

It ﬁ;y be objected that Bahro can hardly--be-classified among - -
the "historians', He-is a political writer, a dissident marxist
writing in a %socialist' society, whﬁse.imposing book is caoncerned
- to approach the pressing political problems of that seciety., . = __
Nevertheless, I include him in this survey because he similarly is
concerned to view the object = the'egperience of Lenin and the
revolution - from outside, by means of an academic and highly
theoretical mode of uritiﬁgo In a sense he is transitional betwsen
the historical and the political moce of interrogating Lenin’s taxt,
This perhaps demonétrates the way in which the two modes are forced

to meet to give life to an appreciation of the texts and; also;, how

rare are the attempts to combine, reconcile, or transcend the two modes,
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The enthusiastic reception given te Bahro's work testifies to this.
Pérhaps the writer best qualified to sban the spacs between the

historical and political was Trotsky, Indeed, he seems uniquely
qualifiesd for this task. His mammoth ‘History of thes Russian
Revolution® represents an attempt by a central political acter %o
explain the experience in which he participated. But it is for our
PUrpoOSES 8 disappointmahtoTb Lenin®s major theoretical work of the
period, to the work that was later to gain wider credence than
perhaps any other, Trotsky devotes hardly one page out of a thousand,
He will see nothing original in the work, nothing problematical in
its origins and intentions, nor in its conseguences. Its production
was a rational act, and the work is a rational contribution to a

rational processg ;

"yith the same painstaking care which he dedicated to
thinking about practical problems of the day, he here examinses
the theoretic problems of the state, He cahnot do otheruise:
for him theory is in actual fact a guide to aection. In this
work Lenin has not for a minute proposed to introduce any new
word inte political theory, On the contrary, he gives the
work an extraordinarily modest aspect, emphasising his
position as a discipleo.® (W) - )

From Trotsky, the most ardent of Leninists, the most passionats
propagator of the centrality of Lenin’s theoriss to the task of —
revolution to which he, Trotsky, devotad his life, we have what
amounts to silence: a silence which becomes all the more strange
when it is remembepéd that one of Trotsky's centrel planks against
the Stalin tendency was tha: struggle for democracy,.

Trotsky’s silence bespeaks an embarrassment. What strange
emotions must he have had if forced to contemplate this text from
the historical shallows of 19327 His rigorous discourse, a discourse

founded agonisingly upon the need to ensure the survival of the

Soviet Union, will not allow sueh feelings to surface.
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There is no evidence that those who came to rule the Soviet
Union in the decadss after 1917 felt any different than Trotsky
about the text, But, of course, by then the society had atrophied
into the most hermetic of authority systems, The public writings
and statements of the ruling group during this period have commanded
little attention from political analysts, In a peculiar irony on
Engels?® dictum the ‘government of people’ had truly become the
Yadministration of things', The absolute srasure of any public
sphere consigned all ideology to redundancy or vacuity, The public
discourse of the ruling qroup no longer had a functions in any
society but one reduced to a hermetic administrative structure, such
public discourse is essentially a mode of negotiations of negotiating
- and rearranging the relations betwsen slites, interests; groups,
classes, fractions and parties. UWhere no such plurality of groups
exists, publiec discourse is an absurd non-sense, a ghost without
substance, oithout connection or role within the world of material -
corporeality.

Nevertheless tha»public discourse of Leninism, overflowed into
the world of Europe and Asia, and hqq its own effacts onApoliticalu
culture. And thus the text under discussion became public, claimed
a much higher profile and a more elevated stature. It affected the
destinies of nationso manipulating and restructuring political cultures
both sympathetic and hostile,

Colletti, in his 1967 defence of the text, testified to the public

carecer of The State and Revolution, He refers togs

%,.. the success of The State and Revolution throughout
the Stalin era, for more than a quarter of a century from
1928 to 1953, not only in Russia but in all the Communist
Parties of the world..." (4)

This success, was in his opinion, based upon a misreading of the
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text, a reading which suggested only that "The Revolution is viclence",
and its essential act is the smashing of the existing state machins,

He implimes that this reading was deliberately encouraged so as to
produce a soclal amnaesia about the radical-=democratic implications

of the Hviet form, It can also be arguad that the inculcation of such
an attitude toward their native state machines among Party members in
the West was wuseful to the Russian government, Practieally excluded
as they wers throughout the perieod from negotiating their role and
defending their interests through the channels of diplomacy, the
@xistence of a proletarian "Trojan Horse® to press the interaests of

the Soviet Union within these countries was invaluable,

The most resonant element of the argument throughout this peried
was therefore probably the term °the dictatorship-of the proletariat’s
as a 'slogan it matched the temper of the times, when thinking paoplé
could easily and reasonably be convinced of the need for ‘tough?
solutions to the acute problems of struggle and survival which were
ppséd throughout Europe.

The tradition which consistently -stressed the “damocratic°,aé.§'
opposed to the Pviolent’ interpretation nfvthe_tsxt_was—veryumuéhih%
dissident one. uithi; the Bolshevik Party, Bukharin .continued-to. _.
eﬁpress a respect for the ideas. Co;:h reports his opposition to - -
Lenin's attempts to curtail factory committees and sstablish
hierarchical authority in the very language of Lenin®s texts

"jt is gﬁod that the cook will be taught to govern tha

state; but what will there be if a commissar is placed over
the cook? Then he will never learn to govern the state,"

(43)

and Bukharin may be found advocating steps towards the commune-state

as late as 1928,
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Lukacs, the self—=appointed, if officially disparaged, philosopher of
the revolution, found the Soviet system an apt vehicle for the

political project of the ‘subject-object identical?,

"The Soviet system, for example, always estsblishes the
indivisible unity of economics and politics by relating the
concrete existence of men - their immediate daily interests,
atc, = to the essential guestions of society as a whole, It
also establishes unity in objective reality where bourgeois
class interests created the ‘division of labour’s above all
the unity of the °power apparatus' ... and the ‘people’ ...
Everywhere the Soviet system does its utmost to relate human
activity to general questions concerning the state, the economy,
culture, stc., while fighting to ensure that the regulation of
all such questions does not become the privilege of an exclusive
bureaucratic groupc.o® Q%+)

In contrast to the problems that writers have experienced in
relating the concepts of direct democracy in the Soviet form to .
other of Lenin's Qritings9 they fit convincingly into Lukaca'® highly
daveloped philosophical framework, Indeed it was perhaps this con-
sistency of Lukacs at the level of philosophical logic that led'Lenin
to castigate his writings as "very left wing and very poor."

? to the .

Rusmer% a French syndicalist uhoﬁuas‘conuextedﬁéoléhéVik:positiung:_
and later too opposed the Stalin regime, has testified. to the-
influence of the text in reconciling\libeﬁarian tendenciesto
Bolshevism and the ‘dictatorship of the prolatariat°o(45$

Subsequently The State and Revolution found for itself a place in the

radical tradition that has been sustained, Max Schachtman, in 1950

quite distanced from the Russian experience, argued thats

"The principles of Seviet democracy, which were set farth.
. by Lenin in 1917 and 1918, especially in wht will remain the
classic work on the subject The State and Revolution remain an
unassailable contribution to the socialist struggle for freedom.”

(46)

Two decades later, Colletti expresses the same sentimentsgs



. =Fo

"Marxist literature since PMarx knews nothing that eould
gven remotely compete with the seriousness of the critique
of parliament contained in The State and Revolutiong nor, at
the same time, anything pervaded with such a profound democratic
inspiration as that which animates Lenin’s text from beginning
to end.” (47)

Not long after Colletti wrote his assessment, there éeccurpred
developments which at once revived and problematised the arguments

of The State and Ravolution, As Colletti has indiecated, thse text

set the culture of the radical camp for several decades through to
the fifties, But by that time a process of evolution had occurred
which had shifted the official communist movement toward a much less
negative estimation of the institutions of the bourgeois polity,
Various 'roads to socialism® had been legitimised which sought to
take account of "national characteristics?, Posed in this wayy the
change was gubtle, and perhaps not total; the reassessment of
democracy was a product of tactical necessities, and tied very much
to the historical specificities of particular cultures, However, in
the mid=1970°s, in the light of the constant inability of Communist
Parties to attain power in the west, and the constant inability of
state regimes in the East to reform themselves in a democraticA

-

direction, a debate broke out which perforce involved an assessment _ .
~

-

of- Lenin and Lenin's texts, This was the "Eurocommunism?--debate,
and the argument for a time centred on-whether toV;B;ndon the slogan
and concept of "the dictatorship of the proletariat?,
In such a climate, it is, paradoxically, not easy to escape the
sway of Lenin’s ideas, | When his concept of °dictatorship’ is
' abandoned, his concepts of %democracy’ can gain in influence,
Colletti has provided fhe interpretation which can justify this,
.For Colletti, little time need be apent on the most primitive

level of analysis and criticism in Lenin, The insistence that the
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gtate is in the last resort "bodies of armed men’ is werth noting
only as o statemsnt of fact, not an analytical point, Vo see this,
and its prescription to "smash the old state machine® as ths nub of
the argument is to miss the point, Collatti himself refers to the
image conjured up by Lenin’s mode and emphasis in writings Yooo
revolution ... in its most slementary and external featuress thse
capture of the Winter Palace; the Ministry of Interier in Flames,
the arrest and execuiion of the political personnel)l of the old

(+2)

government." He goes on to supggest “all this may tske place,
but it is not the sssential point®,

What is the sssential paint? Colletti’s argument is about
control, And it centres on the problem of control of governmental
ingtitutions not simply as an ethical choice, but-as an essantial
alement that makes possible the conceptions of a socialist soecial
organisation. Ffor a political or technical elite to exarcise control
of the "bodigs of srmed men’ would Fulfil the requirsments for the
termination of the old class.rule: but would answer no questions
about what was to replaqg it, ~ ~ Colletti advances & cehsraent-and
logically satisfying arg&ment which bases itself on a distinctibduple§4¥;-

.-

" of problems concerning the relationgt%p between parliamant an@-@theg;:_.
entities, Therfirst rgiationship is bétueen pafiiamehtvandeﬁa.sbcial._._
relations of prnductign*that_constitute»a capitalist~ﬁ@c§§tyo The

second relationship is that between parliament and the subaltern

classes, The most-obvious, yet most superficial, critique of

parliament, arques Colletti, is that which concentrates on the
relationship between parliament and electorate. This is & simple

problem of structures one vote every five or so years, lack of

accountability of representatives and so ong and, by the same

token, a problem of the corruptability of parliament - what Collestti

desbribes.ase
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‘“electoral frauds, trasfomismo (absorption of radicals by

the establishment)s 'pogk=barrelling’, Ysoiltogoverno!

(form of party Fohtr9l over the ?dministrative process that (qq)

escape from legislative and parliamentary control)g‘@tcoW

All that way, and clearly does, take place, but it is not the
point, For it would, for Collettli, be theerstically possible for
a pafliamentary governmant to exist which had recallsble f.Ps, the
most representative bf electoral systems, a complete absance of
frauds, cheating, bribing and propaganda, and for this not to be
genuine democracy but the most perfect expression of the dictatorship
of the bourgeoisis,

For Colletti the relationship between the working class and
parliament is subordinat@.to the problem of the relationship of
parliament to the social relations of production, The heart of the
matter is not the independence of the state apparatus = whether in
its repressive, ideological, or purely administmtive forms = from
parliament, but the independence of capital from parliament. This,
he would suggest, is not a purely. contingent independence, resulting
from the-manner in which the - institutions may.:have historically_
devaloped° It is much rather an imm:nent independence. - .If itf&eie
purely contingentgVparliament.couldégy.tsa passing of laws extend its
domain to include capitaly -as -it-is an imminent independence, i.e.
as the inability of bourgeois democracy- to dominateicapiggi ie -
inhérent in the nature of the two entities; bourgeois democraecy does
not contain the possibility of subordinating and disciplining'capitalg
and thus of running it in the interests of the subaltern classes. It
could not do éd even if it wanted to, i,e, even were there the

equivalent of a Bolshevik government with a parliamentary majority.

For it is in the process of praoduction that the ksy %to capitalist

society, the production of surplus value, lies. Yet it is precisely
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within the production process, by the very nature of that procsss
itsel?; that the existence of exploitation is obscured, In Marx'®s
words, the relationship betwsen exploiter and exploited becomes a
‘mysterious thing', Bourgeois democracy ean only exist becauss
capita} rules social life unperceived and uncontrelled, Because’
of the fetishized nature of the production process, a2 society whose
central dynamic is exploitation can convince itself that it proceeds
by the rule of reason, of freedom, and of equality. In Collettif’s
language, the essence of the "revisionist and reformist™ prostration
before bourgeois democracy is that:
“For Marx, modern social inequality or capitalist ex-—
ploitation occurs simultaneously with the fullest develop-=
ment of juridical .—political equalitys here, on the contrary,
juridical=political equqlity = and -hence the modern representative
state - becomes the instrument for the progressive elimination
and dissolution of real ineque.xlitiesp which seem arbitrarily (o)
produced rather than an organic -consequence of the system as sucho?
Because of the peculiar, uniqua, and critical nature of the dis-
juncture between capital and democracy; the relationship between
deomocracy and the‘proletariat»can?%or capital bé-quite fieXiblao-;_~-
Thus the parliamentary form can only reinforce capitalist pousr.
That is not to deny the possibilit9 qég necessity of strugéla in the
parliamentary arena to.reveal tha‘contradictions that exist within it,
-;ﬁd between it and the task of socialist transformstion - But so long
as a uorking class formulated its poliﬁcal perspective in terms of a
parliamentary project, so long would that working class beegually
still distant from the appreciation of its fundamental social slavery
and impotence, The project of confronting and overcoming the
relationship of exploitation had to;, at one and the same time, be

the project for the rejection of parliament as an adequate, or aven

useful, vehicle for this project.
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Colletti insists that The State and Revolution is essentially

directed to s recognition of the substantial nature of this problem,
The "technical' problem of structure referred to above is subardinate,
sven though the answer to the problem will be found in what appear as
technical measures:
"Wwhat is essential to the revolution is the destruction of

the diaphragm that separates the working classes from power,

the emancipation and self=determination of the former, the

transmission of power directly into the hands of the peoplecco

for Lenin, the revolution is not only the transfer of power from

one class to another, it is also the passage from one type of

power to anothers for him the two things §o together because

the working class that seizes power is the working class that

governs itself," (si

And the corollary: the working class that cannot govern itself
is a working class that is not capable of sezing power,
Parliament, because its basic constituent element is the individual®
citizen, divorced from his or her position in the process of
production, is the suecinct expression of the subordination to, and
ignorance of, the rule of capital, The Soviet form, because it re-
constitutes the atomised individual as-a member-of a class-standing in.
a specific relation to the process of production, and in so .doing

implicitly and limpidly states the exploitation relationship, is
B, ~.

the only form that can express the political struggls fﬁat will over=
throw capital, A socialist gouernment'uhose lineaments are those of a
struggle directed essentially toward and within a parliamentary
institution will be the product of a struggle that has been deformed,
directed into the parliamentary mentality, Thus will the old circle
of explbitation and depéndence reassert itself,

It is unlikely that an assessment could be penned today that
found the implications of Lenin'’s argument so unambiguous, But many

of the contributions to the 'Eurocommunism’ debate take the argument

little further than that in which Lenin was engaged sixty years ago,
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Three gexts will illustrate this well, The difficulty in escaping
the heéemony of Lenin is expressed in the céution'uith which criticism.
is often addressed, To begin with an advocate of the Eurocommunist
position, the General Secretary of the Spanish Communist Party, Santiago
Carillo, In ‘Curocommunism and the State® he is delicates
"The tendency to emphasise what is of paramount importance

at the given moment, even with the danger of exaggerating it,

to the extent of making ons=sided and excessiva generalisations,

is, 1 believe, appéren? in sam? of Len%n“s writingsg.on the eve(ga)

of the October Revolution and in the midst of the Revolution..o

Carillo®s argument on the substance of the issus is obseure and
somewhat tenaantiouso He chooses to take issue with a minor and sub-
sidiary argument in Lenin’s text, and not ts‘confront the actual critique
of bourgeois institutions, the purposes of this critique, and the
alternative which is suggested. Consaquently9 despite his valuable
defence of specific institutions (e.g. universal suffrage pp,91-95)
in the light of the tragic experience &f Eurcpe in the twentisth
century, his argument fails to take the measure of the real powsr of
the texts the way it aréiculates a critique of the limikations-on"; —
human freedom and Ffulfilment which can, arguably, be attributed to-
the restrictgd nature of bourgeois dqﬂpcraqyo

The respanse to the Eurocommunist argument can not, howsver, be
'séid to express appreciably more creativity and sensitivity, Probably
the most authoritative defence of a traditional position was developed
by Balibar in a book published in 1976, This was intended as a con-
tribution to the debate in the French Communist Party which led to the
dropping of the term ’dictatorship of the proletariat?, 'The
Dictdorship of the Proletariat! is a disappointing piecs of intellsctual
work (appearing to do little more for Lenin than Lenin did for Marx and
Engsls, i.e0 a rathet-lengthy exegesis and restatement of the original

text in uncompromising terms)o It is concerned to stress the continuing



relsvance of the concept of Ydictatorship® rather than any inhereﬁtly
democrétic themes.

Balibar's book is unlikely to have gained much credibility were it
not implicitly based upon fhe work of Althusser that preceded it.
Althusser had already constructed an allegedly much more sophisticatsd
analysis of the contemporary capitalist state than had been availabile
to Marxists hitherto, and this analysis provided the intsllectual
Justification for restoring the threatensd concept of ‘dictatorship
of the proletariat? to its former authorfty. In the essay °Ideology
and Ideological State ApparatuseSQ(SS) Althusser noted that the
classical Marxian characterisation of the state as an instcument of
class repression, although gorrect; nesded supplementing. The -
necessary supplement was the concept of °IH@01ogica1 State Apparatuses?,
That is, if the function of the state was the reproduction of the
conditions of production, it achieved its aims by ideological means
as well as by coercion,

Alongside the repressive arms stands a panOpﬁy of ideological
ingtitutions, This in itself -hardly represents.-an -original con-___ .
tribution to political sociology, ,Rny acquaintance uwith the twentieta
century state reveals that it has deggloped major functions, which, .
whatever their specific role, serve to st;engthen the commitment of
the populace to that state, and thereby to stasilisa the existing
political and socio-economic structures, Leaving aside the complex
of problems associated with representative democrécy9 which might be
legitimately excluded as conceptually different, the state apparatus
as such clearly now has a crucial investment in the areas of economic
management and welfare pmovision. In terms of costs these outweigh
the repressive apparatus, and in terms of effectiveness in sscuring

social stability their indispensdbility is obwvious,
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Althusser is, however, not concerned to note thess developments,
The ithitutions that he identifies as the ﬁideological state
apparatuses” arer quite different, being: the Churchesg the
education systems the family; the legal system; ¢the political
systems the trade union movement; the communications mediag and
the cultural domain,

Critical thought stands somewhat benumbed by this coup de thsatrs,

Refusing any intellectual discrimination or empirical verification,
Althussexr has simply included in his list practically every extant
social institution, (His omissions are baffling. The aonly elements
not included in his list are those very structures that have undeniably
become pért of the state apparatus in the twentisth century: the
welfare system and the economic management structures), The economy,
of course, remains an independent domain for it is the capitalist
economy which this panoply of state institutions is intended to
service, 1t would indeed be hard to conceive of a more ludicrous

way of resolving the problems of political sociology,

But what can be the purpose of:-such a ploy? WNotwithstanding the -
ignorance Althusser displays of social reality, the barbarism with
whieh he apprpaches sqciolpgical theg{y, and the disdain he bestows ... ..
upon socielogical research, the argument achieves its purpose, By
an act of the;£§9 he has accomplished the absorption of civil society
into the state; he has in fact abolisﬁed civil society by the simple
expedient of redefining the state as including everything except the
capitalist economy. This .solves a lot of problems, Specifically
it solves the problem of the Soviet Union, It subverts criticism
that in the Soviet Union the state is identical with society, i.e.
no inétitution exists which is not part of the state, no activity

gecurs which is not directed at the state and made to serve its

purpose, .Althusser now demonstrates that exactly the same sﬁate of
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affairs obtains in tho capitalist societies, Consequently, the

USSR can be seen to be & superior social formation, because at

least the economy is socialised, Thus Althusssr can restrict

his criticisms of the USSR to muted complaints about °personality
cults®, HMore significantly for his present purposes, the argument

for the dictatorship of the proletariat is restored, The populaticns
of the capitalist states must realise that they already live under a
dictatorship; that what they thought was private is in fact publicg
what they believed to be public is in fact a tool of the staf.en A1l
concepts of democracy, private 1life, civil rights, voluntary
associations, are consequently simply false consciouénesso What we
think are purs, and thaerefore worth protecting; are in fact already
theirs, There can be no purposs in seeking to maintain them, Thus
is the totalitarian state intellectually (although hardly convincingly)
lesgitimated,

But other alternatives to Eurocommunism are similarly muted in
their innovative attempts. Henri weber; in "Eurocommunism, Socialism
and Democracy® articulate; a‘radical,ahd’anti=5talinist.tréditiOn and
asks? - .

®yho today would deny that.the Leninist theses on-. .- %)
democracy and socialism present certain -excesses and -lacunas?"

He argues that Lenin®s denunciation of °bourgeous democracy’ was
a case of "bending the stick?. Nevertheless his judgemsnt on the

guestion of institutions is ultimately uncomplicated - and unchanged:

" .. the historical conditioms that produced the geood old
days of parliamentarism have now ceased to exist. It is
really another institutional system which has te be built = one
that will allow the distribution of power at the base of society
and the active participatian of the workers in managing their
own affairs ..o In the articulation of parliamentary and council-
type institutions, the reality of power must pass to the latter.”

(<)



. ~hg—

Mow can Weber, from the standpoint of his tradition, so
confidently reaffirm the heritage of Lenin% It is beeauss he
refuses any problems inherent in the structure of Soviet institutions,
The problems that have in the past led te the collapss of such
institutions into the authoritarian state are weaknesses in the
populace, not weaknesses in the structures, The.implications af
this proposition are clear;, as are its intimate connections with
authoritarian practices; democracy shall not be constructed to
meet tha needs of the people, bui the people shall be reconstructed
to make possible the functioning of the selected institutions.

This is @ course simply a muted version of tha aécount which
atéribUtas the disappsarance of democrapy in the USSR to objective

conditions: the culture of tha population could hpt sustain its

e say (that power must~pass?}ha councils) ... in full
awareness of the difficulties involved in the establishment
and functioning of socialist democracy., Such dsmocracy
must entail the reduction of working time by at least a half =
otherwise the workers will have neither the energy nor the
leisure to manage the economic units and the state. It alsop — -
entails satisfaction of the citizens basic needs; relative . --
consolidations of the new social order ...3 - ® high level ‘of. -~
working class culture, skills, and consciousness; democratic -
traditions praofoundly rooted in-every sphere of social lifa,
and so ono®

.

This whole argument then begs the questinnzaé to how democracy
is to be obtained and maintained in the p;riod before these ideal type
conditions are available, The argument replicates the whole problematic
of democracy in the Soviet Union hnder Lenin, and fails to advance

beyond it, Thus the potent appeal of The State and Revolution is

once more testified,
what is the significance of these three contemporary textss
Carillo’s, Balibar's, and Weber’s? Clearly they will not represent

all the contributions to the present discussion, all the comments that
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have been made, the criticisms advanced,the developments and insights
achisved, The purpose of citing‘the texts here is not to suggest

that contemporary debate. is limited te these parameters and no more,
Rathag, they are sypptomatic: of how the text can still dominate and
bound thrse intellectually respectable and sesemingly distinct discourses
on problems of democracy§ and, further, howuw each'interpretationg oy
appreciation, of thaf text, can reinforce ths failure of its own
discourse to communicate with the other two and thus reinfores what

are essentially partial appropriations of the substantive problem,

The three contributions are singled out as exemplary because sach
represents the way in which specifically politicael traditions of
analysis (i.e. those which in some way acknowledge and seek to
adapt Lenin’s heritage for the resolution of contemporary politieél
problems) appear to engage in a repetitidn without development,

Each in its own way is trapped in terms of discussion and thinking

initiated by Lenin himselfs each consequently doss not- grasp what

i¢ is in Lenin that confronts their particular problamatic as a problem.
Carillo articulates a.classical~social=dem0ptatie traditions he -—

desires socialism and believes that possgssion of stata'pogér is -

necessary to achieve it. He wants, however, the efficacy and_innate
e o
value of western European institutions to be reconsidered and-
appreciated. His argument is-directed against the term °dictatorship
of the proletariat® with its authoritarién implications of a monolithic
and irremovable one=party regime, But he attacks Lenin®s theory on
its weaknesses and nat on_its strength, He leaves untouched ite
articulation of dissatisfactibn with the formal limits of parliamentary
democracy, its expression of libertarian aspirations, its insistence

on the state forms in which those aspirations can bs embodied, - Im

this way Carillo fails to grasp and engage the issues which opposing



» ={0‘“°

radical traditions consider to be essentialy the inefficacy of
parliahents as instruments of political parficipation and social
transformation, and the possibility (central to the broadest
radical tradition) of a truly egalitarian, emancipated, and self-
geverning society.

Balibar is in no less of a trap. He articulates a traditional
cancept of the problem: not democracy, but power is the issus,

_ The concern for institutions which can guarantes démocracyo central

to both the traditions represented by Carillo and Weber, is one he
does not share. He represents a tradition on which the %degeneration?
of ths Bolshevik regime has had little impact, and thus suggested ne

problemss Thus he simply refuses thes praoblem that occupies the otherss

®.00 the necessary _pelitical foundations and the
principal aspect of all these forms is what we can call
mass proletarian democracy, WNow this kind of demoeraey
cannot be decreed, it cannot be ‘guaranteed®, in shert,
it does not depend mainly on institutions,howsver much
freedom may characterise them; but it can be won, at tha
cost of a hard struggle, if the masses intervene in person
on the political scene." (§7)

Balibar expresses a consistent refusal to.consider the impactf_;jf-f
of Bolshevik autocracy -on European pelitical thinking. He criticisas
‘the Eurocommunist position on its weak points - it does ndt»6§§é: a
clear means of achisving stats-power, or guarantee that a-party will - -
be able to retain power in order to effect soeial transformation, and
contain its enemies while so doing, But he fails to appreciate its
strong points the experience of fascism and @ommunism brought a naw
réspect for democracy as éohething not lightly to bé;dismissed or
dismantled, Carillo is aware of what can be the dsvastating effects
of a disregard for democratic imstitutions, To Balibar,democracy is
still suspect, still a term with flavours of prostration before
beurgeois ideology = or utopian leftism,

Weber °s position completesthis eternal triangle of mutual in-
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comprehension, Gn the issue of power, he is blind to the problem
that his argument has dispiayed a record of success far less than
that retrieved by Carillo; certainly an absence where Balibag's
tradition registers marked success. lWeber further cannot grasp the
telling point of Carillo’s arguments whereas bourgeois democracy has
dhown an ability to sustain and replicate itself in the post=1945
period, there is no example of Soviet or council based regimes being
capable of avoiding the collapse into the authoritarian statsg
indeed, neither is there real evidence of such a strategry approaching
seriously the problem of obtaining power., Thus Carillo’s argument
guarantees democracy, if not powerj Balibar's guarantees power if
not damocracy. \Weber!s promises ngither - but promises both.

This argument is not intended as a critique of radical strategies,
and no judgement will be made betwsen them. My point is to suggest

the contemporary status of The State and Revolution: ope of exarcising

a peculiarly hegemonic power over the radical debate on democracy and
the stat®e a status it has held since it was written, All participants

?e@f they-must acknowledge, -contain, affirm, or.adjust Lenin's-ideass _.. .

none can escape them, ‘No real rupture -is_ possible, --—

-

On_Reading Texts: A Hermensutic Slution? -

It is perhaps only a human failing .to believe that where there_is
8 problem , there must be 3 solution, Perhaps @ product of the
scientific cultureg and the way the methods of science have beeﬁ
somewhat vulgarly appropriated by non-practitioners, there iea a constant
temptation to assume the existence of solutions.ngt too far from one's
immediate grasp. This gives the whole political discourge an air of
confidence that some would suggest is increasingly misplaced,
Poulantzas, in a uniqus and moving conclusion to his last book,

expressed in full measurs the anguish that confronts thosa who believe

.
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in a more real form of democracy and socialism, yet at the same time
refuse to accept the traditional easy @xpladations and rationalisations
of the twentieth certury experience, Poulantzas lays bare the problem,

and itsssemingly insoluble conflictse

" enin’s principal thrust was not at firet ¢owards a
variant of authoritarian statism ... the original guiding
thread of Lenin®s thought was, in opposition to the
parliamentarism and dread of workers councils characteristie
of the social-demoeratiec current, the sweeping replacemant of
Iformal’ representative democracy by the ‘real?, direct
demacracy of workers eouncils ... This leads me to the real
guestion, Was it not this very line ..., which prineipally
accounted for what happened in Lenin®s lifstime in the
Soviet Union, and which gave rise to ths centralist and @?3)
statist Lenin whose posterity is well enough known?®

There is no straight road out of such a realisation, Pgulantzas

concludes his books

"It can naturally always be argued, in the name of realism
(either by proponents of the dictatorship of the proletariat
or by the others, the orthodox neo=liberals), that if democratic
socialism has never yet existed, this is because it is impossible,
fMlaybe. We no longer “share that belief in the millenium founded
on a few iron laws concerning the insvitability of a democratic~ .
socialist revolutiens -nor do we enjoy the support of a fatherland
of democratic socialism, .. But one.thing is certeins :.socialism ...
will be democratic or it will not-be-at-all, -—What dis mors-l --
optimism about the democratlic resed to socialism should not-lead
us to consider it as & royal road, smooth and free of risk. -

Risks there are, although they are no longer quits what they'used'ff'“

to be: at worst, we could be héBBing for camps and massacres -as-
appointed victigs. But to that I reply: if we weigh up the
risks, - that is in any case preferable to massacring other people..
only teo end up ourselves beneath the blade of a Committee of (Sﬂ)
Public Safety or some Dictator of the proletariat,
In his preceding pages, Poulantzas discusses the way that he
conceives the responsibility of lenin's ideas for the Russian state
of affairs, He suggesté that the original intent of the concept
tdictatorship of the proletariat’ was strategic, and that subssguent

interprettions were of a similar nature, Thus the concept was bound

to end up an instrumental one, and no more, The Soviets were to become
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"npt so much an anti--state as a parallel state®, It can,
nevertheless, be argued that howsver non=instrumental the purpeosae
of Soviet forms may be, those forms themselves contain certain in-
adeduaci@s which will subvert any particular intent; These in=
adequacies are at once more profound, and yet Far simpler, than
those suggested by Poulantzas,

But, apart from anything else, the tone of Poulantzas® comments
hege is crucial, Its anguish is the anguish of an awarenesss of the
living consequences of Lenin that confronts those with an interest
in emancipation, It is from this that we might approach a suitable
interpretation of Lenin’s text, and escape the limitations of
gritique expressed in Adorno's concept of the immanent  and the
tranacendent,

Adorno’s attempts to define an escape from tha unacceptable
consequances of both these forms of.critique = dialectical
eriticism —~ appears unconvincing, The form of this dialectical
eriticism is vagues -ig must guard against Yperversion into delusionq,r
and, on the other hand, Senthrallment in the cultural objectle -1& -
must succumb tb neither -'the cult. of-the mind?, nor to "hatred of -

the mind?, The cultural critic must “both participate in culture

R >

and not particibéte o | These'are~pre:§utionary admoﬁitiénsuthét
amount to little in the way of an alternative. a
Perhaps the weakness of Adorno'’s alternative may be traced to the initi;
definitign of the immanent and transcendent, His rejection of the
. available transeendent critique is; clearly; wholehearted and sincereg
but it is not absolute. He asserts that “the traditional "¢ranscendent
#(6R),

eritique of ideology is obsolete s perhaps some different form of

granscondent critique is still relevant and possible? And thers

¢ wy @mphgsiso
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are examples of its reappearance in his later work, sometimes to
ludicrous and °barbaric’ effect. Thus in 'his 1963 critique of
sxistentialism he is loftily dismissive of problems considered by
Heidegger and others, His response to the problem of the shserxr
contingency of the life of the individual, in the context of a
reality that is disturbing, and ultimately fatal, is to rssort to
the most simple and supercilious of Marxian solutions, Heidsegger
proposes the "“needs for residences™ as one of the great difficulties
of contemporary man: the anguished rootlessness of the children of
the enlightenment, Adorno responds:

"However, that which announces itself, in the game about
the need for residences, is more serious than the pose of
existential seriousness, 1t is the fear of unsmployment,
lurking in all citizens of countries of high.capitalism,

This is a fear which is administratively fought off, and
therefore nailed to the platonic firmament of the stars, a (3)
fear that remains even in the glorious tiges of full employment.®
What is this but an example of a 'Diamgt® reductionism that
would have earned any other writer Adorno’s rebuke?
It is arquable that the inability-to find a more comfortable and .
serious stance for cultural-criticism derives-from the continued™

presence in Adorno’s thought of the transcendent critique as the
- -
final arbiter of social phenomena, The inheritance of the Hegelian. . :

search for absolute knowledge is arguablﬁ_ﬁrESant at a profound and-
unstated level throughout his career. Even for»a social critic of
Adorno's sophistication, such a commitment may readmit through the
back door a crude marxism which has bgen assertively dismissed via
‘the front, His profound dist;ste for the age in which he lived -
summed up by the 'dialectic of enlightenment’ thesis and the alleged

¢ransformation of the whole world around him into & dull and

manipulative positivity = lef€ him with a yearning for transcendent



, -5¥.
critique, a yearning that, as hg himself would be the first to
recognisag'could not possibly be fulfilled,

Some kind of solution to this problem may, however, be availabile
by moving beyond Adorno's somewhat simple dichotomy, The immanent
ang transcendent critiques may be accepted as ideal types, but may
be supplemented by a realization that the possibility of genuine

gritique lies within the terrain that separates the two. It is

necessary to abandon the idea of transcendent critique as a methodological

possibility, and occupy the gap it leaves with a realization of the
historicity of all knowledge,

This may be appreached by the patﬁ of hermeneutics, The tasl
of hermensutics is the sams as Adorno'’s cultural criticism: ¢to
interrogate texts and historical or cultural artifacts, and find
some standards by which te assess them., The original hermensutic
project was itself critical. It originated in the Protestant
Reformation, which was confronted by the problem of the interpretation

of Biblical-texts, The Catholic church claimed that theoriginal

‘ fragmentary scriptures wsere -obscure in.theizr-meanings. Their

interpretation, therefore,could only be ensured by raliance uponifhalﬁ

" @stablished tradition of interpfetation, which was embodied and

inséitutiunalised in the Catheolic Church, To ground their oppositional
anb critical practice, therefore, the Lutherans had to pressnt a mode
of reinterpreting the scriptures which could -derive a universally
valid interpresation from the fraagmentary texts themselves,

The nub of the problem of interpretation defined by this historical
conflict is thiss there is a distance between the interprefer and
his object. The initial task therefore differs from Adorno’ss for
him the problem of the immanent critique was the lack of distance

between the twe, the manner in which the interpreter was °engdlfed°



in the culture he investigated. But the éubSequent history of
hermeneutics revealed the pro#imity of this probiem to the original
project.

The Biblical hermeneuticists attempted to provide a universally
valid intezpretation of fragmentary texts by trmating a text as @
unity. A problematic single section of é work could be interpreted
from the intention and compositien of the whole, The established
linguistie usage of any time and place provided the key to obscure
passages, Grammar, philglogy, anﬁ style could further be buttressed
as the keys to a text by the appreciation of the text's own local
characteristics, and an'understanding'of historical circumstances
beeame part of the hermeneﬁtic mathodo. Such methods, of ¢09rseg are
not immune to problems of the historicity and diétanca of the
interpreter, but aid was available in the form of "thriving Christian
practice’ which provided the interpreter with a common and continuous
context in which was situated both the text and the historian himsalf,

The subsequent school of historical harmeneutiqé dealt-with these _
problqms;lbut they were necessarily. transformed. - In broad ‘terms, -the
hermenedﬁic technique.wés an attempted empathy with cultures distang -
in time., Outside of Biblical and classical .interpretation, . the.task
was rareiy ong of theAtachnical reconstruction of partial texts, but
an attemst to decipher the meaning and significance and origin‘of
texts that often were available in their entiretyo This produced é
concentration on éha context of a text rather than its content, and
in particular on thekposition of tﬁe;author in historical time,

This SQQéESth psychological reconstructions, and such reconstructions
were possible for another reason. The ®thriving Christian practice?
that aided the original biblical scholars could not be available to

the interpreter of more secular texts. Where, theny could be found
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the continuity that would guarantse some communication batween
histofian and text? This could in fact be reduced to @ non-
question, Logically, no understanding at all is possible bstween
totally strange and unconnected words, Bauman illustrates this

with 8 gsentenoe from Wittgensteins
#If lions could speak, we would not understand themow(b%)

Some ontological continuity between the historian and his object may
therefore be legitimately assumed, by the very act of cénstituting
the text as a preblamatic object to be interpreted, Thus before the
research process is initiated, some degres of understanding is
guaranteed by the initial understanding that that pafticular text
exists as an object to be interpreted° Past and present arxe thus
conjoined by some continuum which will make the meaning of the
historical act available to the investigator,

The consequance of this was articulated by Schlesiermscher, and
his contribution is summed up by Dilthey:

V ®The possibility of universally valid zntompr@tatzon canAﬂ_-;
be deduced from the nature of vnderstandings -i:-Yn this process -
the. 1nd1vidua11ty of the interpreter and that of his author do
not face each other as two- incomparable factss- - Both- have -bean
formed on the. basis of a cammoﬁ‘human natureo and. this ‘makes.
possxble the commdn ground which all men -share and which is
necessary for speech and comprehension ooo ALL individual
differences are, in the final analysis,.not determinad by
qualitatlve diversities between pesople but only by differences
of degree in their mental processes, But when the interpretar
tentatively projects his own vitality, as it were, into a
historical miligu, he is able from this standpoint mementarily
to stress and to reinforce certain mental processes, to let
others take a less prominent place, and thqs to bring about (bs)
a reconstruction of an alien 1life w&thin himself " '
Dilthey speaks of the ‘possibility of an interpretation that will

be universally valid, The distance between possibility and actuality,

howaver, is still present. WNot all historical artifacts are sccessible
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to interpretation, Thaera are moments of the past whose meaning we
cannot grasp: the failures with which hiétmry is littered, Has a
text which has no significance, othsr than the mctives and espirations
of its author, a meaning for us? Dilthey makes a crucial point when
he asserts that "only a moment of tﬁa past is meaningful insofar as

it binds the Puture,n(Eb)

Dilthey is saying that texts which have had nd impact beyoend thelr
immediate situation, which have not entered into the tradition that is
the channel of communication between us and the past, are dead texts,
Perhaps such a fate is inescapable for many human endeavours, Thera
is still, yet, a possibility that dead texts may coma to 1ife, but
such a successful resuscitation is the task ef history, not the historian,
The history of Marxism itself provides iliustration of this, It is
recognised‘that the publication of Marx’s early writings some fifty
years after his death coincided with and legitimised an entirely new
interpretation of his whole body of work, Arguably the philosophical
currents loosely grouped under the title "Western "Marxism® would not
have struck root uithout~these-textsa~;—Theirirelevanc@:tO"thefhumanist>
project of writers sinece Lukacs and-Korsch was confirmed in ﬂarcuseéé;;~—~

exdhmafion that they "put the entire theory of °scientific socialism?
~ ,

on 8 neuifooting;ﬁ(b7) Althusser”sAdeterminaﬁiono as part of ihé
restoration of scientific Mé;xismo to establish the*“éggétemological
break® that would consign these texts once again to obscurity, is a
further, negative, confirmation of their significance in this development.
But the 'accident? of: the absence of these texts, and the irony
of their eventual publication by the Moscow State Publishing House in
1932, should not suggest that their lack of signifiéanc@ prior to the
first blossomings of Western Marxism was itself accidsntal, ve need

only ask to whom these texts would have addressed themselves before

the 1920°'s and °30D's (pechaps Labriola? But who elss?) and to what
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perceived and feltrsocialy_political and historical problems they

mould.have been construed as relevant, fhus it was necessary for
‘history to do its work® on the available, comnsensus interpretation
of farx (and, conversely, for the established interpretation of Marx
to do its work on history) before the early writings could speak.
The scientific positivism of ‘iron=law’ Marxism of the Second
Iﬂternafionalv and its disinherited child, the voluntarist real-
politik "concrete analysis of the concrete situation™ Marxism of the
Third International, had to first run their course,

Both these interpretatidns worked intimately with the culture
of their timesg the optimism bestowed upon the ninetesnth century
politicians by the successes of the natural sciencesy and the bitter
desperation and millenariénism born of the catastrophe that struck the
Heart of European culture, the first world war, ﬁhly subsequently -
and then only ambng a handful of European Marxian intellectuals who
failed to partake of the enthusiasm for the costly march of Soviet
socialism - was éhe retrieval -of the themes of -an.earlier farx a
possibility, ?

The argument here is not one of cause-and-effect, but of
historical affinitieéo Lukacs?® anQ}qusqh"s return to Hsgelian-
flarxism preédated the publication of the manﬁscripts by ten years--: -
or mare (a‘lthoug;'uD given that their publication was made possible
by the despatch of the photocopied Manuscripts to Moscow by the
early frankfurt ihstituteg'it is possible that they were familiar
to certain writers before their official publicationo(egz
Obversely, it is bbvious that the texts themselves carried little
implications for those who felt no qualms about the current state

.of the socialist movement, Clearly, if the texts were inhsrently

subversive of official orthodox Marxism, the Foscow publishers would
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have thought twice about making them available, Thus, had it not

besn fbr the crisis of Marxian thought thaﬁ spanned the periocd, the
early writings would have had no more than archival sigrficance,

As indeed was the case and presumably still is with those copies that
sit in massed numbers on the bookshelves of Party members in the party—
states. Thus, texts may be available in editions of millions, and
still be dead texts.

O0f course, ®ven in the period of the birth of Western farxism the
early writings had meaning ?cf very few, It was not until the grand
public crisis of official Marxism after 1956 that the themes of those
writings found a wider audience and became effective in history., They
presented a substantial chgllehgeoat least in the West, te the
intellsctual and ethical respectability of diamat Marxism, and
indirectly, particularly via the work of Marcuse, fuelld the radical
movements of the 1960°%s,

The story may be taken one step further, A disappeintment with
the apparent inefficacy of humanist Margism-as a politics fo? the
appropriation of power may have contributed after 1968 to-a significant.
counter to Hegelian thgmes and a return to ¢he project of a °scient£§iéd
ﬁarxism %n thg work of the Althusseq&Pn school, Thus, wb;teygg_the
personal impulses behind Althusser®s writings (which, of course, all
predated the peaks of '60°s radi;:alism)9 it is probably in;;bropriate
to see the brief Althusserian hegemony after 1968 as simply & %police
action® designed to restore the authority of classical Stalinism, as

. (69)

EoPo Thompson suggests, Its renaissance has perhaps more under—
standable roots in the perceived limitations of humanist Marxism
following the radical wave of the 1960°s, and a consequent return of

the desire for a politics that can successfully address the problems of

power.
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This story of the changing interpretations of Marxism (piguantly
confirﬁad by Althusser's ins;stence upon his particular xeadings of
texts), intimately linked to/the specific historical problems displayed
by any given period, confirms the unlikeliness of readings of texts
that will give them a final apodictically true interpretation, a
genuine and final historical objectivity,

The historian, therefore, judges and assesses from his own position
of being a contemporary of a specific historical period, which has its
own definition of the meaningful and meaningless, This inescapable
particularity of any historical age may only be overcome if ope is
willing to assume a future sitwation of a different order, that is, a
situation yhere history itself has cche to an end, From the standpoint
of such an authoritative position, the historian would be able to draw
up the final balance sheet of the significance of all that which is
past, By implication, consequently, the adoption of a tele plogical
philosophy of history can provide the historian with the standpoint for
such an operation before the final .situation has itself come to pass,

1% should, however,-be clear from many parts-of-this arguﬁeﬁto both - -
the preceding pagas and those that are to follbmg that I believa:sdqﬁjéii
an assumption to be wnacceptable, bqfh mathodblégically and in-its

political and intellectual Eonsequanceso I shall-not here-attempt

to justify the rejection oé that assumption specifically, but rather
to suggest the consequences of such a rejection for the project of a
historical undersf;nding of our present taxt,

If history is characterised by changing cultures, values, and
consequently interpretations, the only possibility of an objective
understanding of history, true for all future time and place, is thse
advent of the end of history itself, If this seems unlikely, we ars

faced with the problem: is there any escape from an undifferentiated
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historical relativism? Gadamer has proposed the eigsolution of this
problem, He dismisses any claims that historical knowlsdge might

have of an absolute nature, The romantic hermeneuticists believed
that it was possible for the historian to gain a knowledge of a tesxt
that was superior to the understanding possessed by its author, They,
after all, had not only the text to study, but alse the knowledge of the
totality of the age in which the author lived, They could draw out the
impulses and constraints which produced the text, factors of which an
author at the time could be only dimly aware, if 4% all. Gadamer is,
however, content to relinquish any claim to %superior understanding?s
it is enough to say that we understand in a different way, if uwe
understand at 8110“(70) Thus he dismisses also any temptation for a
philoso phy that will provide ‘an end to history? and thus guarantee
apodictic knowledge of history,

But Gadamer does not regrat the temporal distance that separates
the historian and his text. It is not, for him, "something that must
be overcome®, For a historian to regret time and its effects is like a
doctor regmtting the fact- that the human body has a specific set of ..
organs, and wishing instead that it possessed the structural smplicity
of an amoeba, It is the complicati&gs that produce the possibility of -
knowledge, that offer the historiaﬁ ;ométhing to work on, and, by
sxtension provide human beings with thé possibility of intellact”;nd
imagination, If, at some point in the future, it were to become
possible to reveal history as transparent, no more than the workings
of a single-celled uncamplicated essence or mechanism, the consequences
~ for the human intellecﬁ woulﬁ be truly frightening. And if we are
conversely tempted by the hermeneutic antipodes of such a scientific

holy grail, we need only ask the following questions if it did becoms

possible to shed all the products and prejudices of our situation in
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present time, and enter a dialeogue with the historical text or event
compleiely on its own terms, within its omn.cultureD devoid of any
anachronistic pollutions = what then would we gain? Surely, nothing
but the collapge into immansnce; sursely, nothing that could inform
our understanding of our present, for when the observer becomes
identisal with the observed, hé is by definition qissolvad into the
object, 1t is our present that must be the driving concern of the
historians qtheruise the historian is a poor substitute for the time=
travellers of science-=fiction, and our best hope is te await the
development of the appropriate piece of technology.

Thus the atteppt to completely recapture th375pirit of a past
age and to erase the preconceptions of the contemporary age from
our questioning, is unnacessarY:

"In fact,the important thing &s to recognize the

distance in time as a _positive and productive possibility

of understanding.”{7[
That distance is not an empty gap, a 'yawning abyss®, but is filled

with historical continuity and custom,:-that Is; that uhich=ha5vprodpced’fff"‘

the objsct that now presents itself to us in a8 specific-and contemporary
wayo By tha passage of time, the ingfstégatigq“of the text is -

: pfpteeéad from possible sources of ﬂafror" = those revealed -by
etraigﬁé}oruard histaorical research, as well as those born of an -
excessively close subjective involvement uith.the text and its times
But, valuable as these gains are, they do not thersby convert a text
into a pristine objeect safely located within a securely defined
context, the "past?, This would simply return us to the comfort of
a traditional and unreflective objective history, facing an object

safely dead in the past, devoid of any ability to influence and subvert

ougz understanding through its effect on our tradition and inheritance,
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Thus ngamer insistently reasserts Dilthey“é themas a text ean havs
meaning only to the extent that i¢, itself; addresses us, Its
ability to do so derives from its vitality as & living and creative
element in our traditiong and inasmuch as it is; therefors, part of
the subject (the historian) as well as the object (the text), it will
refuse @1l claims of those who would reveal and possass its meaning gs
absolute knowledge,

Gadamer thus suggests that the passage of time may diminish the
problems described in Adorno’s version of immanent eritiques

"It is only this tempgralfdistance that can solve the
really critical question of hermeneutics, namely of
distinguishing the true prejudices, by which we understand,

from the false ones by which we misunderstand.® (72) )

But there is no final escape from prejudicss, True historical
knouleﬁge is that which takes'account of its ouwn situstion ip
history, its inevitable saturétion with its ouwn contemporaneity,
.Historical objsctivism may indéed claim some superiority to versions
of a hermeneutic method which results only in arbitrary "cosy
recreations of the pa§to"(j3) ‘But to fail to recognisar&he4.;nn
axistence of historicélly produced presuppositions in our own thought
is to "Pall short of réééhing4tﬁé£ é;ﬁfh'mhicho déébiie the Pinite .. _
néture of our understanding, could be rsached.®

Gadamer is in this way arguing for what he calls ‘effective-
history!?, Effective history escapes the complacency of the immanent
critique 'and the barbarism of‘the transcendent by being pfepared to
accept the costs that folidwfffom-not adhering to‘e;thaxo The cost
of rejecting the immanent critidue is a loss of intimacy'mith the
object: but it is not a total loss, bscause such a ¢otal loss only

occuprs if one instead adopts the t¢ranscendent critique. The cost of
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rejecting the transcendant critique is the abandonment of the
possibility of abselute truths but it does not amount to the
absence of all truth, because such an absence will arise only if
we capitulate in the face of the object, if we ars ready to accept
i¢g dn its own terms, if we relinqﬁish the entire project of critique,
i we submerge our reason in immanencs, Effective history is
capable of providing a limited truth, "To exist historically
means that knowledge of oneself can never be complete”, but "every
2q8 has to understand a transmitted text in its own way, for the
text is part of theAwhqle of the tradition in which the age takes
an objective interest and in which it seakg‘ﬁu understand itself°”(7%)

This does ndt sdlue Adorno®s problem of the criticism of

cbntempo:a;y culturél products, Lacking any geparation in time
from.his'objEcto he cannot find satisféctoryicriteria by which to
judge it, Time has not had time to elect the important and
disenfranchise the meaningless and ephemeral, It is almost in-
gvitable, therefore that the cultural critic shall confuse the
important with the trivial and arrive at-judgements that later will - -
sgem. eccentric, Bﬁt the cultural critic-has novchoiea but t@mtake

this risk, The historian's situation may provide more comfort,
. - B AR REbieR

The effeqts of history will -have done their work, and separated the
maaningfulA%fom the meaningless, |

But history does not write itself. Historians disagree about
interpretations, and ailarge part of this argument is a disagreement
with accepted interpretations, Can one interprstation = the one that
follows = claim any privilegs over the others? It is my contention
that existing interpretations have failed to trace the effect of Jhe

State and Revelution in history, and therefore its complicity in

contemporary culture, If we return to Dilthey’s axiom that "a
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moment ef the past is meaningful insofar as'it binds the future”, we
can idénti?y the mystery of Lenin's text in the corrollary:s we may
only grasp the meaning of the past by identifying how it bound the
future, i.e., our praesent, Now, in both schools of interpretation
that we have examined, such a binding is lacking, The text does not
enter into history, either due to its absurdity = an impossible
utopianism - or its innocence -a valid libertarianism betrayed by the
brutal necessities of subsequent history, or the bad faith of historical
actors, Consequently the text is either meaningless - dead, historical,
objective - , a moment in one man's biography, or excaessively
meaningful9 saturated with pganing = ip fact, sacred.

Tﬁe 'meaningless’ interpretations fall into two categories.
Firstly, the ab;u:dQ whereby not only cah no connection be established
between text and consequences, no connection can even be established
between text and author. Thus Congquest ascribes it to the
tambivalence' of Lenin'’s whole being. Wilson attributes its form

to %little thought!, Ulam regards it as %unrepresentative’ and

‘unfortunate’, Liesbman identifies ‘glaring weakneésses® that reveal-a——- —

surprising® lack of thought. -Shapiro and Daniels reinforce this

version, The text consequently had\fo meaning for its times exr

even for its author. The second version may be described as -the cynical, -

This interpretation puts the author back in control of the taxt. The
text could not mean what it said, but was a ploy directed to another
end than that revealed in the text itself, It was designed to win
the debate with the °'revisionists® (Carr), to legitimate the
dictatorship necessary to overcome the inertia of Russian society
(Hill), to legitimate the seizure of power itself (Anweiler), to
garner the political support necessary for that seizure (Keep)0 to

justify the subsequent compulsion of the population (Bahro), Thus,
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in the first interpretation, the text is opagque, allowing no meaning
to shiﬁe throughs in the second, the meanihg is distorted, but may
be deciphered by attributing deliberate and rational motivatiaons,

By contrast, the "meaningful? interpretation asserts the
transparency of the text, meaning shines through it, Put differently,
there is no meaning that is separate from the surface of the text
itself, and the text escapes interrogation because of its honesty,

The text is unassailable, and consequently, sacred, Lenin is the
channel by which the truth may express itself, And because the

truth- has not yet come to pass, it is not in history. And that.which

is not in history cannot be examined as an historical object. It has
the status of a myth, and a myth may only be told. it may not be
examiped, We may remember Levi=Strauss® definition of a myth as a
machina for the suppression of time, The mythical status of The State

and Revolution within the radical tradition has been effective in

suppressing aspects of the nature of Soviet authoritarianism, and,

indeed, the myth of The State and Revolution has ensured_that the

history -of ihe“state4andfﬂévolution :emains:unuritiaﬂo;;:Ihe history? -.-

of The State and Revolution has very little _to.do with its:origins, ==

its motivations, or its«intentiqnsfﬁ\:lt must be realised ﬁhat its -

i i ‘git d lfﬁ the ; 8 of the text;.
h;stprz is tempo?élly situated affer appFaranc- ¢ ext; nog
prior te and simultaneous with its production.~ -Only if we.can read ..

the history of The State and Revolution in the subsequent history of

the USSR and of mankind will it have a history that contains any meaning.
Thus, sixty years latéro we have the benefit of temporal distance
'from the historical text. UWhat is more, that-distance will give us
access to the effective=history of the textg if, that is, it can be
suggaested that the text has participated in creating our contemporary

realityo If this proves possible, then it may be possible to
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resist the efforts of the historians to turn the text into a dead and
alien o:ject. The next chapter, there fore, Will attempt to suggest

the continuing effectivity of The State and Revolution in the Russia

of the Gulag.
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CHAPTER 2

THE TEXT AND ITS CONTENT

It‘is necessary at this point to consider the content of Lenin's
tgxt in detail, The purpose will be to reveal ths effect of Lenin's
arguments in reality: for I belisve that those arguments had effects
that are demonstrable and consequences that were profound, In effect,
the Soviet state that emerged after 1917 bore the stamp of The State

and Revolution in all its subsequent phases, before and after the

Bolsheviks sacured the monopoly of power, before 222 aéter the decling
of the Soviets as significant institutions, before ggg,after the rise
oflstalino in this_my argument differs from the interpretations
discussed in the previous chaptéro‘

This will be a selective-considerationg -and it will hope to
tattack’ Lenin’s position on itsstrong points and not its weak ones.
The ‘weak? points are those whersby Lenin implicitly gives some
credibility -and-authority to subsequent authoritarian devqlopments:-uﬂ

the phrase“"dictatorshipvofétheﬁprolétériat9@;andmits'Conseqdencasz. 1ﬂ-.“

~ .

the insistencé:nnfthe-tsmporary*neéd for-the state és<§ﬁrinstrumant%;;;{"'
of repression; ths acceptance .that- 'bourgeois’ norms of distribution
will temporarily continue-and :-have QBVbe enforced,- - _All these are-
largely spacific to- the Russian situation, or at lsast they are in
the degree of their intensity. Lenin's theses retain théir pouwer
at least to some extent because it is always possible to conceive
of the attempt at socialist construction taking plaqe in éonditions
much less chaotic and unéerdeveluped fhan post=Tsarist Russia.

The argquments I present will not deal with the openly
authoritarian echoss that are occasioﬁally presaent in the text,

Similarly, the evidence I will ssek to present from the history of the

Soviet state y¢ intended to have general impliations, The evidence
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itself must of necaessity refer to a situation where Utopian ideas
were iﬁplemented in an almost 'worst possiﬁle case' situation,

But it 55 my contention that the afquments this evidence seeks to
illustrate are in no way confined to the exigancies of such a
difficult situation, What follows may be read as reslevant to
uvtopian politics under any conditions, even the "best possible case’,
and the reader is invited to bear this consideration in mind at all

points.

The Problem of Bureaucracy

The State and Revolution argues that it is possible to establish

a state which will be more democratic than any previously conceived,
partly this will derive from fhe'fact that thse stgte will be for the
first time the property of the majdrityg not a minority, But this
assumption alone will not produce the profoundly radical concept of
qemocracy that Lenin has in mind, It will, perhépsg make'possible a
state;thatiis less repressive,. less secretivep'less manipulative, less
Hrapulsiuegfand,the’implicationé»ofthat change,might-ig.thehgelves be——=--
ﬁrofoundlyzgmancipétorya?‘But such a limited conception of ‘the new’ - - -
regime -was not Lenin®s3y in fact, the reformist Social Democratic
parties- already adhered to such aAvf§1ono" They anticipated the day _ .
;uhen the mass working-class -parties would-attain control of the state:~ . ..
.by means of the franchise, Lenin, it is well known, rejected their
perspective by ins}sting on the unreliability of the bourgeois étate
machine: 1t would resist, sabotage, and destroy social-democratic
movements that appeared_t; be within faach of majority office. It
was consequently, he argued, necessary to 'smash tha state machine“;

But Lenin does not recommend the most atraightforward alternative:

that would necessitate little more than replacing the staff of the state

apparatus with those loyal to the new regime, It is unnecessary to
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1imit the aim to this. The conditions are present that make it
possible to reject the very idea of the modérn state,

His fundamental assumption concerns the functions of the states

-

a socialist society will ecause a radical reduction in those functions,
This, then, is the conceptual starting point for the model of the

radical state that will be alaborated in the pages of the text:

“Capitalist culture has created large scals production,
factories; railways, the postal services, telephoness, etc.,
and on this basis the great majority of the functions of the
old ‘state power?’ have become so simplified and can be reduced
to such exceedingly sigple operations of registration, filing,
and checking that they can be easily perfermed by every literate
person. .. A witty Gsrman Social-Democrat of the seventies of the
last century called the postal service an example of the socialist
econcmic system. This is very true, At present the postal
sarvice is a business organised along the lines of a state
capitalist monopoly, Imperialism is gradually transforming all
trusts into organisatiocns of a similar type ... Once we have
overthrown the capitalists .., and smashed the bureaucratic
machine of the modern state, we shall have a splendidly squipped
mechanism ... which can very well be set going by the united
workers themselves, who will hire technicians, foremen, and
accountants, and pay them all workmen's wages," ' (1)

Only a minimum of the functions that the capitalist -state performs
are therefore actually necessary. - The greater part;of3£hat:épbafﬁtué““”_

is devoted-to. .a task that will clearly be fedundant in the-future

-

society: the oppression of--the working class: : P
~

"The imperialist war has immensely accelerated and
intensified the process of transformation of monopoly - -
capitalism into state monopoly capitalism. The monstrous
appression of the working people by the state, which is merging
more and more with the all-powerful capitalist associations,
is becoming increasingly monstrous, The advanced countries ...
are becoming military convict prisons for the workers.® (2)
o

Thus, when Lenin was later confronted with the fact of
bureaucratisation in the state that he established after the revolution
he attributed it to a specific cause that had nothing in common with
the capitalist ‘state regimes, The soviet bureaucracy was the product

of ecopnomic badkwardnesss
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“In opur country bureaucratic practices have different
sconomic roots, namely the atomissed and scattered state of
the small producer with his poverty, illiteracy, lack of

culture, the asbsence of roads and exchange between agriculture
and. industry , the absence of connection and interaction betueen themoo(s)

Lenin’s argument stands in contrast to other work on the problem
of bureaucracy that was developing during the same period, Lenin is
not noted as the most penetrating theorist of this problem; that
mantle must fall to Max Weber. Weber's work took a contrary line
to that of Lenin, He suggested that the phenomenon of the state
had taken on a new complexity, not simplicity, Weber postulated a
link between development and bureaucracy by suggesting the extension
of administrative tasks in qualitative and quantitative forms. The
‘quglitative' argument proposes that:

"It is obvious that technically the great modern state is
absolutely dependent upon a bureaucratic basis, The larger

the state, and the more it is or the more it becomes a great

power state, the more unconditionally is this the case, The

United States bears thae character of a polity which, at least

in the technical sense, is not fully bureaucratized, But the

greater the zonas—of friction with the outside and the more-

urgent ~the -needsfor--administrative unity at home, the more

this character -is-inevitably .and gradualiy giving way formally .
to the.bureaucratic structure." _...~

(4)

-

Lenin®s argument may be considered immune -to this thesis, 1t
was no éarg'of his conscious aim to achieve ‘great power' status for
Russia and his vision-of a socialist and fraternal-morid system; while
naive, cannot be accused of any lack of coherence with his theory of
the declining tasks of the state, This, however, will hot prove to
"be the case with the other core of his thesis: the effect of

industrialisation and modernization, Weber's argument on the

fqualitative® development of administrative tasks suggests that:
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“,,, increasing bursauerstization'is & function of the
increasing possession of goods used for consumption, and an
increasingly sophisticated technique of fashioning external
life = a technique which corresponds to the opportunities
provided by such wealth, This reacts upon the standard of
living and makes for an inecreasing subjective indispensibility
of organised, collective, inter=local, and thus bureaucratic,
provision for the most varied of wants, which previously were (5)
sither unknown, or were satisfied locally or by a private economy."

The disagreement between the assumptions of Lenin and of Weber
could therefore not be sharper. for Weber, the space for bursaucracy

is provided by the disappsarance of the 'small-=scaled and scattersd

producer?, the increase in literacy and education, the rise in the

general level of culture, the extension of methods of communication

and the growing interdependence of the various sectors of the economy,
it is now perhaps easy to a;sert the superiority of Waeber's
diagnosis over Lenin’s, But it is also clear that the evidence for
this argument was already present at the time both men were writing;
The governments of all rektiuely.modernisad societies.uere coming to
a realisation thatthe traditional and limited tasks of administration
were being.replacedibywsomsthingwrather more complex and intractable... ..
Tﬁeé;Téraditionalttqsks:indeedfamounted to little more-than - -
‘registiration, filing,rand checking? in the performance qf
gssentially -1imited tasks, —_But.the nature of the neuw:administrative
problematic was characterised by a change-in function: the
administrative machins would have a much gfeater role in the guidance
and resolution of conflicts of competing interests, and of performance
of problematic tasks which had previously been the domain of the
gutomatic and‘unconsciouskﬁrocesses qé culture and civil society,
family and community had performed the tasks now undertaken by the
nascent welfare systems of Britaiﬁ and Germany, had perfgpmed them

according to norms and calculations unquantifiable in terms of rational

administrative processes.  Similarly, Lenin mistook his object when
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considering the ‘economic system' itself., Functionally, an econnmie
systeﬁg capitalist or sociqlistg is a mechanism for the allocation
of economic resources and the distribution of rewards from those
resources, Lenin seems to suggest that the economic problem that
can be fesolued by the adoption of the model of the ‘postal service?
is simply ons of efficiency: where the multi-faceted confusions of
the competitive mechanism have been removed, thers is no ‘economic?
problem of srganisatibno Howaver,the problem remains that the
capitalist mechanism, in the form of the market, accomplished the
task of allocation and distribution of rewards and resocurces which
still remains as a task to be performed, in the absence of the market,
Confident assertions of the possibility of extending the postal?
_ modei to smbrace the whole of the economy ignore the fact that the
absence of a market forces the state to inhsrit a task of immense
camplexity. Again, it is ths case that such problems were already
being presanted to the European capitalist states, not least in the
problems of gconomic.-managsment arlalng from the experience of total war,.
The- ?éct that all- these tasks had- been autonomously fulfllled—by .
fam11y9commun;ty9 and market did not make their execution one uhit

-

less complicated once they became the province of the rationalised
S

procedurses of'aninistrative processes; Lenin's’ framework was not
equipped to copé with these considerationsy and it is of course
arquable that precisely these considerations made themselves very
strongly felt in short order, playing no small part in the multiplication
of tasks that was to fall to the Soviet government in its formative
years. The process of industrialization upen which all Russian’
raevolutionaries wers determined to embark could not but emphatically

contribute to the decisive destruction of non-administrative means of

social provision, involving as it did large-scale rural dépopulation,
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destruction of traditional forms of social organisation, and rapid
occupagional mobility, And the allocatioﬂ of resources to competing
interests within the fields of social provision and economic activity
is a descision-making process: it is more than the simply mechanical
processes of °‘registration, filing, and checking,?

Weber believed that the nature of even the simple and routine
tasks provided a»basis‘of power for the administrators that was
potentially dangerous, If it can be further establishad that the
complexity and technical content of these tasks increases to the
point of transformation as development proceeds, such dangers are
obviously mangifiedo It is necessary at this point, therefofe9 to

take note of these dangers as Weber initially defined them,

Weber’s Bureaucracy

Weber defined a series of features which gave his concept of
bureaucracy a specific character, The following account of these
features is by no means exhaustive, but providgs the elements that
this argument.will attempt to bring to bear on Lenin's rﬁodel°
Accordin; to Weber, a moderﬁ,state-existsjubere a poljtical~community:£_;,
possesses- the characteristics of an administrétiva and.lagal order
that is-subject to change by legisléfion; an aéministrative apparatus
thatnconducts official -.business in accordance.with—legislafive
regulation; binding authority over all persons and over most actions
taking place withié its jurisdictiong the legitimation to use force
within this area if cparcion is permitted or prescribed by legal authority.

The legal authority ;f the-moderﬁ state thus implies thats

(1) Any norm may be enacted as law with the claim and

expectation that it will be obeyed by all those who are

subject to the authority of the political community,



(ii)

(iii)
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The law as a whole constitutes a system of abstract rules,
and governmental administration is bounded by rules of law
and conducted in accordance with generally formulated
principles that are approved or at least accepted,

The people who occcupy positions of authority are not

personal rulers, but superiors who temporarily hold

an office by virtue of which they possess limited authority.

(iv)

Where

is governed
(1)
(ii)

(1ii)

"of a hierarchy of--authority.'

wéber
institution
Bureaucracy
that was ce

by definiti

The people who obey the legally constituted authority do
so as citizens, not subjects, and obey the law rather
than the official who enforces it,
the rule of law thus prewils; a bureaucratic organisation

by the following principlesz |
Official business is conducted on a continuous basis,

It is conducted according to the rules that (a) the duty
of each official to do certain types of work isldeiimited T,
in terms of impersonal criteria, (b) the official is given
the authoiity necessary to carry-out his assigned functions,
(c) the means -of--compulsion ‘at his”disposalmére_éﬁricfly‘
limited, ‘and the conditions of their "legitimate employment --

-

are clearly defined. - - ~

Every'official‘S'responsibilities and authority aféppart
. (6) .
then analysed the dangers presented by this social
s the ihstitution itself has certain regrettable features.
is part and parcel of the process of ‘'dis=enchantment?
ntral to his work, Bureaucratic decision-making tends,

on to be ‘inflexible’, It is difficult to adapt the

processes of rationalised thougﬁt to particular cases of particular

individuals, when this might be precisely what is required if a humane
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and sensible decision is to be reached, we might conseguently feel

ambiguous about:

",., the old-typs ruler who is moved by sympathy,
favour, grace, and gratitudeo.." (7)

when faced with the modern bureaucrat who adheres rigidly to
established rules ardthe principle of calculability, sometimes to
the point of obvious absurdity. = This 'depersonalization® of
decision-making underlies thes common complaints about 'faceless
bureaucrats®.

A further regrettable, and at times apparently irresistable,
feature of the bureaucracy is the tendency to "the concentration of
the means of administration.” The general tendency for pre-modern
forms of social provisiqn and decision to be, on their own direction, -
replaced by bureaucratic forms may sweep up in its flood such farms
that are still viable and should not be relinquished, Not all
administrative functions must by their nature be performed by state
officialsy many may-reasomably- be claimed by those involved -in the
~ institutions of a local, voluntary’prfautonomousrnature;" But the--_ _-_
bureaucracy has an impulse to absorg all these, an impulse which it

-+

may be difficult to refuse because that bureaucracy can so often do
’ ~

the task more efficiently and cheaply. Or at leasty, it can pretend --

of the already established bureaucratic machins,

These two problems are inevitable-when a bureaucracy does no
more than strictly follow its prescribed and legitimate role,
However, we are faced with a far greater set of problems in the
possibility of the bureéucracy overstepping the boundaries that a
democratic society would wish to set for it. Bureaucracies may
move into a realm where they have no right to be: they may aggregate

to theﬁse;ves powers af political decision-making.
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If there is any normative content to Weber'’s work on bureaucracy
it muét be understocod és a theary of approbriate limitations, wéber°s
work does not propose a rejection of the bureaucratic institution:
such a rejection would be an impotent gesture, and he had anyway clearly
Bpelledlout that bureaucracy cam as part of a historical 'package’,
Modernisation brings improved health, genuine popular access to
sducation, a standard of living previously denied to all but a small
majority, a rise in the level of culture and opportunities, and so on,
It also brings bursaucracy. This is, at lsast in part, a cost, But
before the cost is judged, the value of the commodities it pays for
must be appreciated, 0f this basic value, Weber sseems to have had
little doubt. |

Weber also pointed out that the rise of bureaucracy was associated
uith'the rise of democracy. Bendix summarised the argument:

"Bureaucracy developed with the support of democratic
movements that demanded equality before the law and legal
guarantees against.arbitrariness in judicial and administrative
decisions 3% In meeting these .demands. bureaucratic organisations
had a levelling-effects: --the: people subject to the law and the.

of ficials who-exercised-authopity under=the~;au~became:fogmaliyfequélo"(a

This did hot tgmpt‘Ueber:to anodyne and vacuous conclusions aﬁout
the innocuous naturs of:buneaucrati?“pbuaro ‘Weber's ‘theory establishes:
— two symbiotic putﬁdistinct domains. . As we shall see,. problems ominous
for démocracy=grise~?rom"the blurring of divisions  between thése doﬁains,
or the colonising of one domain by the other, One domain is that of

bureaucratic administration, which is ruled by the considerations of °

rationality and calculabilitys it is the domain of instrumental values,
and its responsibility is to seek the most effective and sconomical

implementation of policies and decisions that have been arrived at

elsewhere. 1t coexists with the public, or political, domain,

This domain cannot expect its policies to arrive from elsewhere.
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Those decisions are the prerogative of the political domain and of
no other, ° It is here tha the basic value-orientations of the
socisty must be determined, and this, ideally, is achieved by a
process of ‘discursive will-formation’, as Habermas has termed it,

This distinction is an important one for Weber, who speaks to
the widespread fear of bureaucracies that exists in the modern world.
it is common in popular culture and in radical political theory to
conceive of bureaucracy only as a standing abuse to thse principles
and practice of democracy. Ffor Weber, it is the relationship between
bureaucrat and politician that is crucialo. For while the latter is
legally master, the relatioﬁship is sasily tilted, Experts de facto
carve ocut for themesslves spheres of discrestion and control despite
their formal subordination to a political willg

"Under normal conditions, the power position of a fully

developed buresaucracy is always overtowering, The 'political

master? finds himself in the position of the ‘dilettante?

who stands opposite the expert? ..." (9)

Given that day-to-day authority rests in the hands of the
'administ;atorsg every -public-political struggle in which a politician
engages - election, parliamentary vote - must,‘if successful, be
followed by a private struggle .to ersure implegentation by the
bureaucracye If the politician is the loser in such a struggle =
and it is, as we have pointed out, often an uneven one - then the
bureaucracy has usurped the proéess of political decision-making,

Bureaucracies have a “fundamental tendency to turn all problems of

(10)

politics into problems of administration,”

Gouldner has attempted to elaborate more fully the source of
the bursaucrat'’s power over the politician: this power may be seen
as undergoing subtle but profound changes as the bureaucracy responds

to changing tasks. The ability of the traditional bureaucratic
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official to essape from political control was a function of the

compleﬁity of the tasks assigned, however routine and mundane the
skills ipvolved in the performance of those tasks might have besn,
in most instances; the old bureasucrat conformed to Lenin'’s picture

of the regulator, the filer, the checker. He was:

",..designed to be an agent, uncritically obedient to the
organisation's top managers ... the old bureaucrat'’s skills
are often _little more than being able to read, write, file,
and are limited to their employing bureaucracy."

(11)

But the rise of the 'modern® bureaucracy makes it less and less
a clerical phenomenom, . and increasingly part of an intelligentsia,
This "technical ihtelligentsia° possess ‘extensive cultural capital',
which 'increases their mobility', and thus their potential independence
from and lack of subordination to the specific norms of a bureaucratic

cultures

"The technical intelligentsia ... is controlled by those
incompetent to judge its performance and whose control,
therefore, it experisncaes as irrational ..., In contrast to
-the bureaucrats:-... -the intelligentsia seek nothing for its
own sake, gives. reasons.without invoking authority, and regards..
nothing as 'settled once and-for-all. To them,-nothing is .
exempt from re—examinatibn; ~Unlike the bureaucrats; the — -
intelligantsia are;hot;{ritbalists° pursuing something-withnut—tiij
regard for effectiveness,®

If the power of %hé old bureaucracy rested on its ‘mysteryf,
___its datailed-knouladgb'of the procadufes and possibilitiés9 the
history anhd the compléxitig;of“the administrative apparatus, the
power of the new bureaucracy derives from contrary themes. The new

bureéucracy possesses an interrogative capacity,. This perhaps makes

it less susceptible‘to the routinism of formal rationality and

secrecy that ueber identified as the inherent failing of bureaucracy; by
the same token, however, it describes an administrative machine that
can poss@ss an ethic of independence and decision-making that is

strongly counterposed to the idea of control by political masters.

.
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Indeed; Gouldner sses this new potential as 'intimately connected with
the atﬁempt of a new ruling class ta establiSh itself, Prerogatives
of political-decision-making will be claimed with increasing openness,
and not just assumed by'stsaltho The viability of this prognosis is
a matter for debate, but it is clear that if Gouldner's typology of
the new bureaucracy is close to the truth, the problems of democratic

control can only be intensifised,

Bureaucracy in The State and Revolution

For Lenin econcmiq development demanded a reduction in the tasks
and responsibilities of;the state, It is then perhaps not surprising
that to the developments in the European state form in the early
twentieth century, which included the first major.att;mpts at welfare
provision, economic management and planning, and political
" participation, he can only ascribe a uniformly negative character,

But if it is accepted that Lenin's conceﬁtion of the tasks that any

state -must at a minimum perform is inadequate, the consequences must

be examined;-— Such a weakness must-put in question the integrity of
the modei of'tﬁe radical stafa that he-sxpounded, .-.We must consider
whether tenin's prescribtions for democratic control, for policing
the powsry, and the boundarliaé9 of ths“bufeaucracy, are rendered
unacceptably naive by this growth of-_the administrative function,

| Despite his exﬁremely'modest assessment of the functioné of the
modern state apparétusp Lenin Eii awars of the tendency of the
adminigtrative organs to establish‘their own autonomy = whether in
their separate territqrie;‘or over soéiety as a whole, However,
when he turns to this it appears that it is the issue over which he

feals least impelled to extend or improve in the writings of Marx

and Engels, He gives a lengthy qubtation from E£Engelss
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“Against this transformation of the state and the organs
of the state from servants of society into masters of society -
an ipevitable transformation in all previous states = the
Commune used two infallible means, In the first place, it
filled all posts - administtative, judicial, and educational, by
election and on the basis of universal suffrage of all concerned
subject to recall at any time by the electors, And, in the
second place, it paid all officials, high or low, only the wages
receivad by other workers,.., In this way a dependable barrier to
place-hunting and careerism was set up, even apart from the
binding mandates to delegates to representative bodies, (13)
wvhich were added besides,,.™

The theme of ‘careerism® and "place=hunting' is a pregnant one:
it replicates the mistaking of the object.that Lenin’s critique of
bu;eaucraby has already shown, After Engels' comments Lenin
underlines the centrality of this problem for him: a career in
* bureaucracy is no more than an avenue to economic gains of the most
vulgar kindss

“,.o if careerism is to be abolished completely, it must
be made impossible for ‘honourable’ though profitless posts in
the Civil Service to be used as a springboard to highly

lucrative posts in banks or joint—stock companies, as (14)
constantly happens in all the freest capitalist countries.®

[y

it is in fact remarkable;that,the.only preséription‘for the -
éqntrbl of officials ézaf receives detailed attention — some. two
full pages = is that of the reductiq&hofﬂ"the remuneration of all
éérvants;of the state -to the levsl of §wofkman’s wages'" (20),
The unq;;;tionably*more complax:#ésuesuoﬁitﬁe election of all officials,
the constant right of‘recalla'and the necessity for binding mandates

for delegates, repgive no further elaboration, Lenin's

thought in this whole area is constantly voided of relevance ﬁo the
real problem by the re-esmergence of a theory of motivation cast solely
in terms of cash,

It is of some interest that Trotsky’s theory of the bureaucracy,

markedly more sophisticated in its érgumént and elaboration than




. -3S.

Lenin®s, written in the middle of the '30’5, replicates this basic
fallacy. Trotsky, in his cancern to pronounce anathema on the
Soviet bureaucracy, stressed the ‘°parasitic' nature of that bureaucracy.
It had, he stressed, no necessary role in the process of production,
no economic role at all, Its interests were divorced from its
functions that is, it had a natural interest in maintaining its
privileged access to consumption in a situation of grave material
scarcity, and to secure this practiéally *invented' a job for itself,
Mouzelis has summed up the thesis:

“Trotsky holds to the basic Marxist positions a social
class always has its roots in the sphere of production, the
domination of one class over another is essentially an economic
domination which reflects itself in the legal, political, and
ideological sphere. If. this is so,the Soviet bureaucracy does
not constitute a social class, and its domination has a .purely
political non-economic character. Indeed, the economic roots
of the bureaucracy are very weak, If the bureaucrats regulate
the distribution of income; they are very far from regulating
production. ~ Thus the function of the bureaucracy in the
productive process is not organic, It disposes of the means

of production only by delegation. And this fact makes the

situation of the bureaucrat uncertain and his domination precariouso"(ls)

It i;~difficu1t to conceive of “what :the-Soviet bureaucracy were
doing during Stalin's'°second;revolution° which launched the |
collectivization and industrializatigp processes if they were ﬁot
'regulating'production°;

It is not intended-here to-engage in theidubiously useful debate
as to whether that bureaucracy actually constitutes a class, What is
interesting is, again, how Trotsky‘’s immense labours on the problem,
and indeed, the sincerity with which he condemns the bureaucr;cy for
its gigantic °betrayals', and-later ‘crimes‘, end up in a minimisation’
of - the proﬁlem itself. Lenin‘’s solution to the process of

bureaucratisation is modest: maintain standards of behaviour until

rescued by the developmeﬁt of the forces of production and the elevation
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of the nation'’s culture. When the bureaucFatic corruption of the
USSR was finally borne in on Lenin, his only solution was to intensify
the concentration of power, It was impossible to distribute power,
inasmucﬁ as the source of the corruption came from sources external

to the state machine itself, We can recall lLenin‘'s definition of

the roots of the bureaucratic problems economic underdevelopment,
Translated into political sociology, this meant the penetration of

the administrative strata by the °low cultural level® of the populace,
in particular of the peasantry. In such a situation, Lenin‘®s answer

to the problem of bureaucracy was, in Lewin's words, thats

"It was necessary, therefore, to fall back on the more

advanced workers, on the proletarian elite, or rather, on the Party."

In the light of our previous argument, this was, of course,
to make the cure worse than the disease,

Trotsky made a defence of the Soviet a central part of his
programme for combat ing bureaucracy, and as such the institution
occupies an important place-in.the 1927 Platform of -the Joint
Oppositien, --Yet whatfichlear;is:éhat-Trotsky-can propose no
constitutional or institutional changes to the existing state of
affairs. .. The oppositionists are iggyced to anodyne sughestions
whose guarantee of implementation iies'oﬁly in willpower and good
faith° i;_isknecessary,to “adopt-a firm policy of struggle with
officialdom™, to wage thisAstruggle on the basis "of a consistent
development of workers' democracy in the party, trade umions; and
Soviets" ("as Lenin would“); it is necessary to '"adopt é slogan",
to "heighten class activity", to "“draw the broad mass of people in",
to “bring it about" that the working people are “convinced by

experience” that the State institutions are. on their side. Even

the constitutional demand for "a complete stop to the removal of

(16)
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elected Soviet officials” is rendered vacuous by the proviso
“except in the case of real and absolute necessityu"(l7)
Trotsky S solution later became profoundly radicaly a political
revolution to overthrow the bureaucracy, But a solution of such
magnitude is, paradoxically, just as simple as Lenin's - and as mis-
directed, Such an act of brutal rupture could certainly have removed
that specific bureaucracy at that specific time; but only if that
bureaucracy is seen as the unique product of a unique conjuncture will
such a solution satisfy. For if the re-establishment of a stable
situation were once again to present complex tasks which demanded the
operation of those necessary functions which the bureaucracy had indeed
performed, the situation returns to square one. The inadequacy of
both Lenin and Trotsky's solutions is perhap$ voiced in the failﬁre

of either to take root in the USSR.

An unsophisticated anti-bureaucratism ends up conspiring with the
bureaucracy in the maintenaﬁce of its power, Lenin sees bureaucracy
in terms of careerism, which allows the bureaucrat to 'cash in' his
service to the state throughmdirectoréhipso-~-Trotsky sees that the .
bureauc;acy of- an adﬁinistered societyvhaS"direct‘accéSS‘t0~ma;er?§1;
privilege. Both-construe-the motivation of the bureaucfat asvecogomic
gain, Their inability to avoid this reductionism-of-the bureaucratic
interest to somethhg-outside the-specific function of the bureaucrat
rbbs~them of the insight that has made an alternative body of_work,
from Weber to Habermas, so fruitful. That insight involves the
recognition that the bureaucrat, - expert, administrator;, or
intellectual technician - derive; a hotivation from the function he
performs, and a power from the necessity of that function and the skills
that he possesses to fulfill it. ' Thus a reasoned understanding of
the problem of Sureaucracy depends upon an acceptance of the necessity

of the function of that group, rather than an assertion of it as an

unambiguous evil.
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Lenin‘s 'vight of recall" will not overcome the power and mofal
authority granted to the bureaucrat who can lay claim to some measure
of expertise, If the power of the bureaucrat comes from knowledge,
ifnknowlédge is power, the situation will evade the control of
procedures designed to monitor a situation where the only commodity
involved is power itself. Power, construed as simple authority
deriving from the holding of office, can easily be transferred from
one holder to the other, Power deriving from the possession of
knowledge and skills may exerci¢e two defenses against such simple .
control proceduress the bureaucrat has the power of ‘sabotage' in
its widest sense, i.e., he can extract concessions in return for the
obedient fulfilimeqt of his functions; and the citizen will be
Qulnerable to an awareness of the imbalance‘in the power relationsﬁip
he inhabits with the bureaucrat, and thus grant to the bureaucrat
licence to perform his takks without constant supervision, Thus to’
set up crude mechanisms of control as a result of seeing the bureaucrat®s
power as deriving only from authority is to allow the genuine power of
the bureaucrat t& garner -strength .unchecked by realistic balances.
Only as a result of conce ding-to the bureaucracy its genuirie,,
legitimate, and distinct functions, can one begin to determine fhe
boundaries-of its powers -and- construet political control procedures ... .
that may. successfully police.those boundaries, It is this "'concern‘
with ‘bureaucratic forms®-as necessary objects of analysis which is
almost entirely absent from the work of Lenin and Engels. The
Engels/Lenin modei has further proi)lems° I have just suggested that
the misunderstanding of the natﬁre of bureaucratic power is likely tg
" result in the mechanism of recall, etc,, falling into disuse, This,
as ever, is not ah absolute case, We can consider the possible
effects where such measures do in fact become the norms of political

practice,
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It is worth noting, to start with, that the consequent
instability of office-holders will obviously hinder the smooth working
of an apparatus whose functions are by definition continuous. It will
further sét limits upon the freedom of action of thé official - indeed
it is designed to achieve precisely that. Clearly the possibility of
a conflict between the general interest and the particular interest,
however these are construed, does arise, A state méchine that is
avowedly charged with the task of administering a transition from an
old way of life to a new one will face this problem rather acutely,

The industrialization process itself unfortunately has the character

of a ‘command’® situation, just as does any attempt to affect radical
social and cultural change in an already developed economy, To

propose no judgements on the moral acceptability of such attempts;

the attempt itself simply raises issues of conflict between the
interests on each side 6f the attempt, It should be recognised that
when the position of the bureaucrat is unstable and temporary, as it
would inevitably be under-the Commune formula, .the curse of ‘careerism®
could become a genuine one, — 1 haveusuggesﬁed~that such;cqnceptsfare T
not.very gelpful in understanding the culture and moti&atiOn:of:and -
estéblished administrafive stratum, But a situation where position = ...
is cbnstantlyvthreatened could well SEVe‘the consequence of making-the
official constantly-coﬁcerned about how to maintain his position; his
knowledge of the indispensibility of his particular skills in the face
of popular ignorance could only reinforce an opportunist and populist
attitude to those who.held power over him,

We are thus faced with the possibility of corruption becoming an
institutionalised practices by corruption I mean a tendency to gi?e
undue weight to the interests of prominent and powerful in the decision-
making process. The removal of the membrane between the world of

rational administration and the world of value~laden practical interests
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which is inveolved in Engels‘® proposal harbours the risk that the
latter will overwhelm the former: not by a considered process of
political_changep but by counterposing opinion to legality,
Bureaucrats may by such means be prevented from actions which their
electors find unpalatable. . They may also be induced to initiate
actions which their constituents find desirable, but ére not in fact
within the powers granted to them by whatever constitutional processes
the society has seen fit to construct.,

De Tocqueville noted such possibilities in his study of the
society which makes the widest use of the principle of election to

administrative offices

"In general the American functionaries are far more
independent than the French civil officers within the sphere
which is prescribed to them. Sometimes even they are allowed
by popular authority to exceed these bounds; and as they are
protected by the opinion and backed by the cooperation, of the
majority, they venture upon manifestations of their power as
astonish a European., By this means are formed habits in the
heart of a free country which may some day prove fatal to its
liberties,® (18) '

Such weaknesses*in‘ﬁngels'Aschemeican'only_bé'dismissgd in a model of
society which presumes ‘a degee of conflict far more limited than is

reasonable, It must presuppose within the citizenry the existence

S

of a single will, with conflict arising, if at all; only between
citizenry and bureauér‘acy°

Rousseau asserted the existence of such a ;general will®,
However, the general will was an entity apparent - only in the
functioning of small-scale city states 1ikg his adopted Genevag and
‘the larger a state or nati;n became, tﬁe more likely was the
possibility of ‘dysfunctional‘® dissidence arising. For this purpose
it was necessary for Rousseau to make a distinction between the

‘general will® and the °‘will of all'. The latter is the sum of

*particular wills®, which may be misled, while the °‘general will'



o

derives only from an original contract and fFom the subsequent
accumulgted wisdom of a developing sdcietyp_which cannot fall into
@error, Much has been made of the ambiguity of Rousseau's legacy
but the first chapter of Book 4 is an uncanny prefiguration . of
the Soviet regime’s legitimétion process

The history of the Soviet regime is the history of the

construction of a general will, It had to be constructed, it was-

not given, The general will was constructed b& firstly defining
certain classes of people as non- citizens i.e., class enemies, and

then en?e’dying in the Bolshevik Party the quality of the ®accumulated
wisdom® which constituted the general will as against the 'will of

all® that might arise from the ‘contradictions among the people, '

This deriQed from the possession 6f ‘scientific’ marxism° Differences
within the leadership of the Bolshevik regime in its early years were
disagreements over the interpretation of the general will, not over

the legitimacy of such a concept as the basis of the state, It mayj,however,
bé argued that the usurpation of power by a bureaucracy was rooted in
their -substitution .of -an incorrect'vgrsion ofntheigeneral~wi11_fon_a -

”~ -
correct ‘one, .. ] T = S

Lenin®s strictures on the growfh of a bureaucratic culture, and
Trotsky's later attempts CO.attributeﬁfhe coﬂsolidationAof;bureaucracy
to a matter of self-interest of'é materially privileged stratum are
exambles of such'argumentso.‘-But such views simply continue the
legitimation of the bureaucracys it possesses the general will, it
assumes omiscience in the determination of values as wel} as
techniques, Lenin and Trofsky criticise the bureaucracy for mis-
interpreting the general will, (i.e., Marxism), or reading their self-
interests as identical to the general will. But the real error lies

in their possession of the right to determine the general will at all,

and that error is inescapablé as long as the idea of a general will
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itself is not rejected as politically authoritarian and sociologically
nonsensical,

A bureaucracy that has acquired illegitimate power is one that
has short-circuited the normal processes of the articulation and
resolution of conflicts that are properly the domain of a public
sphere, We have seen that bureaucracies contain natural tendencies
to this as a result of wider developments in twentieth century
economy, society, and culture, But for such tendencies to be. con-
summated, other determinations must be present. One such tendency
is simply the cultural legitimgtion of such a domination, Whatever
the material and conjunctural conditions that constrained Soviety
society in its early years - and much has been made of this by
observers = the weight of this cultural legitimation must be appreciated,
It was not the bureaucracy that had to provide this culture legitimation,
it was provided in full measure by the culture of Bolshevism,

The Bolsheviks had a particular and specific theory of political
differences. Political differences among the citizenry were defined
as either the remmants of alien class forces, or as symptoms of -in-
adequate political culture demanding educational correbtiong~g£ as
historical 'contradict;ons among the people’ which in time would find
a suitable 'aufhebung®' ‘at the hands ;f economic development. - At
various times in the early history of the USSR the response to
political problems in the public sphere involved one, or a éombination,
of these three options, If particular initiatives were identifiable
as directly or indirectly the product of bourgeois forces, repression
provided a straight-forward answer: as with non-Bolshevik parties
and institutions from the dissolution of the Constituent Assembly
onwards. Kronstadt is the most obvious example., With issues where
the enemy and source was not so immediately personally identifiable,

as with the situation resulting from 'War Commmism® &d leading to
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the N.E.P., the problems were handled with a combination of direct
repression, educational initiatives, and administrative and policy
adjustments to ameliorate the conditions of the unhappy peasantry.

An éxception to this ‘administrative politics® may be found in
some of the arguments of Bukharin, It may be significant that
Bukharin was one of the few Bolsheviks who had any acquaintance with
contemporary developments in European social theory, He was clearly
familiar with the work of Michels and Weber, and was prepared to quote
Weber in support of his arguments in ‘Historical Materialism®, albeit
only in the more academic parts of his argument. The last pages of
that work take the form of an attempted refutation of Michels®

theories of bureaucracyo(lg)

Clearly Bukharin would have had only a
hostile response to suggestions that the problems_these writers
discussed were relevant to the problems of the USSR. But it is
perhaps not too much to assume that Bukharin might have from this
encounter absorbed some of the important and felevant insights
embodied in their work.

For it is only in Bukharin-that we féintlylhear.an&-echo.of
the real';roblems<fhbureaucracy, politics, and industrialisation. _. .-
Those who are commonly  regarded as the natural and democratic
- opponents of Lenin's'bureaucracy“shéféd the same naive assumptions as
Lenin, d_emmstratiﬁg-a resurgent intolerance. -The Workers® Opp,osj:tion
of 1921 stressed heavily the need for a purge to effect the wholesale
removal of non~pro}etarian elements from the Party; the Dembcratic
Centralisﬁs proposed measures to guarantee high proletarian

. P 20
representation on party commltteeso( )

Their analysis of the
problem of bureaucracy here foreshadowed Lenin'ss the guarantee of
democracy lay in the preservation of the purity of an elite, albeit

an elite as widely defined as consisting of a whole class.

In the wake of the Kronstadt revolt, the Bolsheviks solution to



Ay~

r

political crisis was, in Daniel'’'s words "both repression and compromise';

90

.00 compromise with the non-proletarian elements whose
interests had suffered most under War Communism, but a
campaign of extirpation against the critics on the Left.,.”

(21)

The compromise involved was that of NEP, For Lenin and the
Bolsheviks, these compromises were of a specific kind. They involﬁed
the exchange of political rights for economic ones, The peasantry
would be allowed a degree of freedom of action in selling his surplus
to markets, and even determining the fate of that surplus, in return
for accepting the Bolsheviks® monopoly of political power,l These
were concessions granted as purely tactical steps, a retreat in the
face of necéssity9 and nothing is clearer in the thoughts of thefa
leading Bolsheviks than the understanding that these wefe temporary
compromises which would be dispensed with as soon és possible,
Bukharin'®s appreciation seems to have been different:

"Bukharin did not interpret the granting of rights .to

the peasants as ‘'concessions’; as purely tactical steps.

In Bukharin's implicit -and -explicit interpretatians, both

the NEP and the market-ceased to be seen as tactical retreats;

they -were good strategy for the entlre 'tran51t10n period®, if

not longer.. 2) : : "
:

Such a position, once thought through, would have had major
implications for the political: processes of .the Soviet regime, =~ The"
continued existence-of NEP would-surely have meant tge'emergence‘of
definite interest groups which would at some point have been able to
articulate positions - of whatever sort — which would have entested
the Bolsheviks claim to define the °‘middle-range' objectives and
policies &‘the soclety.

The problem at the end of the twenties was that not only were the
Bolsheviks thus forced to rapid collectivization, the previous policy

of NEP had generated a distinct interest group - if not a class -

against whose bitter opposition collectivization would have to proceed;
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The consequences of the decision to resolve this problem are well ksown,
But it can be argued that the path that Bukharin suggested would have
obviated: the fantastic human - and economic - losses sustained during
the collecfivization drive. A policy of fostering agrarian
capitalism was not incompatible with some degree of diremptive
industrialisationg nor was it even hostile to the lmg-term strategy
of a socialist society, = It was, however, utterly incompatible with
the maintenance of the Bolshevik monopoly of political power. A group
as powerfully based economically as the capitalist farmers would bave
become would have demanded some participation in the policy-formulating
proceSsés of the government, But it is unnecessary to assume - and
Deutscher points this out in his discussion of the 1928 crisis - that
such a political group would necessarily have been committed to the
éndin% of the socialist projects
",.. the peasants had no clear political motives.
They did not aim at the overthrow of the soviets... the
mass of peasants were driven to apply that peculiar form

of sabotage (refusing to deliver food to the towns) by
economic circumstances,"

t

1t isfdifficult>£o know what might.have.become,ofithe‘Soviet—-.~<~-
regime had Bukharin®s conception of NEP been accepted, and the
deve:l"qpment of the _Soviet economy allewed to proceed in_a'dirfkf_erent'
direcﬁioﬁ to that imposed on it after 1929, Lewin argues that NEP
was bound up with certain ‘nonstatist! consequencess--hulﬁural and
' relative political pluralism, curtailment of the terror apparatus,

the absence of a too rigid ideology. More definitively:

“Whereas NEP had erected an elaborate legal -edifice
and seriously strived to achieve 'socialist legality®, during
the Five Year Plan this framework was utterly destroyed and
replaced by a system of extralegal, crude coercion and mass terror,"

(24)

This may well be an overstatement of the benefits that NEP brought;
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compared with the period of War Communism that preceded it and the
'Second Revolution® that followed, it is bound to appear as an oasis
of legality and civilization in a desert of arbitrariness, Even in
NEP we are still talking about a political process almost hermetically
confined to the Bolshevik Elite, Nevertheless Bukharin‘'s model of
NEP in the °transition’ underlines the ‘elective affinities’® between
the existence of differing interest gréups and the viability, even
necessity, of re;atively open and democratic political processes, It,
conversely, underlines the consequences of the orthodox Bolshevik
interpretation of NEP3 just as in the economic field any concessions
were merely temporary ‘retreats’;, so in the political field any
consequent liberalisation was counted as a clear cost, not a gain,

The contrast between Bukharin and mains;ream Bolshevik thought
is nowhere clearer than in the discussion of the problem of bureaucracy.
By the end of the twenties, Lenin's priﬁitive analysis had become an
article of faith, In 1929 the Central Committee submitted to the
16th Party Congress the first = and probably the last - resolution
specifically devoted to the problem. of combat ing bureaucratism,
In presenting it to the Congress; Yavkovlev, the Deputy Coﬁhissar!of

-

the Rabkrin reaffirmed-the analysis of the problems

~

“He who is against industrialization, he who is against
collectivisation; stands, whether-he means or does not mean to,

for the perpetuation of the roots. of bureaucratism," (25)

Lewin expounds Bukharin's analysis, which was counterposed to
such "nonsensical ascription of every unpalatable fact of life to

(26) Bukharin

“bourgeois survivals" or to "petit bourgeois pressures",
wanted to defend the craftsmen, small merchants, small industrialists,
and small agricultural producers, as well as cooperative and

governmental small-scale enterprises and services, against their
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‘crushing® and absorption by the state, For-the state to take on
these tasks unnecessarily, along with the tasks which of necessity
it had asspmed due to the government’s long.term project, was to fuel
the source of bureaucracy. Bukharin thus made in passing a silent
acknowledgement of Weber‘s connection between bureaucracy and
industrialization, and this was clearly connected with his far more
subtle appreciation of tﬁe complexities of Soviet problems, His
argument, however, was subject to furious rebuttals, and what might
ha&e been the consequences of the insights he displayed about NEP
and about bureaucracy can only be a matter for speculation. It must
be remembered that it was Bukharin, of all the Bolsheviks, who held
faith with the model of the ‘commune state’. In 1928 he reiterated the
themes
“"We are far too centralized ; we must ask

ourselves wpether we cannot take a few steps @7

towards Lenin‘s state of the Commune."

whethefD given time and experience, he would have arrived ata
more sophisticated and appropriate medel _for the correction of -the
mistakes agd—problems that he saw~must.similarly-rgmain a matter of
speculati‘on° For us, the real educational value of Bukharin's
protests is the light they throw on the- arguments he was opposing.

ﬁone of these responses crossed the threshold that dividesv
administration from politics. Administration concerns the carrying
out qf an already determined policy; politics involves the discussion
and negotiation of s;ch policies. The Bolshevik government de-
legitimised politics within the citizenry, Such differences were
either criminal (bourgeois class remnants), ignorance (low political
ailture of the masses), or transitory (the peasants were a historically
doomed class, therefbre their grievances had to be catered for, but

not legitimised). What the Bolsheviks could not do was accept a
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characterisation of any political differenceé as genuine, i.e. an
opinion which a person or group had a right to hold and negotiate
over as an equal partner in the process of will=formation. Therse
could be only one genuine politics amongst the masses, a politics
which coincided with the polities of the government, and consequently
with the administrative bureaucracy,

Clearly, this is the path to the authoritarian state. Because
the governmenf and the bureaucracy were already the expression of that
ona genuine politics, and by definition a more coherent and profound
expression than could be found among the people themsslves, the politics
of the people were rendered redundant, Politically, the people; were
abolished. Thus the‘analysis suggested here is not the classic model
of a bqreaucracy establishing itself as a ruling ciass or caste over.
subaltern classes. Such subtle concepts of hegemony are not necessary.
The bureaucracy necessarily became, not the ruling class, but the only
class, |

It was, after all, the case that the bureacracy/Party/governméﬁt

P
was the ogly location where differences could in factige debaled?and
discussed as differences, i.e. debates oﬁ practical quéétionsg r;téeri
than as deviation from an increasingly- narrowly constituted apd égéinéd
general will, at least until the logic of domination finéily work;d
itseif_auﬁ in tha'dictatorship of Stalin,. Surely the sébmiséion of
all oppositions to the concept of the single party, and, sven moré
fatally, the illegi;imacy of taking discussions beyond the Central {
Corﬁmittee9 let alone the P'értyo indicates a tabu mhoée strength cannot

only dgéive from some misquided sense of loyalty or aroup solidarity°

To éppeal to the masses is to implicitly revive them from the mortuary
wvhence they have been-mnsigned by the dictates of the genaral will:

it is to call in question the viability of such a general will itself,
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And that is to bring down the whol® edifice of legitimation which
sustainéd the Bolshevik regime, not the Stalinist faction alonse,
Thus Lenin'’s possible response to Weber's problems, his
simple mechanisms for control of the state, are profoundly flawed,
Instant recall of administrators initially dissolves the administration
into the pseople, and makes them subject to the same norms of political
interest as obtain in the public sphete. The consequence of that is
corrupt administration, where instrumental rationality is prevented
from applying in the areas where its writ must, for the sakse of even-
handedness and stability, run. This threatens not only the performance
of the necessary functions of administration, but, further, the safe-
guarding of the access of minority opinions to the decision-making
process, If -this problem is overcome by the denial of the existence’
of such minority opinions, i.e. by denying the legitimate existence
of political differences, then the rights of not only minorities, but
also of the majority are threatened, Only the existence of minorities
gives.maahingrio the concebt'ofra~majority° R citizenry which
: displayS'na=spaciélfand'parti&uiar'interests-separa@e"from'ahd’even:fwr
discordant with the gsneral interest. has n;'need of ﬁdiitic;;_’ Aﬁd |

thus, the rule of :the bureacracy is logiFally ensured and embedded in a

natic}rt culture,

Lenin's Democracy

Lenin‘g model dqps not, however, lack putative institutions for
the expressio;\bﬁ—tﬁé/will of the citizenry. So far, the discusaion
has daalt.mith the admini;tfative macﬁinery and the relationship of
the citizens to it Lenin also discusses directly political forms of
confronting the problem, a substitute for the parliamentary form which

attempts to fulfill that task in bourgeois democraciss. Kis theme is

once again taken directly from Marxs
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“0The Commune?, wrote Marx, ‘was to bs a working not
a -parliamentary body, executive and legislative at the same time."

Lenin expands into a critique of parliamentarism:

“The way out of parliamentarism is naot, of course, the
abolition of representative institutions and the elective
principle, but the conversion of the representativs
institutions from talking shops into 'working? bodies.o.o

“A working, not a parliamentary body' - this is a blow
straight from the shoulder at the present day parliamentarians
and parliamentary lap-=dogs of Social Democracy! Take any
parliamentary country, from America to Switzerland, from france
to Britain, Norway, and so forth - in these countries the real
business of state is performed behind the scenes and is carried
on by the departments, chancelleries and General Staffs,
Parliament is given up to talk for the special purpose of fooling
the ‘common peopls?.” .

But this criticism applies to radical democratic forms as well,

Even the Soviets have reproduced the problem:

“The heroes of rotten philistinism ... have sven succeeded
in polluting the Soviets after the fashion of the most disgusting
bourgeois parliamentarism, in conveérting them into mere talking

shops, In the Soviets, the 'socialist’ FMinisters are fooling
the credulous rustics with phrase-mongering and resolutions,

In the government .itself. a sort of-permanent-shuffle is going- -
on 4in order.that,. on the one hand, -as-many ‘Socialist= - -
Revolutionaries .and Mensheviks as possible -may in turn get near
the ‘pie?, the lucrative-and honourable posts, and that, on the
other hand, the Tattention® of the people may be 'engaged?,
fMieanwhile, the chancellerles and army. staffs ‘do' the business:
of "stata?, (28) - .

Lenin proposes an alternative that will negate the possibility of such

deceptionss

"Thg commune substitutes for the venal and rotten
parliamentarism of bourgeois society institutions in which
freedom of opinion .and discussion does not qegenerate into
deception, for the parliamentarians themselves have to work,
have to execute their own laws, have thamselvas to test the
results achieved in reality, and to account directly to their
constituents, Representative institutions themselves remain,
but there is no parlismentarism here as a special system, as
the division of labour betwsen the legislative and the (29)
executive, as a privileged position for the deputies."
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There is here an intimate connection with previous elements
of the discussion, If the "parliamentarians® of the Soviet system
have to ‘exscute their own laws' then we are here talking about the
same people as in the discussion of administrators and bureaucrats,
The section of Lenin's work cited above, titled °The Abolition of
Parliamentarism! is in fact composed mainly of the discussions on the
"postal service’ concepf and the payment of 'workmens wages® etc,
There is clearly no conceptual distinction in Lenin's mind between
the nature of the 'representative' institutions and any other branch
of the state apparatus, Lenin is talking about deputies as much as
about functionaries when he pauses to remind us, immediately after the
paragraph containing the above guotation, that:

"It is instructive to note that, in speaking of the

functions of those officials who are necessary to the

Commune and for proletarian democracy, Marx compares them

to the workers of "every other employer", that is of the

ordinary capitalist enterprise9 with its "workers, foremen,

and accountants.”

There is no trace of .utopianism in Marx, in the sense
that he made wp.or::invented-a 'new' society. No, he studied
the- birth of the new society out.of .the old;-and:ithe forms of.. .

transition from the-former-.to. the latter,.-as a natural=. 0)
historical processaao«uh v (30)- -

This is certainly no utopianism,. if Lenin is serious in.
recommenqing the relationship of wage labour as ideally suited to
@ffective»damocratic,institutionso‘ Baudril lard has elaborated a
persuasive argument here, insisting that Marx's thought ultimately
fails to be radicai because it is no mora than the 'mirror of
production®s fhat is, all the fundamental categoriss upon which Marx
chose to construct his theory of emancipation were simply the
categories of the capitalist mode: production; value, humans as

(31)

tool making and labouring animals, stc, His mature criticism

of existing society was based not upon the rejection of such
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conceptualisations of humanity, but upon a deémand that they be allowed

to speak liberated from the fetters that bodrgeois society hypocritically
laid on thesm, Baudrillard would argue that it came-as no surprise that

a new societly constructed upon such estimations of the buman subject
turned out to be the most obsessively 'productivist’! and ‘reductionist?
imaginable. Whataver the virtues of Baudrillard's arqument, it is
certainly striking to note how Lenin's ideas are permeated with,

firstly, a concept of people as helplessly programmed for the pursuance

of cash and acquisitions§ and, secondly, an admiration of te most
instrumental elements of industrial and factory production as the

condign mode £b6r the management of human affairs. This most

emancipatory and optimistic of documsnts is based upon a vision of

human beings perhaps more bleak and demmaning than can be found in

any previous work of political theorising,

To return to the substance of Lenin’s new version of parliamentarism:

the suggestion that this is a formula for succegful democratic control
“of governmental machimery:is quite vacuous, The elected_deputies are. _
to be civii servants, ministers, and representatives of their_constituents...
at one and the same time, They have to m;ke the laws, carry them out;
and criticise them, Here Lenin summgsily overthrows any previops clgim

he might have had to treating bureaucratisation as a serious problem.

If he is accepting that tﬁére-arardangerous potentialities'in the roles
of a representative, of a legislator, of a civiliservant9 and of a
minister, his answer to those dangers borders on the absurd:; conflate
all these roles into one, embody them in a single individual, No
grounds are offered for presupposing that the norms of the representative
would win out against thé norms appropriate to the other functions
allocated to the individual, The only question seems to be of what

.such an individual would die: overwork or multiple schizophrenia.
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further, of course, and the implicatidns are major, there is
here no conceptual space for a parliamentary opposition, Delegates
are described as baiﬁg representative, legislators, and exacutives,
A delegate who is only @ representati\}eD who wishes to bear no
responsibility for legislation with which he aor his constituents
disagres, bgt claims the right for his opposing and critical arguments
to be heard, who refuseé both a legislative and executive role, is not
cétered for within such a system, In fact he is specifically ruled
outs he it would be who conceived parliament as a "talking shop? and
his job to go there and talk very sharply against those who were ‘doing'.
So here again we have the insistént emergence of the theme of the im-
possibility of divisions amoﬁgst the people: the peecple must have a
unitary set of interests and the possibility of pdlitical conflict =
which can only come from repressntatives becoming careerists = is to
be avoided by the tight bonds between representatives and electors,
Here the very possibility of party = that is of organisations expressing
diverse views and value orientations - is abolished laong before any
exigencies of the 'particularly-hostile? conjuncture persuaded the
Bolsheviks to get round to &t in practice. -Liebman has constructed ;ﬁ
apparently painstaking account ~of the reluctant process by which the

Bolsheviks eradicated the Mensheviks, S.Rs., and anarchists, tragically

. foreed to by the pusillénimousAénd-hostile'actiuities of- those groups,
The axistencé in Bolshevik theory and culture of the norms we have just
discussed indicates that such an account should be treated with
considerable caution;(Sz)'

As Lenin's hermetic model slowly seals itself before our eyes, we
should perhaps take into account one possible objection, It is wrong

to consider the Soviet as a single institution on the model of bourgeois

parliaments, The Commune is after all a local body, both in linguistic
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origin and arguably in Marx's original intent. Is there not therefore
8 possibility of 6ppositional pulitics procéeding through local i
|
oppositions to central authority?

But Lenin is concerned to specifiﬁally deny that possibility,

The commune—=state is emphatically not a federalist state, Bernstein it

had so characterissed the Commune, and criticised Marx‘'s adherence to it

on those grounds, Lenin will have none of it:

"Federalism as a principle follows logically from the
petty=bourgeois views of anarchism, Marx was a centralist,
There is no departure whatever from centralism in his observations,..

ooo Af. the proletariat and poor peasants take state power unto
their own hands, organise themselves quite freely in communes,
and units the actions of all the communes in striking at capital, i
in crushing the resistance of the capitalists, and in transferring |
the privately owned railways, factories, and land and so on to tha !
entire nation, to the whole of society, won't that be centralism?
Won't that be the most consistent democratic centralism, (33)
and moreover, proletarian centralism?"

Bernstein's objection was:  that the decentralisation of power and
H
administration inevitable in a commune-state contradicted the necessity AR

for centralised state action, which he construed to be essential for VV

soclalist” development. - Lenin does ot disagree with Bernstein over this : “m%

aspect of socialism. - He is simply dinsistent that- the commune—state = e

|
itsel? will, nevertheless,; be centralised and unitary,- UWhat Bernstein: 'il
- fails -to see —-with, ons might add, good reason = is that the communses, - k,

with -all their local powers,--interests, and differences; will voluntarily h

transform themselves into a single-~willed pervasive state structure,

abandoning any federalist pretensions that might be suggested by the

commune form itself: : i

¥gerstein simply cannot conceive of the possibility of ;

' voluntary centralism, of the voluntary amalgamation of the ;1
communes into a nation, of the voluntary fusion of the gl
proletarian communes, for the purpose of destroying (34) |
bourgeois rule and the bourgeois state machine."

Perhaps caution is necessary here, as Lenin's points seem to H

~ deal ekxclusively with the need for centralised action to effect the
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revolutionary act itself, i.e. destroying bourgeois rule, This could
be & tiansitory need, still leaving open thé possibility of a
‘voluntary?! reclamation of local powers and interests by the local
communes once a relatively stable situation is established, Lenin
himself‘g.however9 nowhere makes such a point, and the discussion of
the federalist commune state is practically concluded with the above
quotation, Other parts of the text, in faet, leave no room to assume
that Lenin esntertains any reversal of this ‘centralism® and
Yamalgamation® of the communes, Chapter 4, Part 4, attempts a
refutation of the vittues of fedepalism»under any circumstanceé9 apart
perhaps frqm‘being a temporary stage in the ‘transition from a monarchy

, (35)

to a centralised republic, Otheruwise; a federal republic, even

under bourgeois rule, is definitélx less preferable than any centralised
forms

"It is extremely important to note that Engels o.. disproved
ooo the prejudice that is very widespread ... that a federal
republic necessarily means a greater amount of freedom than a
centralised .republic, - . This is wrong. It is disproved by the
facts cited by Engels- regardlng the centralised French Republic
of 1792-98--and “the" federal- Swiss -Republic, The really democratic
.centralised’ erUbllC ‘gave -more freedom than-the federal republic, — -
“In other words, . the. greatestamount-of_lacal,. region319 and other
freedom_known in history ‘was accorded by a centralised and not by
a federal rapublic.” (36) -

-

N
whether Engels?! facts raall§ ﬁisproved this °prejudice° is none
of ;;;;cnncern;-—‘Tha quotationfsimh1y~illustvates Lenin's own "préjudicev
against feﬁeralisﬁ and reinforces t%euassqmptiop that his commune-~state,
@ven in a situation of established proletarian powsr, would be devoid of
federalist features. s

Thus does Lenin rescue his commune-state from the one remaining

threat to its effectivity as a monolithic authority structure.
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CHAPTER 3

THE TEXT AND ITS ASSUMPTIONS:

THE MISUNDERSTANDING OF A CENTURY

This argument has deliberately treated the field of political

practices and institutions as a distinct and relatively independent
domain, This approach departs from the standard interpretations of
Soviet history; it is also open to accusations of an 'idealist
approach to a problem whose determinations must be found in more
profound roots; notably the economic sphere, I have dealt in passing
with the arguments that attribute to the decay of Soviet democracy to

economic practicalitiess the low productivity of labour, the atomisation

of the working class; the desperate administrati?e; needs of a disrupted
econonmy. Dgspite the undoubted relevance of such factors, I have sought
to argue a distinct, specific and major responsibility to another domain,
that of the.theoretical assumptions and cultural norms of the Bolsheviks
with regard to the question of state form. It seems to me that unless
the question of:political, instituéional,-and,canstitutional forms is---
regarded aé a distinct and separate subject for examination; there is: - -
an overwhelming tendency and temptation for the very significance of

the question of political forms to be\forgoﬁtenu This applies as

much to critiques that reject the Leninist inheritance as to those that-
are complicit in it. The approach adopted here may be further justified
by a consideration qf a recent argument’that attempts a new critique of
Leninism. This argument attributes the authoritarian outcome of

Lenin's activities to an iﬁsﬁfficiency.of radicalism at the core of

his thought;, in his conception of the economic, Such writers do not,
however, question the position of such a domain as the organising
principle of a radical politics.

Coletti argues that the conservative nature of the politics of the
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parties of the Second International was due to their appropriation of
a positgvist version of Marxism which soughf to reduce all phenomena,
social and natural, to the abstract laws of a 'dialectical materialism’,
Such a Marxism was resolutely determinist, and could contain no element
of the dialectic of subject and object, It consequently founds its
paradigm in the ‘base-superstructure’,

In this context, tﬁe economic activity of human societies was
reduced from a problem of social relationships to one of more technique,

Colletti argues:

“Social productim is thus transformed into °'production
techniques®; the object of political economy becomes the
object of technology. Since this ‘technique’ which-is
material production in the strict sense of the term, is
separated from that other simultaneous production achieved
by men, the production of their relations ... the materialist
conception of history tends to become a technological conception
of history."(1)

(2)

Subsequently, Santamaria and Manville and Corrigan,

Ramsay and,Sayer} ahong others, havé rooted the degeneratiamofthe
Russian revolution in -Lenin‘'s adoption of :-capitalist industrial’
techniqué'and managemeng-methodSb-~jwithin;a.?positivist“»Marxism,
such capitalist innovations would be regarded as unproblematic.
Corrigan, Ramsay and Sayer attempt a“xadical critique of Bolshevism

by opposing this version_of ‘Marxism, Their thesis is suitably bold:

all radical critiques of the contemporary-Soviet state fail, because:

"Bolshevism as such is rarely invoked, anywhere on the
left, in the explanation of the alleged Soviet malaise, (3)
It figures solely and monotonously as that which was betrayed."

Citing the “yulgar and naive conception of the ‘economy’" that
Colletti has identified, the authors find the source of Bolshevik

failure in the fact thats
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Yses0o the emancipation of labour within production was never
contemplated by the Bolsheviks, Their programmes on the
contrary without ¥xception enforced various relations, and
experiences, of prcduction reminiscent of the regime of capitals
experiences that replicated capital's division of labour, capital's
hierarchies of technical and managerial ‘expertise®, capital’s
divisive 'incentives'; capital‘’s inequalities, and, by no means
least, capital's coercion of surplus labour and appropriatiOn of(a)
its product to fuel an incessant and insatiable accumulation."

Much of this is valido The whole of the Marxist movement to Lenin's
time partook of the same naive approacﬁ which held science, technology,
production; efficiency, and rationalisationgas unambiguous in essence
and open to criticism only in terms of their use or misuse by specific

social agents. But does this really identify the differentia specifica

of Bolshevism as a state philosophy? That difference, whoever the author
and whatever their standpoint, must have something to do with Bolshevism's
ability to bring about the physical liquidation of problematic social
classes and political oppositions in very large numbers, and to the
present day deny to the average citizen the protection afforded by the
basic democratic freedoms and human rights, the rule of law, the right
to travel; etc,

It isy'therefore,.aiserious*aSSertion when the authors attribute -

to the theoretical error outlined in the quotations above those aspects

of Soviet political system to whith thsy objects

"In short, and unsurprisingly, to foster capitalist forms -of
productive activity eventuates in the reproduction of wvarious
defining relations of the bourgeois state form that is their
condition and consequence."-

This seems to be a fine lack of conceptual discriminatim. It
is of course possible to see the political norms that prevail in the
Soviet Union as identical in essence to those of a 'bourgeois stateform’;
but only if certain major assumptions are made. It is necessary to
assume. that the particular fﬂﬁﬂ of the state is immaterial, epiphenomenal

and insignificant, and what counts is a supposed essence. This assumption

ERT
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constitutes all non=Soviet regimes within the twentieth century
world system as unified by thelr essence as bourgeois regimes,
with the essence being the subordination of certain specific classes
to one specific class. By this assumption it is possible to elide
the differences between liberal democracies and other more authoritarian
and repulsive regimes of a fascist or totalitarian nature. No doubt
such a distinction is heuristically viable, focussing as it does on
the putative alternative of the transparent and self-goyerning society
of the radical vision. But such an approach is intellectually dubious,
leaping as it does to the most general level without seriously pausing
to consider the particular. For what is this concept of ‘bourgeois
stateform’ that is introduced so diffidently into the discussion?

There is at least an argument that the distinguiShing features
of the bourgeois state form are precisely those that are most absent
from‘the Soviet regime, To wit: the separation of state and civil
society: the competitive electoral process inscribed in the norms of
social life; the right to form political -~ and other - organisations

without obtaining permission _from thie state apparatusj the right

within'very'broadly'defined‘restricéionS-on obscenity and 1libel to’
puBlish and distribute %aterial without .sanction of the state épparatus;
the forinal .énd actual- separation of..p\o‘ﬁersg th'e..apsence of a single and
hegeemonic ideology-and restricted political process embodied-in a
unique ruling‘institution;. the protection of an independent judiciary
under legislation duly and constitutionally established. It is in

fact the case - and the case is presented by Marx among others - that

it was the introduction of these forms that marked the specifically
bourgeois form of the state - ﬁot the simple rule of one class over
another, This latter, of course, is a fairly commonAcharacteristic

of state forms thropghout history - and nowhere is this point made

more strongly than in the Marxian canon.

.
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The authors thus fail to grasp the real.object of their study,
the very thing they are at such pains to explain, Before it is
necessary>to discuss why and how it has come about that existing
regimes of a socialist type fail to achieve the radical vision of
freedom, it is logically a prior necessity to explain how those
regimes fail to provide a system of juridical and political freedoms
to any degree equivalent to those prevailing in the western capitalisms.
It is;, after all, the absence in the USSR of the latter, and not the
former, political forms that creates among the populations of con-
temporary capitalist societies a hostility to radical political change.

Arguably, capitalism has been able to utilise all of the productive
practices itemised by Corrigan, Ramsay and Sayer, and utilise fhem to
a far greater and more effective dgree than the So&iet Union.,  While
the bfutal history of various capitalist regimes gives proof enough
;hat there is po guaranteed connection between contemporary industrial
technique and political liberties; there is enough evidence to suggest
that they are not inéompatible. There is a lack of evidence to .support
the authd;'s theory that the-existence.of :such techniques :can-account. =
for the degeneration of the Soviet regime.

This argument has implications-which Corrigan, Ramsay & Sayer . ..-
have since made explicit, This is despite the fact that theseA
implications, once made clear, will illustrate how this critique of
Bolshevism ultimately justifies the Bolshevik regime. The authors
buttress their de;onstrated indifference to the institutional specifics
of the bourgeois state by'defining Soviet political processes as, in a
distorted form, superior.

"The empty and ritualistic character of much °‘official’

Soviet political life - single candidate elections, a

rubber stamp 'parliament® (the Supreme Soviet) - is ...

double edged in its significance. Too often it is taken as
simply another index of the Soviet workers' powerlessness,
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What this ignores, in the 51mp1e—m1ndedness of the search for
- equivalents of ‘our' institutions, is that the formality of
Soviet politics also testifies to a diffusian of politics
throughout the soc1ety and a partial overcoming of capitalism’s
separation of the political sphere. Soviet politics is largely
ritual because most areas of Soviet life are subject to direct,
though not necessarily democratic, political discussion and (6)
control. There is less place for a separate polity,."

The lack of discrim%tion referred to above is here aﬁplied to
the Soviet regime, The authors believe that a distinction between
the democratic control of social life, and direct state control of
the same can be in good conscience passed over in a subordinate clause,
Nevertheless the argument does derive from a proven feature of Soviet
society that this argument must take into account, Lane has argued-
that'the actual degree of participation and involvement in ofganisations
on the part.of Soviet workers is far greater than any.COmparable
phenomenom in the West, He cites jources to the effect that the
avefage amount of time spent on ‘socio-political' activity has increased
seven . times over the period of Soviet rule, and the proportion of working
people involved has increased by eighteen timgs° Givén the rather low
base line for such-compgrisons,ﬂthis.indeed.méy“not amount to.very. .
much in geal time., But Lane_pgin§5'0ut what.is anyway missing;in*_
such a;situation. The political influence of the Soviet worker is
categorically limiteds - ~

3

"He participates in improving production and he is -closer
to the administration both socially and politically than the
worker in a capitalist society. But he does not actively shape
the overriding values of his society, which are largely %)
determined by the ruling political elite." ’

In fact, he or she does not even participate in improving
production in any meaningful way: control over even this limited
domain is successfully undermined by the political structure,

Ostensibly, the most powerful of low-level control structures would

be the Party committees and cells, Lewin has discussed the roots of
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their impotence. Firstly, he concurs with Lane:

_ "At best (the criticisms of the ordinary party cell
member) could be directed officially only against marginal
phenomena, because the party has asked for criticism only
to expose defects in the implementation of plans not in
the plans themselves, so that such criticism may be turned
exclusively against nonpolitical officials, The party
simultaneously has erected barriers against more
effective and broadsr criticism.” (8)
But even the second-order tasks of monitoring implementation of
policy are rendered unachievables
"On paper, (the party cells) are supposed "to supervise
the administrations" and to mobilize party ‘members and the
masses for the implementation of plans, However, it is quite
obvious that they are not in-a position to 'supervise® because,
in fact, they are asked simultaneously to support the
administrations they are supposed to ‘supervise®’ to strengthen
their authority, and to help them fulfil those plans by dis- (9)
ciplining the qorkerso And this happens to be their real task."
These points hardly amount te a rsvelation, and doubtless Corrigan et
al could embrace these points as supporting their critique .of Sovist
political processes.” .But such .a response is hardly legitimate.
Corrigan and Sayer would attribute these_deviations-to contingent- . .
causes derived from the*illegitimate -political power of the ruling
elite, On the contrary, the power of that elite must be seen -as- -
deriving fpom the ability of the institutional form of the_ Soviet
regime to -render democratic processes-impossible,
Corrigan et al identify political participation with a right to
partake in the monitoring of administrative processes. In this manner
they simply replicate Lenin's fatal conflation of the political and
administrative domain and the reduction of the former to the latter,
it is then a simple step to perceive in officially sanctioned processes

of participation in administration a genuine process of political will-

formation, If a distinction can be recognised within this model, it
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will be one of degreeo A discussion of the problems in meeting the
quqtas'for the production of pig-iron can tﬁerefcre be supplemented
by adding to the agenda of the meeting an item on the priorities of
the plan, the inadequacies of the governmemt, or whatever the members
feel inclined to discuss, This is only prevented by the political
determination of the rulers not to allow it,

On the contrary, it must be stressed that the difference between
politics and administration is most fundamentally a matter of available
sites. Administration is a brocess that exists internal to a
particular institutj;on9 be it factory, office, college, regional
planning authority, or whatever, The political struggles that Corrigan
et al refer to are internal structures: they are the offspring of
institutions alrsady present and formed. Thé issues tﬂaﬁ the worker

is empowered to discuss are consequently determined in advance by sheer
contingency: it depends upon which institution they happen to find
themselves working ine Thus the pig-iron worker cannot discuss what

is happening in the cutlery factory .across the %oad,,as he suffers

from a lack of rightS“tn'do-SD reinforced"byra-iack'bfﬁkn;wledge”and o
information to make sugh a discussion possible. The most basic
-processes even of administrative moni&oringfmay be rendered impossible .

by this, But if administrative control is eviscerated by the division

into separate institutions, what of political control? ' A politics
can be defined as the consideration of-a particular problem:in.the
light of all the other social institutions, factors, forces, interests
and problems extant in society; or, conversely, the consideration of
the general difection of society in the light of adequate information
about the relevant component parts of the organism. Above all, .of
course, it involves the ability to judge and select those elements of

information, those forces and factors, which are considered relevant to
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the issue uhder discussion, Such a right is’ not denied simply by
the absénca of a free press, although that pérhaps constitutes a
necessary component of the control mechanism, It is denied by the
entrapment of politics in disparate and isolated institutions, A
politics that is registered within separate institutions and which
lacks any mode of articulation beyond the hypostatized and frozen
boundaries of thase posifive institutions is not a public politics,
And a politics that is not sited in a public domain, and which is ﬁot
empowered to transcend the institutions of the status quo, is one that
lacks the most basic means of reflection on the status quo, Politics
can only, therefore, be & reflection of the status guo;, not a reflection
on it, A reflection of a phenomenom is simply a mirror image of it, a
reflection on it is a critical process.

The Soviet state does, of course, include institutions which over-
come the limitations of the single factory or éuﬁh’orityo Thess are the
public political structures; notably the Soviet structure itself, A
Supreme;Sovietwformally thersfore _fits my prescription of institutions
possessingfthaflocational_abilityitoiob&5huauunified overvieuanf»é o
reality that, for the louwer lsvel strﬁétures, is frégmeﬁfédo From
this therefore may derive a.genuine-pg&itical process. "But this is
ﬁot the.case,. and not only. because.the supreme Soviet may be slected
by a deformed political process which ensures that its memﬁé;s wiii be
those most uncritical of the status quo, Again, it is a matter of
institutions, Official institutions are part of the status qﬁbg
therefore their definition.of reality coincides with the status quo,
They are denied a critical access to the exiéting arrangements because
they lack a stance from which to grasp the whole, or elements of it, as
something other than themselves. At best, therefore, they are condemned
to an 'immanent® critique, which must concentrate on dsestails of

discrepancies between plan and performance. Political institutions
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which can genuinsly bring to bear a critical édga on the current
situation, must, therefore, be allowed to cl;im a distance between
itself and-what is. Such a distance can only be embodied in a public
sphers separate from the official structures, a public sphere which is
constituted by volpntanz associations, If official bodies can only
replicate the official reality - and this is a structural fact, not a
contingent situation derived from the attitudes of the rulers = any
differing reality that will provide the foundation for a genuine
criticism of official reality must lie outside the control of that
reality, Citizens must be entitled to form associations articulating
their alternstive reality = otherwise called a political party and
programmé - in a space'bétweeh the fragmented ignorance of the work=
place and tﬁe unified positivity of the governmentallauthorityo In
fact; not only is this a fundamental precondition for safeqguarding any
form of popular and democratic power, it is, as we have already
suggested, an inescapable condition for sensible administration,

Relevant here is Piccone's-concept of. artifial negativity, which-will

be more fully diagusged;1ater;fbut;uhibh1sugges?qjthapwifi;fit;cism¥~f4 )

does not exiétp then governments will have to invent it if ‘they are to .
fulfii théi; functionoda'charuise_thex_are_blinq, and thé ﬁroblems:o?‘
the contemporary~50yiat government,:thg_gross costs.and wastages it .
produces in ‘managing only very inadequately_td administer ‘and steer -- -
the Soviet.econqmy9 are example enough, |

We thus experibnce once again the effects of the hegemony of
Lenin's constitutional discourse, | The collapse of politics into
administration, is repeated in the Corrigan thesis, Their assertion
that "there is less place for a separate polity" in socialist society

expresses a signal failure to transcend the crudities of Lenin’s thesisg

indeed, they dighify it. In the light of the terrorism of this concept,
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it cannot be repeated too often that without's genuine process of
discursiue will-formation, there is no poliiics that merits the
name, and there is no democracy that is not a travesty of the
meaning the concept holds for ordinary men and women, And-such a
process of will formation can only take place in a polity that is
composed of voluntary associations of individuals who are legally
constituted as trans—situational citizens, entitled to a framswork
of legally safeguarded institutions wherein a public sphere may form
reinforced and sustained by informal and myriad modes of communication
and publicity° To argue for anything else would seem to be a new
version of the ‘trahison des clercs?,

The purpose of this latter discussion has been twofold, Firstly,
to indicate some points of refutation of the Corrigan analysis, and
thus strengthen the case for the treatment of the political and con-
stitutional sphere as not reducible to»determinations of another domain,
Secondly, it is an instructive example of how such theories can b; not
simply-wrong, but can themsslves.conspire in that which they genuinely
seek to-opposs: .the authoritarian.stateoz;mlt is an example of how the .
discourse we are ekamiﬂfng manages to police itself, The discourséjr
instructs that liberal democracy migqg‘be no worse, but it can certainly
never be any éetter9 than the political institutioma born of the
discourse, Like Oedipus, the disqpﬁrse blinds itself so it may not
see the offences that it has unwittingly committed, The discourse
will entertain no difference batwgen the 'really existing' freedom
‘and the ‘really existing? authoritarianism, Certain things cannot be
thought of, certain phenomena will not be legitimised as 'facts®.

How else can we explain this enormous lapse at the heart of a serious
work of emancipatory tﬁeory written in 19787
Corrigan and Sayer have made an effort to confront the

degeneration of Soviet democracy, It is ultimately a sorry effort
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because, despite their intentions, they fail 'in their efforts to
rejecg Leninismo Their model of socialism remains polluted with
Lenin’s heritage at the most fundamental level. They are not the
first to make such an attempt and register such a failure. Radical
critiques-that have directed their fireegainst both the dictatorship
in the USSR and problems of politics in the West have been crippled
by this same unconscious Leninist burden, At least a part of this
hegemony is not attributable only to the power and simplicity of
Lenin®s theorys it is also dues to a serious fqilure to grasp the
distinctness of the model of .the modern state constructed by Weber,
and to an attempt to subordinate Weber's model to a Leninist logic,
Only if we truly appreciate what sets Weber's model profoundly épart
~ from Lenin®s,will we be able to define the true nature of the ‘problem

of bursaucracy’ in the USSR,

After Weber, After Lenin

Weber®s definition; the tendenciss of bureaucratics to escape

and nuliiﬁy democratic -control proved an.indispensable-and influential --
. 4 .

-

eource;fo:»subﬁequentutheoriésfuﬁ:the'contemporary;stateg“"*The pefiod~<-.
after -his death was dominated by-the rise of state systems -whose.
integument appeared to:-be an exceptionally powerful bureaucracy., The - .
most extreme -and_brutal :examples of -this phenomesnom may now be seen to - -
have possessed a more temporary character than analysts at the time con=
templatéd° vBut the examples that still exist, while certainly less
randomly brutal, are characterised, after the disappearance of the
'apparatuses of mass ext—ermfnétion9 by ah apparently undiminished ¥ule
for the bureaucracy.

Tﬁe‘egistenca of bureaucracy as a common feature of modernised

societies provided the opportunity for the school of Critical Theorists

to identify a commonality betwesen contemporary state systems. It also
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allowed such writers to minimise important distinctions between

state régimesa It is, possibly, an example.of the °barbarism’

of the transcendent critique that elides vital features and differences.
I wi;l argue that the theory of the authoritarian state as

developed by the most influential body of Frankfurt theorists =

Horkheimer, Adorno, and Marcuse commits this unacceptable elision,

and this is made possiblé by their reading of Weber, HWeber became

a central figure in their writings to .an extent greater than any

contemporary or subsequent Marxian school, and ultimately Weber‘s

;Om§IEX concept of ‘rationalization’ was transfigured into the ground

for a universgl critique of the ‘dialectic of enlightenment°° It

is my contention that this development was based upon a reading of

Weber that may be seriously challenged. It was a reading polluted

by Leninism, While the Frankfurt theorists certainly rejected

Lenin at a conséious level, this rejection perhaps involved only

the transparent and public face of Leninism, particularly the

concept of the.Party. .._There remains at the core of their thinking, .

if nOt‘tﬁe‘fund;menéal;themésfdmeeninb*an~acceptancefoffthe-séme

traditional themes ‘that give The State and Revolution the character

of such a si‘ans}elfeusf,dsicumwto i -
Eb:kheimer;s f940v§rticle-cn *The Authoritarian State® was
one oi;' the'first.atéémpts to-SUggestvthat the three major state
regimes that domiﬁaged‘in Europe were variants of a comman model,
The fascist state, the totalitarian socialist regime, and the
remaining liberalgdemoératic states differed only in the position
along é broadly similar line of development, >A11 three sfate forms
seemed to have many features in commons the manipulation of thev.

- masses, the demise of genuine democratic processes, the expansion

of buréaucratic power, the technologization of social life and
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culture, the aggressive extension of the prerogatives of the state,
But tmié argument amounted to a theoretical conflation that violated
the actual distinctiveness of the three state regimes in reality.
References to the ‘authoritarian state® are present in Frankfurt
writings from some five years before Horkheimer‘’s article, but
exclusively referring to German fascism, Initially, the Nazi regime
was represented as the naked terroristic dictatorship of monopoly
capital, the final and barbaric stage of capitalist society. Such
an analysis was not dissimilar to that of the official Comintern
position,. But Horkheimer, rapidly moving away from the orthodoxies
of Marxian political economy, in 1940 identified the organizing
principle of the new epoch of domination as technolegy and its
consequences on culture and understanding, rather than on the
imperatives of capital and its needs for coercion and open force, In
this light, the German version wasen imperfect and prototypical attempt
at a form of domination much better represented by the USSR. The
crudeness and internal conflicts that characterised the process of
domination . in Germany “stood in.stark-contrast to.the relatively -

better-ordering of matters that prevailed in the USSR, - The threat.

-

to the future of humanity now -derived, at least to.some, and an
. : B
increasing, extent, not from the commodity economy, but from the _
political plan and the state-:that promulgated:and—gaérded it, Thuss.
“The most fully developed kind of authoritarian state,

which has freed itself from any dependence on private (10)
capital, is integral Etatism, or state socialism,”

- IS

This reassessment of the German and Russian regimes made possible
a different analysis of the liberal-democratic state form, one that
was bound to be markedly pessimistic, Horkheimer was well aware
that the difference between living in a fascist or °reformist°®

state was of considerable importance to the individual; but from
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the standpoint of human emancipation, all contemporary regimes were
almost equally ominous, Bureaucratic domination existed, or was
imminent in each regime, and those where freedom was the most
distant prospect were not necessarily those where domination was
most terroristic,

Horkheimer suggested that little distinction remained between
the openly authoritarian regimes and the liberal democracies, He
gave a scathing description of the relationships of domination that
existed in Weimar Germany, between the political and bureau¢ratic
elites and the masses, This relationship was. xeplicated within
the workers® movement, which “... negatively reflects the situation
it is attackingo"(li) Capitalism had evolved into its monopoly
form, The iﬁstitutions of the liberal sfate were.incréasingly
evacuated of real content, and ultimately became a mere facade for

the introduction of the irraticnal authority of the fascist regime.

For Marcuse;-there-was an organic process involveds
“obo We.can say that it-is liberalism that ‘produces’®
the totéleauthoritarian:stateaout’ofuitse;fp~as»its-own(12y;w’
consummation at a more advanced stage of development,® :

Jay rapbrts_ﬂo:kheimer°s oun argument as stressing "the end

of the liberal mediations,-economic;-political or legal, thatbhad

previously forestalled the realization of the domination implicit

(13)

in capitalism.” Thus while the transition to fascism may not

yet have beeﬁ effec;ed in the western democracies, it was argued
that thé continued existence of liberal institutions signified little
in terms of real democracy and, anyway, the actual disappearance of.
these institutions was probably imminent.

For our purposes, it is this estimation of the institutions of

liberal -democracy that is important., The 1940 article is seminal
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in the development of the Frankfurt theorists, or more precisely,
in the éareers of Horkheimer, Adorno, and Mafcusen

Others, particularly Pollock and Neumann, at the timeregarded
these institutions with less pessimism, with consequences that we
shall see, But for the most renowned of the Frankfurt writers, this
original pessimistic estimate, the identification of liberal demccracy
as a society cast in the same mcde of bureaucratic domination as
Nazism and Stalinism was fateful, Technological dominion by a
bureaucratic apparatus as the generic quality of both democratic and
authoritarian regimes mapped out the path to the argument of the
’Dialectic of Enlightenment®, wherein European rationality inevitably
produced a society of total and hermetic domination, The most
influential version of this thesis was ultimately expressed in
Marcuse’'s analysis of ‘one-dimensionality’, The combination of
mass consumption, govemment regulation, and the culture industry had
finally transformed an outmoded entrepreurial capitalism into a totally
administered—societyAcharacteriéed by a simultgneous process of
atomization:and,homogenizaticn‘ofithe:populaceo”'flﬁ 1965 Marcuse
discusseds

" .. the tendencies that linked the liberal past with its
totalitarian abolition. This abdlition was not restricted
at all to the totalitarian states and since then has become.
reality in many democracies -(and especially in the most
developed. one)... Today total administration is necessary, -
and the means are at hands mass gratification, market
research, industrial psychology, computer mathematics,
and the so-called science of human relatioms, These take
care of the non-terroristic, democratic, spontaneous- '
automatic harmonization of individual and sccially necessary
needs and wants, of autonomy and heteronomy. They assure the
free election of individuals and policies necessary for (14)
this system to continue to exist and grow..."

Thus, in a startling phrase, he summed up the paradox and the
pessimism of this world as the "“frantic expansicn of totalitarian

mass democracyo“(ls)
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The thesis of the °totally-administerd society’ was briefly a
persuasi?e one, But the events of the l966°sn in which Marcuse’s
ideas themselves played no small part, served to undermine its
viability, This was the period of large-scale popular movéments of
protest which effected, or at least contributed to, political change
by utilising a combination of conventional and innovatory political
channels, Aware of this, Piccone, has attempted to amend the theory
from a position basically sympathetic to Marcuse,

He holds the thesis to be valid, but only for a distinctly
limited historical period; a transitional period between classical
capitalism and ccﬁtemporary capitalism, The drive towards one-
dimensionality was, he argues, a necessary part of the introduction
of a state-regulated capitalism, Without such massively increased
intervention by the state, the conditioms of existence of capitalist
society could not be secureda its rampant crisis mechanism would
have brought about the conditions for widespread social dislocationg
the position.of tpe”subalternAclasses-in their non-integrated state
would have:made tgem available4to:pppositional,politicalhdoctrines?__”
But the process-of bureaucratic:extension must, he,argﬁésb:bave;its T
limits,- - The shift from entreprénegr{g} capitalism to the New Deal crew
méy bé,necessary,'but so is'the shiftifrom the 'New Deal society® to
a subsequent arrangemenﬁqzrﬂAn administrative~process-that>has absorbed . . .
the whole of society will be bereft of the critical-inputs which are
necessary if it is to successfully fulfil its functions of rationally
steering the society. -

The administrators must therefore provide ‘artificial negativity®.
In order to avoid the consequences of administration without
informative and critical input from outside the apparatus, the

apparatus is driven to create oppositica to itself. This could be
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an interesting line of researchi there are cdertainly examples of
cdntemparary administraticﬁs providing fundé and personnel with
which citizens may be encouraged to criticise and point out the
inadequacies of policy decisions and implementation, This is
particularly relevant in attempts to maintain the integration into
the body politiec of the mbre marginal and anomic groups of

" contemporary society. In connection with discrete problems of
modern administration, °artificial negativity® is an evocative thesis;
But is it really adequate as a °‘grand theory® of the current state of
western society? Obviouélyo if ‘artifieial negativity”.is to be an
important’ theory, it mustie#pléin impo?;ant,thingsa And so it
does, For eéxample, it can explain the Vietnam War, and, more
importantiyb the ending of that war. Piccone derides the way in

whichs

"“the US “defeat”is still celebrated in conventional New
Left nostalgia as the greatest achievement of the student
movement and the successful mass moblllzatlon that it
provoked° But what was the Vietnam War other than the
extension of--the-logic.of transition (i.e. of the totally
admlnlstered society ' P) after that logic had become r:==:-
hlstorlcally obsolete’“-ilﬁj z

Thus those'who—aé;ually fought "against the war-deceive -
théméélves if‘they;believe»théy-play;;ta“signficant political role
in that conjuncture. - For Piéccnezfthéurgalityxis ei;herathéifihe
war was ended when the °progressive® sector of the éapitalist class
won out against the- ‘backward’ sector, or, at most, the anti-war
movement was created and mggipulated to a specific end by the
capitalists who realised that a United Vietnam would be ‘easy to
exploit via the terms of trade, whatever the government in power,

The same logic applies to the removal of Nixon over Watergate,

the reduction of the powers and apparatus of the CIA and °strong

state’, and the Civil Rights movement, The dismissal of those who
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actually struggled in these issues is rather regrettable, But the
revealing aspect of this analysis is what it says about the one-
dimensiona;ity thesis itself, One possible explanation of the

events that Piccone cannot discuss - even seems unaware of = is that
they had something to do with the existence of a constituttonal state,
fundamental democratic freedoms, and a functioning public sphere of
debate and dissent. Piccone seems to retain the traditional Marxian
dismissal of these concepts as not only bourgeois, but vacuous and

in reality non-existent. He is bound to do this by the one-
dimensionality thesisg if this regime actually existed for a period,
and if dissent must now be manufactured by the ruling class, it follows
that at some point tﬁese elements 6f demccracy disappeared - if they
ever had any real existence.

As a mode of historical explanacion, the thesis of "artifiéial
negativity"® quickly reveals itself as rather ludicrous in.its crudity.
In a weird Hegélian inversion, it presents the °capitalist class®’, or
at least one sectiovn of it, as a version-of the ’subject-object
identical’, manipulating political movements to its own>d¢sired1gnd,
and doing so0 SQCCessfully; In ‘i—ﬁodel of breathtaking simﬁiiéityg"
it redﬁces all the compié%ities:oféthe political sphere, "even the aready
éimplified-vefsibn*éxpoﬁnééd in'sdmelngXian versions of politiéél' -
_sciencep to the maneouvrings of -an &1-powerful ruling group. .It is a
condign‘fate' for Horkheimer and Marcuse‘’s original theory, Piccone
has the intelligepce to realise the inadequacy of the Marcusian vision
of the ccntempérary scene, _ _His discogfiture arises from his attempt
to redeem aspects of that modeltﬁ&e irredeemable, because they are
based on a profound aporia. This is the misappropriation of Weber's
theory ofrbureé%racy that entered into the theories of the authoritarian
state from the 1930°s onaérdo

The dgVelobments that Piccone attempts to explain in his theory
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of artificial negativiéy are evidence of the-fact thatthe liberal
democracies have not, and did not, enter the state of total
administration, Once this fact is grasped Piccone’s tortuous sub-
Hegelian schemes are redundant, But both Marcuse and Piccone are
forced to such resorts by the misuse they make of Weber.

In fact, a reinterpretation of Weber is the pivot upon which
Marcuse‘s argument shifts. In 1941 Marcuse was still analysing
bureaucracy in liberal democracy in a positive manner which echioes
certain of Weber’s themess

*In the democratic countries, the growth -of private
bureaucracy can be balanced :by. the strengthenlng of the

‘publlc bureaucracy ..o’ In-the age of mass. soc1ety -the

power . of the public bureaucracy can ‘be’ the weapon. which

protects the people from: the encroachment of speczal

interests upon the general’ welfaren ‘As long as the will

of the. people can effectlvely assert- 1tse1fp the public an

bureaucracy can.be a lever of democratization." '

But by 1964 Marcuse‘s reading of the Weberian madéd is crucially

different, Contemporary industrial society tends towards the absolute

pouer of the bureaucracy§4

-

YERE US oo present the- ccnnect:.on betwamn capitalism
ratlonalltyg and*dominatlcn in the work of Max Weber,...
the speclflcally Hestern idea of - reason -realizes -itself in
‘a;system of material- and 1nte11ectual culture ... _that
develops to the full in industrial capitalism and this system
tends towards a—specifzc_type of domination- which- becomes the(lB)
fate of the contemporary.periods-— total bureaucracy.” ..

Piccone's discussion of °steering problems® offers a convincing
refutation of the possibility of a totally administerxed society. But
he falls into error by trying to maintain that for a time. this

represented an accurate description of the tendency of western society.

To do this, helelieves that he must correct Weber.

"Contrary to the Heberian vision of a constantly rationalizing
and bureaucratizing process of capitalist development,
bureaucratxzation becomes counter-preductive when it successfully



128 -
penetrates what it seeks to- rationallze° What makes its
fragmentlng formal mechanlsms successful is the 1lingering

resistance of that yet-unraticnalised specificity which it
canstantly destroys;”(19)

Piccone here conflates Weber with Marcuse, Marcuse may indeed
have taken f£rom Weber a terminally pessimistic vision of social develop-
menty but that vision is not necessarily Weberx’s, The delicate and

crucial distinction that is possible hexe is put thus by Salvador Giners

“Although he viewed the advance of this complex process
(bureaucratlzatlon) with resigned pessmlsmD Weber nevertheless
refused. to identify ‘rule by officials® andzMMEnlstrators Hlth
political power, .so that a view of ccntemporary soc;ety as a
‘bureaucracy: appears nowhere in his work ..., Weber recognlsed
.a threat; which is serious engughg -and whlch no observer of
the mcdern outlook should-ignore, but. he was  at pains to express
it in the condltlonal = ‘if:-and when’; perhaps° Moreoverp he
was also at palns ‘to explore the many mechanlsms through which-
the excessive’ pcwer of ‘buredcracies is. or can be curtailed; such
as_political democracyD colleglallty of decisions, decentrahzatwnD
and the separation of powers," (20

Weber did not need to explain in detail why bureaucracy could
not take over the whole of societyp as ficccne attempts to do, The
reason for this is siqply-;hatrthe:possibility-was unlikely to occur-
to himu.#fihiseis not due-ro:paivetywor-lackéof;inaightrinto.iﬁe;éé
horrendeus state~formet10ns~that7the future held_in.storefm. It.is-due-
to the_fect‘tha;,;heAPureaugraey:rha;ike;gas”@eseribingfand analjs}pg
did not, in reality,-contain’ that peSsibilitya - In the event-of the
disappearance ofithe °cﬁecking° mechanisms on bureaucracy that Giner

refers to, the conseduence is not a society ruled by the norms of
bureaucratic ration;lityp but something quite differentp where formal
raticnality all but coilepéés under the pressure of illegitimate value
considerations.

Such an argument involves an aspect of Weber®s analysis that
appears to escape the Frankfurt theonsts° Surprisingly enough we

shall once agaxnp even here, encounter the corruptlng influence of

Lenin®s model of the radical democragic-etateo
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it has been established that bureaucracy contains problems
and threats. But .éhe_pblitical domain also 'conta‘sins problems and
threats. If the discussion of these is less déveloped in Weber‘°s
writings, this is doubtless attributable to his experience of Wilhelmine
Germany, where an excessively powerful bure%gpagy treated an inadeguate
and powerless parliament with scant regard, But we can nevertheless
construct from his writings a theory of political dangers relevant to
the issues under discussion.

Mass democracy contains one great danger: the predominance of
emotional over rational elements in the process of political decision-
making, This is not meant to imply a pe.jorativevview of the capacities
of the citizenry. The poiiticalyrealm'has to deal with questiocns to
which so far no answers have béenffouﬁd that have the Stétus of
absolute truth and can command the assent of an entire populace.
Politics, therefore, is fundamentally the contest of conflicting value-
orientations. Thevanswers to these fundamental issues can never be
derived and formulated in- the language.of rationality, calculability
and scientization that is the .proud possession: of ‘the administrators,

- The sgrugéie against the: ’bureaucratization~of the world?.is .presumably--
a struggle to retain for the citizenry the right-to debate and decide __
issuesmacéordins‘toAstandards“other than that that guides the- )
administratorss. instrumental efficiency, - Now, if a political domain
is considered desirable, it makes no sense to assume that such 2 domain
will always produce the °‘right’ ioe; ethically. acceptable value
orientations, Politics is the name of the field defined by the

absence of such.certainthég AS Habéimas summed up HWeber °s basic
thesis on this domains

“JIn the last analysis political action
cannot rationally justify its own premises.”

(21)
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Thus while many of the forms of though; - value orientations -
which a-political sphere contains may be repughant, and demand
refutatibn and vehement opposition, those who would combat
bureaucraéism must accept that the political sphere they seek to
defend will contain a multiplicity of ideas, approaches, and
perspectives. It is not possible to achieve the same standards of
certainty as obtain in the administrative realm, The only exception
to this lies in the possibility of discovering an ethics which is
irrefutably grounded in an ag@dictically true science and philosophy
that reveals the pristine essence of society, humanity, and history.

In the light of contemporary experiences such a possibility is at

lTeast distant, and at most unlikely. And, be it understood, such
a-discovery ﬁould'truly mean the end of politics and the advent &f

the age of total bureaucracys f£or there would be nothigg left to discuss.

What, then, is the precise nature of the danger that emanates
from the political sphere? It is that it may seek to colonise the
administrative sphere, This is no neW~ph%nomenon; it is in fact
the very situation .that the establishmentzofﬂbureaucratic organisation
soughi to’;upersedeg a:situaticn~whereiniadministrative decisicns-are -
taken én the basis ongEACep favour, influence, prejudice, and even
corruption., = The extent of this'probiém will become apparent §n~a
discussion of the Soviet Union. — What will also become”c1ear is'
that the necessary division .of labour, théinecessary balance and
equilibrium between the two domains of administration and paiitics
must be carefully prescribed. Thi; task cannot be ignored by
ciingiﬁg to either of the ;give assumpﬁions that underlie the theories
thai construe excessive bureaucratisation as the only danger,that
4ignqre the complexities of the political field that is supposed to

act as panacea to this threat. It is equally as naive to assume

that bureaucracy can aadwill‘be banished from the face of society,
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leaving nothing but a political sphere bathing in limpid clarity and
mutual énlightenments as to aésume that poiitics can be sufficiently
rationalised and scientized to make the relationship between the two
domains a perfect fit, devoid of conflicts and permeated by fraternal
daferencs.

This, of course, is precisely the haive assumptidn of the model

constructed by Lenin in the pages of The State and Revolution. It

is also the assumption upon which Horkheimer based his critique of
state regimes in "The Authoritarian State® in 1940, This first article
to unequivoeally include the USSR in the collection of authoritarian
regimes expresses a faith in the regime of the workers' councils,
Horkheimer's toichstone, tharefdre; is still the poséibility of the
transcendental class subject of traditional ﬂarxismo His critique of
the Weimar republic derived its sweeping character from the actual
absence of this subject:s
"Insofar as tha~p:919tarian opposition to the Weimar

RgPUbl%c ?id DOtnget.ifﬁj?oehfq}; as a ?99?9 it (22)

fell victim to.the spirit-bf:administration;®

The tiny opposit&pnalfsecta;or;the mass”Sociaiﬂﬂéhﬁbrat¥c and -~
Communist Parties offered no hops of\ihevamancipated society, . But -

here Horkheimer drew no conclusions about the viability of the project

of emancipations on the contrary, -the Marxian subj;Et is still present; -

and provides the foundation for a conception of the post-reveolutionary
state that, while allusive in keeping with Horkheimer'®s 'styley expresses

the same assumptions as Lening

"after the old positions of power have been dissolved,
society will either govern its affairs on the basis of free
arguments, or else exploitation will continue ... the future
form of collectlue llfe has a chance to endure not because it
ulll rest upon a more refined constitution but because
domination is exhausting itself in state capitalism ... in a
new society, a constitut;on will be of no more importance than
train schedules and traffic regulations are now," (23)
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1t should perhaps be remembered that ;éain schedules are promises
ihat the relevant authorities rarely manage to fulfil, and that traffic
regulations are often treated by the citizenry with a fair degree of
selectivigy or indifferencse, This does npt seem to be a promising
metaphor for thes political processes of the future society.

It is clear that Horkheimer still shared with traditional Marxism
theory a great deal of groundi in particular he still belisved in the
emancipatory potential of Marxism. This led him to surmise that the
USSR, while being the most efficient example of the authoritarian state,
was also the one most prone to overthrow in an emancipatory direction.
This was dus to the fact that the lejgitim"ating ideclogy of the ruling
gToup was.ﬂérxism itsself, The néivety of this position has been
summarissed by Aratos -

"ooo the assumption of Horkheimer“s immanent critique that
the admittedly most consistent form of the authoritarian state
was because of its working class ideology -the most open to
liberating, cataclysmic-social-change (based on a new council
movemént) derived from an inadequate  analysis’ of Soviet conditions

and of the naturs- oijOVLBtwmarxlsm as-a paeudosczence of-—
legltxmationo“ (28) 7. : .

This dubious sssessment.of. the naturs of Nérxian.iqeology was
presumably a-major cause of-Hnnkhaiméﬁls~weakneséﬁfdr-the~£raditiona1 h
council=type solutigps'to'tha:bfublemsJof politics and administration,

In contrast to the théories*of absolute’bﬁreéucfatizatioﬁ9
Weber's far more modest modél of $e bureaucracy is relevant to, and
reﬁealing of, the ghndamental nature of the ‘authoritarian state’. 1
havé raferred to the less-péssimistic:atfitude to the institutions of
the liberal state that was adopted by Neumann and Pollocks These
theorists stress the juridicial-legal protection of civil rights and

the survival of some forms of popular political particiﬁation under late

capitalism, Pollock announcad the advent of a new socio=economic
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formation termed 'state=capitalism?, which was applicable in a generic
form, jﬁst as was Horkheimer's, to the varied regimes of advanced
capitalism, But he maintained a distinction between the totalitarian
and democratic forms, and the democratic form enjoys a profound
superiority:
"Under a democratic form of state Capltallsm9 the state
has the same controlllng functions but is itself controlled
by the people. It is based upon institutions which prevent
the bureaucracy from transforming its administrative position
into an instrument of power and thus laying the basis for the (25
trangsshaping the democratic system into a totalitarian one.," )
Pollock's recognition of the still profound difference between
authoritarian regimés and the liberal democratic state led him to a
series of questions which he could only pose speculatively, But
these questions, it may be suggested, have a vibrancy and relevance
forty years later, which (for all their profound insights) is lacking
in the political writings of Horkheimer and Marcuses
"what‘maasures~are~necassary to guarantee control of the
state-by the majority-of people instead of by-a small minority?
What ways and means:can be devised to pravent the abuse of the ..—
enormous - power ‘vested in-the- state«andustr1819"and party.- |
bureaucracy under state ‘capitalism? - -How can-the loss-of.-
aconomic liberty be rendered compatible with the maintenance — --
of political liberty? Hou can the disintegrative motive
forcas of today be replaced -by- 1ntegrative ones? - How will
the-roots from uhich 1nsurmount5ble ‘'gocial antagonlsms develop
. be-eliminated so-that there will-not arise a polltlcal alliance- -- -

betwéen dissentient partial-interests and the bureaucracy aiming
to dominate the maJnrlty?ooo" (285)

It is precisely these problems, and developments of them, that
have provided the cdhplex of issues that Habermas' work has sought to
investigate, The period of European totalitarianism Has, at least
for now, receded into the historical paét; and taken with it the

viability of the inevitable grand generalisations and horrific

prognosxibationso We may consider Habermas' work as an example of the
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fruit te be gathered from Weber®s basic modely a contrast to the
‘barrenﬁess of the Leninist heritage. Tha étarting point must surely
be a realisation that it is false to present the dangers embodied in
the modern state as consisting only of the tendency of the bureaucracy
to conquer the rest of society, That such dangers exist, and constitute
an ominous threat to civilized society is hardly worth repeating. My
arqgument assumes this, and certainly does not seek to contest its
significancse, But if the cure is not to be worse than, or identical
with, the dieease, the other dangerous tendency we have described must
be appreciated. The theorists of absolute bureaucracy are too extﬁ#e:
the.problem is the existence of any Euraaucracy and the only answer is
ZEBr0 bﬁreaycracyo lleber®s crucial insight consisted in understanding
tﬁat9 while the political sphere acts as a restraint on the administrative,
the administration is also necessary to defuse the dangerous tendencies
of the politicans (a term which may mean the whole of the citizenry),

Habermas has a typology of problems that Weber's model points
to in contemporary societys =he has also opened a -discussion that
gives Weber's distinctions their-true weight, by ontologising the . .
distinction between politics and adﬁinistratiéﬁo - -

This latter theme occurs:in~the\first Chapter of his °’Theory
and Practxcagd published in 1971, - "Here he'defeﬁds.the assumptions .-
of the classical ;;;trine of- politics, with ité origins -in Aristotle. ...
This doctrine asserted a distinétion between forms of human knowledge.
One form is that of "techne, "the skilful production of artifacts and
the expert mastery of objectified tesks"; politics is the field

constituted by'a differsnt type of knowledge,

"pristotle emphasises that politics, and practical philosophy

in general, cannot bs compared in its claim to knowledge with a
rigorous. sciance, with the apodlctlc eglstemen For its subject
matter, the: Just and the Excellent9 in its context of a variable
and contlngant praxisE lacks ontological constancy as well as

logical necessitys The capacity of practical philosophy is

hrohesis, a prudent understandlng of the situation, and on this

the: traditlon of classical politics has continued to base 1tself°°"( 27)
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Habermas contrasts the classical doctrine of politics with
attempté to define a science of polities, initiated by the work
of Hobbes and Machiavelli. From Hobbes emerges a quite different
set of principless firstly it is deemed possible to devise a
scientﬂﬁéally grounded social philosophy whose assertions will be
valid independently of time, place and circumstances; seccndly,
the translation of this knowledge inté practice is a technical
problemoA Prudence can be replaced by calculation,. Thirdly,
human behaviouf is now considered to be the province of science,
which will recommend the necessary conditions and institutions
that will ensure that humans behave in a ‘calculable’ manner,
Politics is separated from moralitys 3if the task of preparing:
individuals for life in the community was previously that of the teacher
and moralist, it now becomes the job definition of the social engineer
and édmir,i;istrator°

:ﬁéiﬁﬁve here, therefore, in this modern political science,
a fundaméniél confusion and écnflaticnz the technical is presumed
to fulfll the responsibilities af‘the °practlca1° . That in
cantemporary parlance there appears to be little, if any, dlstxnctlom

-

between the two terms is evidence of Ege degree of success attalned

by the scientizers of sbcial’thought° As Bernstein sayss

®, ., our very difficulty in grasping the difference
between the two - for we now commonly think of the practical
as.being a matter of technical appllcatlon or know how -
"~;helps underscore Habermas® point. We not only confuse the
*practical with the technical, but in both thought and
action tend to reduce distinctively practical issues to the
matrlx of technical application.” (28)

The consequent tendency to reduce all questions of ‘actiom®
td issues of technical control and manipulation clearly underlies

the threat of bureaucracy, Habermas grounds this threat separately




-=136-

and more fundaﬁéﬁtally than in the buréaucratic power-complex itself,
The problem arises from the hegemony of contemporary thought exercised
by sciencgp its methods, and its practitioners, In the light of this,
Habermas can then provide us with his models of possible relations
between °éxpertise and political practiée°o

He describes firstly the °decisionistic® model, the pure form of
Weber's theory, whereby there exists a strict division of labour
between experts and politicians, the former pursuing by means of
rational calculation the ends prescribed by the latter, These ends
themselves are not subject to the dictates of administrative
rationality. But for Habermas this situation leaves much to be desireds

' "R§§icn§lit¥ inr?he ch?ice of ggans acgpgpanies §Y9geq€29)

irrationality in orientation to values, goals and needs,”

While politics ceriainly has, and must retain, its own modalities
of tﬁought that are quite distinct from those of administration, it is
difficult for Habermas to accept that these must ccniinue to take the
form of irrationality. = In the last section -of ‘Legitimation Crisis®:
uabgrmas:écknoaledges;tne_contfadictgcnxana<difficu1ty§§nnwﬁiéh;hé:iﬁ*;;;;_-
finds_himself° A °'pargiality for reason® is'a paftié#n position
which :cannot itself be made the objeet, of ra;ign§i‘gi}l—fprm§;ian.;::_
that -depends upon the assumption of reason.- QHe‘isikzpeéutp-an
admission of his ‘irrational’ starting points a passion for ‘old
European human dignity“ocso) ,

Nevertheless-é clear distinction exists between the
‘decisionistic® model and "the more ccﬁtempqréry ‘technocratic’® ones
Technical and intellectual developments have made an alternative possibles

“Systems analysis and especially decisién thexy do noﬁ

merely. make ney technologies available, thus improving

t;adit;pg§¥jim§@rumentsg_ they also rationalize choice as .

such. by means of calculated strategies and automatic decision

procedures, (31
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The ‘technocratic® medel is that where the politician becomes
dependent on the expert for definition of aims and ends, as well as
means, The extension of rational techniques and calculations into
the opticns available in the social world itself (Weber's
»disenchantment” writ large), and the ability to prognosticate the
long-term consequences of the selection of any set of goals meanss

",0o the politician in the technical state is left with

nothing but a fictitious decision-making power,” (32

As 1 have already indicated, Habermas suggests neither that
this state of affairs is inevitable, nor that it can resolve the
problems it is dgsigned to tackle, Tbe§étnew[mgthqu still cannot
impinge upon the fundamental problem—comglek>from which political
decision ultimately derive, from value systems, In the light of his
belief in the inadequacy, both descriptively and, of course,
normatively, of both the decisionistic and the technocratic modes,
he suggests a model that may counter the weaknesses of both. This
is the 'pragmatistic® _mecdel, whereby-he_ attempts to replace the

t : .
relationship-of ‘domination between.politician and. expert by one of
{ . C
‘critical interaction’., A ‘His argument benefits from the fact that
this is not a purely speculative modelg. -

"Desplte the technocratlc v1ew, experts have not -become
sovereign over polltiCLans subgected ‘€O the~demands—of ‘the
facts ‘and left with a pureély fictitious power of.decisien.
Nor, despite the implications of the dec131onlstic modelp
does the politician retain a preserve’ outsxde of ‘the
necessarlly rationalised areas of practice in which
practlcal problems are dec1ded upon as ever by acts of

the will, Rather, réciprocal ‘communication seems
possible and necessary...” (33)

The formulation is'arguably optimistic, The pragmatistic
model is at least on cne level a response and reply by Habermas to
those visions of a ‘totally administered® society that were

articulated by Horkhelmerm Adorno, and Marcuse. He both rejects
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the possibility of the development they predicted, and manages to

indicate that such a rejection opens up equally fruitful approaches

to the problems that do undeniably exist. But, operating in the

Heberian mode, Habermas has clearly constructed ocnly ideal types;

he has ndt described’anything that in reality and as yet exists,

He will, therefore, be aware that just because neither the decisionistic

or technocratic meodel in reality have occurred, it must notbe assumed

that the pragmatistic model prevails. The degree of decisionism

aqd/or technocratism which is necessary if a democratic project is

to be thwartedvis not an absolute., These tendencies need not be

preSEn;~in gigantic and publicly transparent formg cdntempotary |

society abounds in‘examples of them frustrating the possibility of

a_genuine democratic society. In his later workm-Habermaé has

demonstrated the difficulty involved in defining the conditims that

would make possible a mocdel of politics and administration based upon

'free communication between equals’. But that difficulty is a

necessarywdifficultbeQne.thattis contained in the reality of the

prob_lerhD and ‘it magisterially:cortects the theme$¢ofiLeninngorkheipervn;;f :
, ‘ ‘ o

and others.which.reduce:the_problem to removing~simp1e barriers to tﬁe ————
) £

democratic. control of administration. -Rather, a remarkable job of - -
~ .

philosophical, cultural, and-institutional construc;ion,is:invblVéd;tl;-_

' Weber and Lenins The Problem of the Rule of Law
| The Weberian model cannot describe the state regime of the

dei?t Union, although it will help to explain it. The USSR cannot
be giad through Weber's fundamental cateéories or thréugh the typology
that Habermas has derived from them. The USSR is neither of the two
éxtremes that might evolve from the regime Weber describeds political

_power developing into the hands of the apparatus, or administrative

process corrupted by political interference, The puzzling thing is
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that it appears to display the symptoms of an extreme case of both
diseaée§° At one and the same time it is én all-powerful, rigid,
and highly structured administration unconstrained by normal modes
of politicalicontrolg and a totally politicised structure wherein
norms, laws, regulations and procedures may be overturned at a moment's
notice by political decree. Perhaps Serge’s Comrade Tulayev is the
victim of the former, Kdestler“s Rubashev of the latter, Yet both
are victims of the same instrument at the same hou?.of its power.
How may this be explained? Does not the reality here point to in-
adequacies in HWeber's model, inas much as it appears to be unable to
bring its explanatory categories to bear?

The authority of Weber®s model is iﬁ fact restored by a dis-
finction that is crucial to my argument, This distinction has been
indicated aboves Heber never constructed a model of totalitarian
Sureaucratic society bec#use his bureaucracy contained no possibility
of achieving total power and consumating the expropriation of the
p&litical*domainonﬂ;ﬂe recognised regrettable costs;, ‘the costs of
médernity:aﬁd*he<reccgnised possible>corruptiqns;;;aaut evéﬁy;éygteme€:4»j
:tﬁét contains human‘be%pgs is open»td corruption, éﬁdrperhaps Heber °s
w@llingngs; to;:econcilejhimself,tO‘EEg pureaucratic“agefcame'from the;-‘
aiapfecia;im, that these 'corrup'tii@s took ﬁhé form of 'possibiliﬁ_ies »
nét inherent qualities in fixed'quantitiesg‘*ﬂCoun£e£§ailing téﬁdenciég
could limit these possibilities, but only so long as it was pbssible to
maintain the two domains of politics and administration as distinct
and separate, : -

Thus HWeber's bureaﬁcratic society is not a totalitarian one,.
~ Although totalitarian regimes depend upon a vast bureaucratic
appafatus, any similarity this suggests with the society that Heber

was analysing is superficial, What emerges from a proper understanding
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of Weber s medel is the momentous aspect whergin the two regimes have
nothing -in»common° This is what Weber defines aé‘°the rule of law’,
'The existence of the rule of law is the primary precondition for the
existence of the modern states an administrative and legal order that
is subject to change by legislation and an administrative apparatus
that conducts official business in accordance with legislative
regulation. The rest of Weber‘s model is built upon this simple
assumptiong and if this assumption does not apply, all of Weber ‘s
comments on politicians and bureaucrats, on norms and authority, on
domains and responsibilities, on citizens and officials, are simply
irrelevant. They are tools too sophisticated to apply to the brute
strﬁéfure*of a toté}itarian regimes it is naive to expect them to
have any relevance. It is like tfjing to uﬁdérs:aqd the workings of
a‘bicyéle by reading the worksﬁop mariual for a car, A categorically
different object is under discussion.

There are certain situations where the rule of law cannot
exist. Clearly, the rule of lay cannot be assumed in a society
undergoing- revolutionary reconstruction. As Bendix put its

(34)

- “Where norms can be changed at a moments
notice, the rule-of law is-destroyed.”

~
Revolutionaryxregimes;by"tﬁe.very act of the seizure‘of power
d;;ﬁiSS"the existing structure of law and its prdceéses; and'iﬁ'ié
unlikely to restore that old structure ancé the new regimé is secure.
The nérms embodied in that old system of law will have been a primary
motivation for the revolutienary initiative itselfs revolution is a
statement that existing procedures of enacting and changing legislatidn
have been found ineffective or inadequate, The new regime must
perforce construct its own.legal assumptions anew, in line with its
ideoldéical preccnceptionsg This reconstruction is at very least a

4 .
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time-consuming and complex process. A multitude of contradictory
intefpfetatiqns of the newly dominant ideology will for some time
obtain, uwntil thé features of the new culture are firmly established.
Competing versions will abound, both publicly and privately. The
political struggie of the-Bolsheviks against all other political
tendencies, from liberals to anarchistsp is the evidence‘qf this
public struggle. No less important, although certainly less
apparent, will be the conflict between the new public norms and the
assumptiOns upon which the everyday private lives of much of the
population will continue to be ordered,

~ Consequently, the iaw becomes aimorefovertly political
instrument, ”Léw méy foiiow in the tfail of neé.social arrangements,
oftenv to confirm them, but perhaps as often to contradict them, as
with the decree on °Oné=ﬁan Management® that opposed the popular
" syndicalist control that to some degree existed. Additionally,
the law becomes an instrument by which attempts are made to undermine
and &estroyfold:social relationships, and thus clearly came in;o
ccnﬁlictmwith majority norms,—as in the p;qlongedxconflictf??;yggn .
the Sovietﬁgovernment;gnd=the'peasantrydﬂ* Lay, tﬁefefbfe}f%néglifﬁ
revolutiﬁmary regiﬁeg may be"very~£§£‘frcm'beingrbased'upon an
acéeﬁtéﬁée; lé; élone~én upderstanding,.éf the norms that lie:behind- - -
it as ‘.-fa.rv -as large-sections of-the population are. concerned, Even o
if it may be asserted that consultation would in fact reveal a
coincidence of norms between the government and the majority of the
populace, the process of-eﬁactment of such norms is problematic,
Revolutionary goverﬁments legislate by decree not by debate, A
vast new legal edifice must be established in a brief time-spang;
ali the greater is the task if the new regime is distinguished from
the old by its beligf in modernizations a process which I have

already indicated produced a huge increase in the areas of society
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that are considered as the legitimate sites.of government intervention,
The sheer magnitude of.the tasks allows little room for the deliberative
delays of due process. The habits consequently inculcated into ad-
ministrative officials will be such as to aggrandise their powers
considerably.

All these are perhaps inevitable costs of situations where the
crisis of a social formation forces revoluticnary change. It would
be foolish to suggest that such situations do not occur, and that the
problems posed by them can be avoided, But if the process of change
inevitably undermines and banishes the rule of law, theé question
remains as to the possibilities of, and the conditions for, a retufn
to a regimé of the rule of law 6hc¢ tﬁe immediately transitional
situation’is passed, How is the ruling party, fbr whom the law has
become an instrument in their oun possession, to return to a situation
where they themselves are once again subordinate to that law?

This problem-exercised previous revolutionary actors. All |

i
revolutions -are made in~ the mname -of some kind of freedom,--and a>00m$on -

core offthese>various"defiﬁiiions1of%ééeedoﬁ;is;ihegfreédoﬁfff§m ‘iJMH
arbitrary rule, TheAproblem for the makers of constitutions is how
such a freedom may be established out of -an -act which is -itself -
arbitrary and necessarily‘repressivep~wh§gp had observed no-laws -
and has exercised;violence_against»Flegitimate° rulers. The new
laws cannot be written before the new-lawmaking body of the
revolutionary regihe is canstituted. The authority of that bod&
cannot therefore derive from the law; but if it does not poééess

this necessary authority, how can the laws stand above man?

Rousseau described this ass

“The great problem in politics, which I compare to the
problem of squaring the circle in geometry .. (is)s How to (35)
find a form of government which puts the law above man."
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Apart from any putative corrupticn, therefore, which a
revolutionary government might suffer (reluctance to relinquish the
power, and the fruits of power) there is a genuine conceptual problem,

"How are those who have.placed themselves above the law to subordinate
themselves to the law? The legitimations that previously applied

can no longer satisfy. An appeal to a transcendental autﬁorityp

or to the authority of tradition and custom are clearly not available
to revolutioﬁaries who have proceeded against precisely those |
legitimations. The concept of the °*General Will® , a more
appropriate foundation, reveals ltself, if attempts to determine that
will are genuinely made, as, -in-Arendt‘'s wofdév“hgi;t on Quicksandss

“The constitutional history of France, where even
durlng‘the revolutlon canstltutlcn followed cn canstltutlcn

: revolutlonary decrees (1nd1cates) ooo that the. so=ca11ed
- #5111 of a multitude (lf this is to be more -than a legal
flctlon) is ever=chang1ng by deflnltlonooo (36)

In the absence of. any alternative firm foundation, there exists

simply the.conétant fembtatian=~and:oftén demand-— for-socme —.- -
. Lo t c . . L
i ! . ‘ - .o
individual to e@body the general will and impose.its interpretatios ..

’ -
upan the rest of the societys -—-:-
' ‘ ~

“Napoleon Bonaparte was only the first in a long series
of national statesmen who, to -the applause of.a Hhole»::(§7)
nation, could-declares “I am the pouvoir constituent."

An appeal to the authority of the revolution contains no
solution to this problenm, _ The revolution can only legitimise the
power of those who made it, of those of its heirs who are considered
to be the most legitimate claimants to its tradition. The authority

of the revolution legitimises exclusive power, not the transfer of

power between competing parties in the consequent regime. Those who
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were not instrumental in:making the revolution, or more precisely in
leadiné it, are de facto deprived of the crédientials it bestows, If
the appeal is to the authority of the revolution, the Mensheviks have
po right to dispute policy with the Bolsheviks in thae new USSR,

The American revolutionariss managed to avoid these consequences,
by virtue of an remarkable stroke of good fortune. Thomas Jefferson
pointed to it in his esxplanation of how America was able to maintain
the republican form of government when the French revolutionaries lost
ite Républican government in France failed, he argued, because "the

party of "un et indivisible" had prevailed." There existed no other

organs of authority to which the psople might have turned to cohbat the
'dissulutioﬁ'ﬁf democratic forms. |
"But with us, sixteen out of sevantesn states rising in

mass, under regular organisation, and legal commanders9 united

in object and action by their Congress ... present such obstacle

to a usurper as forever to stifle ambition in the first conception

of that object.® (38)

The point is not simply:that power was decéntralisedy,but that:
legitimate authorityviay'agjthis.ievelgéaﬁa-any central«pouer;coﬁldtzx
only derive-its fight_§o ru1;<f§dm the'local‘institutiods;’"*ﬂﬁf-even» -
this 'does not fully accountjfor the ggs;iience of Americanldemocxacyo
The local institutions embodied the continuity of the rule of.law, .
Authdrityo-n6£>1east»the.apthonity‘oF.tE;bmen who drafted the
Declaration and the Constitution; derived from the cohplex of bodies
that bra=existed the revolution — the districts, townships, and counties,
And their authority derived from the Yconstitution ¢ which the
Mayflower colonists agreed amongst themselves for their own sécurity
in the 'state of nature® that awaited them, The American Bevolution
was made in the name of established legal conventions, and not against
them; the revolution was asgainst what were interpreted as attempts to

(39)

impose a tyranny upon a previously free society. Few creators of

- modern states have been able to draw upon such clear and incontrovertible



lineages of legitimacy, deriving from a 'free contract? arrived at
in a térritary previously without government. But the example is
releuapt‘forAthose:who would aitempt similar tasks in less favourable
cbnditionso

For it may be that neither the problems that the Russian
reuolutionariesbwereﬁattempting to solve, nor the fundameantal
assumptions with which they approached these problems, were profoundly
different from those of the American revolutionaries, Here, of course,
I am minimising the differenceé that are often held to separate and
distinguiéh "bt‘:v.J_'r'gen::is’0 revolutions from “prolétarian" ones. I am
particularly'cbécerhed:to set aside arguments that would attributa to
the.thinkérs of the Aﬁefican réQolUtionsrﬁo~bther motive than thét-of
establishing a new class power, the power of the indigenous bourgeoisie,
in its own right. Similarly, I am similarly concerned to avoid
attribution to the Bolsheviks of fundamental motivatiﬁns‘in specific
class terms: either the determination to establish the class power of
jthe Vpr»oletaria‘t9 or, more deviously, to establish the power of a ‘new
iclass', — bureaucracy, state bourgeoisie, intelligentsia or whatever...: .
%Insteadgrit is:worthfsuggééting.that'boﬁh bodies of revolutionarieé i

-

partook of a fundamental ethical aimi\énd drew in significantAmeasure —
upon a-common intellectual.tradition.

I_want to' present two-sets of themes that ourfreuolutionaries )
appearAto possess in common, Firstly, that involved in Jefferson's
concept of 'self-evidence’ and the Marxian concept of its own status
as a sciencej sscondly, the poésible_congruences between Lenin"s
concept of the communeastaté and the American concept of "public
happine$s°o On the first theme, I have previously commented on the
manner in which the Bolsheviks 'constructed® a ‘general will?’, The
attribution of a-scientific stafus to Marxism provided the Boelsheviks
with a ragdyamada and aimost automatic method of excluding various

forces from'the pqlifical process, and relegating political problems
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to the status of conflicts between those who 'knew the truth and those
whoy, oué 9? ignorance, maliteo'or‘SElFéintefesto refused to acknowledge
that truth. But in this context the words.of the American Declaration
of Indapgndanca are evocative: "We hold these truths to be self-evident,™
It was upon the assumption of self-evidence for certain rights that ths
case against British tyranny was built, and the revolution made.

Jefferson's choice of words is crucial, because it is an assertion
of John Locke?s epistemology of self-evidence against the doctrine of
innate ideéso The concept of innate ideas, it was heldywas a secure
buttress for VdiétatOPSfO It was necessary to admit the use of reason
into the process of the jngéméht of political instituiionsp for the
use of reason would persudade everyone of the precepts ubqn which
democratic government was based,. It was therefore self-svident that
all men were created squal, entitled to inalienable rights including
lifé9 libertyp and the pursuit of happinsss, that governments were
inst%tuted to secure these rights, and that citizens had the right to
.overthrow such governments as failed .to.discharge satisfactorily their.
obligations, -~ . | |

But the politiéa;;coh@équeﬁcaé oflsuchkpﬁilbéophiﬁél assumptions
may prove problematic, .wﬂgslevery~ci3}zqn;thé right, simbly byf o .

claiﬁing~t0'ba~mo§ed:by-raason,-to reject the legitimacy of the -

government if he so wishes? It was necessary for the sake of political
stability to introduce certain distinctions:
“when we 5peak'of a tyrant that may lawfully be dethroned
by the people, we do not mean by. the word people; the vile
populace or rabble of the country, nor the cabal of a small

number of factious persons, but the greater and more judicious
part of the subjects, of all ranks," (40) .

Locke's arquments were therefore called on to stress that reason

was a faculty, and one which it was entirely possible that ﬁeople might
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fail, or refuse, to uss, There are those:

..o whose opportunities of knowledge and inquiry
are commonly as narrow as their fortunesj and their
understandings are but little instructed, when all their
wvhole time and pains is laid out to still the croaking of
their own bellies, or the cries of their children, "

This may appear to be an elitist attempt to exclude the labouring
classes from the democratic political process; but Locke does not
confine himself to such classes. Thers are those, morally inferior,

persons who have the opportunity to use reason, but lack the will,

"Their hot pursuit of pleasure, or constant drudgery

in business, engages some men“s thoughts elsewhere° laziness

and oscitancy in genaral9 or. a ‘particular. aversion for’ books9
study and meditatlong keep others from any seriuus thoughts at
all; and some out of fear that an 1mpart1al inquiry would not
favour those opinions which best suit their prejudices, lives

and des:.gns9 content themselves, without examination, to take (41)
on trust what they find convenient and in fashion." ‘

i
It is thus clear that the assumptions of the Americans appear to

contain?impligations'that we could consider dangerously undemocratic, .

For those mhofare not camble of using; or who refuse to use, reason,

: ﬁbt;only Have;a very dubious claim to participate in a democratic

:probéss founded on reason, their constant pollution of the public

life with the politics of unreason:mightlthraaten the survivalof the

republic itself. Surely, we ars not far from Lenin?  Locke's latter

3

quote could refer equally to Lenin's bourgeaisie, impelled either by
moral degeneration9 or ‘class situation', or class interest, to dény
the truths of Marxism; and how reminiscent of Lenin's coﬁplaints about
the lo& culiural level of the massés i; Locke“# desbription of the |
labou;ing poor$ '.In this crucial, over-riding sense, then, both>

Jefferson and Lenin were children of the Age of Reason: claiming

their authority on the basis of reason, and then driven to use reason
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to halt the corrosive undermining of their own positions that reason,
once lc:;nse9 may effect. Without'pdreuing fhe comparison any further,
we may simply suggest for consideration the effect of the following in
producing the very di%ferent results of the two revolutionsg firstly,
of couréeD the tasks that the American governménts were subsequently to
take upon themselves were minimals the American populace lived in a
state agreed by all as one already of ‘prosperity?, and it was a long
tima before industrialisation became the central objective of a
revolutionary government, How to deal with the ‘unreascnable® did not
becoms .a genuine political proﬁiem once thé War of Independence was won,
at lééét:unﬁil’the:EiVii~war s century later. Secdndly, inasmuch as
the»Amgricans were working within a tradition of avowedly moral
‘philosbphyg which did not claim to conquer and systemise the whole of
human ﬁnowledge, or claim a fundamental rupture with éll that had been
previously thought, the imperious claims of reason were balanced by
inheritances from a Christian tradition, Locke himself decliped to
write:-a handbook of4ethics:based upon—-his concept -of reason because -he
~conside:eﬁﬁthasetto:bqFaireadyzpresantedéiﬁ;tﬁéiwew.Testaméntp and thus
alt;ady available, thr‘o_,ugﬁ f‘;a-iﬁh,‘, ‘ta-.,t}éa‘hb‘naeh'n‘ghtenedo Further, the
Americans were p;qhablyffar.mnne'conqg;ned ihaﬁ—lateriimitatoféétbl7~t§
intellecfﬁally justify_the formtbﬁ;govérnment thaymhad,cfeatéd9 and - .
thafééis'evidenbefthét.igwgis-later career Jefferson was prepared to -
admit tﬁe existencs o% a 'moral sense! that pre-existed the use of
reason, althdugh it was still the inescapable duty of reason to judge
and verify these pre—raﬁional TEeSpONses, The existence of a "moral
sense’ wili admit to the political process those vhom clumsiness in
the field of reason might have éxcludedo

AEbuébly we might be able to find a further parallel between the
eight&éﬁth'déﬁtury concept‘df moral sense and Lenin’s concept of the
Vproldéatiat°o Thevaftemgt to inﬁroduce a ?ﬁro;etarian“ counterweight

’



‘as they3might'qace.have;doneg’without;a;tynannical:govgrnhgnt;;:Arendt%;%ﬂﬂ

argues that it was not-simply the colonists’-intention to regdin

which were denied them due to their status as colonists. *-
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to the burgeoning bureaucracy via Rabkrin and similar measures

suggests Lenin‘®s continuing acceptance of a proletarian moral

sense. That is, he believed in an essential faculty of a

sociological group, that éepended not upoen their ability to absorb
Marxism, Sut rather that makes it possible for the proletariat, or
its best elements, to absorb and understand Marxism and avoid the
corruptions of power, But Jefferson’s °‘moral sense' wds a capacity
endowed on people by a Creatory Lenin‘’s being deéependent ﬁpoqgan
exclusive sociology, was rather more attenuated, Indeed, far more
than Jefferson, Lenin lacked confidence in both the willihgness to
reasdn ana thé‘innate moral capacities of the peqple,jéﬁd;that itself
could ‘not be withoUt conSeqﬁenceso

The second theme where we may find parallels involves the
canception of the purpose of the revolution. It was very far from
the mind of both Lenin and Jefferson simply to remove a set of specific
grievances that a tyrannical government imposed upon the people. 1t

was not .their aim merely -to free people to once-more live their lives .. .-

liberties which were, or had been pos§5§sed by native Englishmen, and_ -
» e e 62

- That was ---_

no longer;énoughoif;The claim to the ‘right to hppiness® was; for the

' Americahsp not simply a right to private happiness, the happiness -of

the subject secure in his domestic and professional pursuits, un-
trammelled by arbitrary interference of unpredictable goverhment, It
was also, and most significantly, a claim to a new ‘public happiness’.
This claim derived from the assumption that the right to participate
in theﬂafféirs of government was a central element of the highest

happinéss at wﬁich men might aim, Participation in public affairs
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was no longer, as in the past, a burden that-some must bear in order
that others might pursue unhih@ered their pfivate_happ'messo Where
critics m;ght ascribe the haeppiness that the American legislators
derived from their work simply to an °inordinate,pa§sipq for power?’,
those meﬁ would reply that their enjoyment merely confirmed that such
activities would afford the same reward to all and any who engaged in
them. Thus the entitlement of all citizens to participate in the
public realm was a central motivating theme far the Americans.

It is clear that Lenin conceives of the politics of the new
society in terms similar te Jefferson. He also was not content that
the new state should simply avoid the abusestof the old and allow the
ciiizens a life free from material deprivation and political abuse,

That, again, was his argument with the Social Democrats. He also

wanted a state which would itself expressand encapsulate the new
happiness of the peoples the happiness that derives from running

their own lives, from taking to themselves decisions that had previously,
for good or ill, been made for them,

Perpaps»it%ism@ossiblesto:speakHo£¢thi$.agpectgoffthe American ..

Revolution being, in a sense; *betrayed®, just as were Lenin's _
aspirations for the new Russian._state, -- Arendt points out that.
S~

: Jefferson failed to articulate the concept of public happiness clearly . .

in the:Declaration, as distinct from ‘private happiness‘.-: The two.
are, arguably, conflated in the term °the pursuit of happiness’.
For Arendt, the rapidity with which the specific concept of ‘public
happiness® was forgottens _

"... and the term used and understocd without its original

qualifying adjective may well be the standard by which to

measure, In America no less than in France, the loss of the
or1g1na1 meaning and the oblivion of the spirit that had been

manifest in the Revolution.®(43)
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For thé concept of the pursuit of happinessg in its attenuated
form of ﬁhe pursuit of private happiness, can be seen as the basis
for a culture of aggressive accumulation of personal wealth, of the
elevaticn of material happiness at the expense of public gocd, of
the worship of the technology that promises the satisfacticn = and
the constant expansion - of those desires that may go under the name
of private happiness. It can consequently be seen ag one root of the
transfbrmation of public life from the field of highest happiness -
through sagely exercising reéé@sibility with the approbation of others -
int§ the instrument fpr the further accumulation of perscmal wealth =
and °happiggss'° :Mafpuse's moral critique of con;emporary,Ameficén
society, is therefore; one with which the American-rév01uticnaries
wou}d(ptdbébly whole~heartedly agree.

_I would not want to pursue much further the parallels I have
suggested‘between Lenin and Jefferson, although clearly the con-
sideratiéns thét they prompt go much further than the points that I
have:tentativelyisuggestedu‘A'But the strikingly similar ideas that
bg;h%the Ame:ican*and théFRussianrekpétiencesucontginfsdggest?how_;f
relevant is the -experience-of . the former to~the'sad'stof§ﬁ6f:thé
latter; :a Televance that has certainly not been fully explored..
Be&andsthatg'it may-for*my purposes. simply underline “the relevance
of the aréa-lﬁhave-suggested-wherein the assumptions*anavthe experiences
.of the two revolutions wére markedly, and cansciously, dissimilar, that

of the rule of lawo~

The Party Problem

It is common in critiques of the Soviet state to attribute its
deficiencies to the authoritarian structure of the Bolshevik Party

from its earliest pre-revolutionary days. Its intolerance, its
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exclusivity, its hierarchical structurgD its concentration of
effective power at the top can all be detected in the USSR not
long after the seizure of power, This apparent simiian;ty suggests
a2 process of organic growth as the authoritarian party creates the
authoritarian state. My argument would not seek to deny this, but
rather to relegate it to a subordinate status as an explanatory
schema, The concentration on the responsibility of the Party allows
the responsibility of the constitution to escape unexamined, Indeed,

the absence of the Party from the pages of The State and Revolution

has provided an argumeént for the innocence of that fe%to by implying
to its iéé§$ a viability and prQCticality that Qas siﬁply'corrup;éd

or abolished by thg democratic centralist organisa;ionb In contrast,
I would.sﬁggéét,that.thé regrettable features of the Bolshevik Party
were not :a world apart from features that gll pdlitical parties tend

to displgy;v the fact that these features came to definé the lineaments
of the Russian state;.whereaé-elsewhere they*appear-to have. been kept
under -control, -is d&e:;owbenin°s‘con¢ept of‘stateﬁform;”hot his concept--
of party;,:“ '

The Leninist P?rty is accused of two .ominous qualitie_so
Internally,'i;-hasian'exéessiVely'fiéid and centralist ChéraCterD
denoted by the term ‘democratic_centralism®; and in its velations wmith .
the external political world, it claims a status of privilege oVer>
other political téndencies.inasmuch as its polities claim to be
*scientific’, The consequences of both these assumptions may then
be identified in the subseéﬁent authoritarian regime,

Essentially, democrat:ic centralism was in;endeds

Yoo otO make the local organisations the principle
organisatlom‘l unlts of the Party in fact and not merely

in' name, andfto see to it that -all the higher=standing

bod1es are elected, accountable, and Subject to recall. w(44)




~153-

In this it differs hardly at all from the mormal manner in which
the internal life of political parties is organised except in one

respect, But the differeéntia specifica of democratic centralism lay

in its definition of conditions under which no democratic norms would

be allowed to prevails

“In the heat of the battle, when the proletarian army
is straining every nerve, no criticism whatever can be
permitted in its ranks, But before the call for action is
issued, there should be the broadest and freest discussion
and appraisal of the resolution, of its arguments and its
various propositions.'(45)

The question acutely posed is therefore, who shall issue the
‘call for action® which will terminate discussion? Who is to decide
whéf sﬁéll constitute such an 'action® and for héw long shall its
authority be deemed to have sway? Lenin proposed the simple answers
the Party Congrésép fhe higheést and most representative authority of
the Parﬁy° But if the ‘action® situation ever came to:prevail for
years, as'it quite publicly did in the deséerate pos t=revolutionary
situation, the Party Congress will be composed of members. elected
undérfcom?itidn9Twherequllfdeﬁccratic discussion*has long_since been -
absent, The Party Cb&greSsp under suchAcanditiéﬁsD“téhﬁaingno;m*"' '
guérantee-of eXpressiognof‘the argumgn;s-qf.the membership.

The assumpéiunfofﬁaAﬁScienfifi;?'ététus for the decisions:-of --
the Leninist Party suggests thaﬁ.in.its :el&tioﬁs'with«other.political
parties it will pursue a quite unique cowrse. This assumption
establishes that political differences with the Party may not be
considered as differences of opiniénp but as error, This clearly
legitimises the dismissal and suppres;ion of oppositional and critical
political tendencies, and explains the course of events from the
suppression of the Constituent Assembly in November 1917 to the
eventual disappearance of all other parties, and then the eventual

suppression of allnpolitical differences within the single surviving

party.
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The internal and external threats to democracy contained in the
Leninist Party are thus clearly culpable in the subsequent developments
of the dictatorship°f But they can be only part of the explanation,
and for tﬁis reason my argument does not place a great deai\of
emphasis on the implications of Lenin‘'s thoughts of the parfyo
Parties, after all, are voluntary institutions, and have the right to
determine how they shall order their internal life; no-one is obliged
to join, Further, if ‘democratic centralism®’ is overtly ominous in
its implications for political life of a party, it may be that this
hardly represents a more fundamental violation of the principles of
free association and control than the situation that actually obtains
within political parties that have not taken the pains to make their
assumptions so explicit. The ability of political elites to determine
the nature and course of debafep to minimise the effectiveness of )
their internal opponents, to perpetuate their own rule and ideology
are familiar elements of the critique of oligarchical tendencies of
mass parties. The power- of such oligarchies may well be all the
greatef-foy beingtinfprmai and unwritten,

Michels summarised his analysis.of_such tendenciess

“eoo if we leave out- of consideration the tendency

of the leaders to organise themselves and to consolidate .
. their interests, and if-we kave also out of consideration .

the gratitude of the led toward -the leaders, and the ——
- general immobility and passivity of the masses, we.are -

led to conclude that the principle cause of oligarchy in

the democratic parties is to be found in the(46)

technical indispensability of leadership.”

Thus the simple existence of 'democratic centralism’® is
unconvinecing as an explanation for the decline of democracy in
the USSR,

Similarly, it may be argued Fhat every political party has
the right to formulate its own ideologys and will necessarily

assume a clear and rational superiority for its own ideas over those
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of its ppponentso The idea of civilised exéhange of opinions is
always to some degree at odds with the passions and interests
involved in the issues that constitute the field of politics, The
Leninists were not the first to fall to the temptation of sabotaging
orp'where possible, suppressing their political opponents,
Bolshevism was, therefore, composed very largely of methcds
of internal organisation, and attitudes toward the external world,
that favoured an absolutist outcome. Doubtless, a political party
would do well to do without these features if at all possible, But
inasmuch as political combat is very often about fiercely-hold views,
it would be difficult to establish a set of prescriptions that would
guarantee the absence of such natures, Whether or nGt these features
are allowed to express themselves to the extent~of.constructing the
authoritarian state, therefore, will depend upon whether there are
institutions within the.society that can balance and limit such
tendencies, The problemurof:the Bolshevik dictatorship, therefore,

.

is ultimately a question-of-the .constitution of the state,

Constitutions are ru1¢3i§9r€1;mifing;the powers ghigh‘any.
institution. may aégregaxe to. itself within a complex of institutions.,
The problem of the simple state of Lenin'’s model, 'simply ‘put, “is -
that the fewer-institutionsfthere are that ,make up the body politics,
the greater thg proportion of éhe total sum of power that will be
lodged in each institution. If these institutions are reduced to
one, or to a set of-institutions that are not significantly separated,

power is unitary, not distributed. This, of course, is the negation

of the field of democratic politics.

Canclusiaﬁs The Cuilt of'Ihg Sta;e apd Revolutipn

The pfoblem of bureaucracy is thus only seriously confronted
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when its roots are discovered at the depth that I have suggested.

It is ﬁossiblé to control a bureaucracy onl}'when its prercogatives
and limits are defined by the process of legislation, In the
absence of that it will either write its own laws and amplify its

oun powersj or it will be victim of unrestrained political authority,
performing its functions according to diktat; and consequently under
pressure of haste, whim; expediency, and corruption. Since the
absence of the rule of law plunges the administration into a sea

of arbitrariness, there is no reason why it should not do both.

A bureaucratic problem dces not, therefore, only emerge when
popular power is usurped by a ruling minority, as the Bolshevik coup
might appear to, In reality, there may be little difference betwern
the situation of party dictatorship and that of the popular power of
. Lenin's Commune State as far as thelr consequences on the problem of
bureauc}acy are concerned, Both illegitimately invade the domain of
the administrative decision and distort its proceeding with a pervasive
set of value-orientations. - The distinction betweeﬁ the two domains -
collapsess; and there ensu'es&an;unhealthy;andrchaoticnosmosigfghgfébyffff
eaqh domain comes to absarb appré#éﬁes appropriate only to theother.,
Thus the °political° institutions of;Epe Soviet.state-=-the;factqry

committees, the party cells, takes on the culture of administrative

apparatuses, forced to accept thé limited powers and righfs of
knowledge and discussion more appropriate to the administration.
And the bureaucracY'becomes a Byzantine labyrinth of interest and
intrigue, -

I am, therefore; suggesting that/there is a conflation of

politics and administration in The State and Revolution, Such a

conflation must herald a disastrous cross-pollution of the two

domains, and this is what underlies the enormous steering problems
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-of Soviet society, The mechanism of social operations become
inpenetfable and devoid of possibility of coﬁtrol0

The .arguments in Chapters & and 3, therefore, lead to a central
suggesticng which may counter the collection of naive and distant
interpretations of Lenin's text which were discussed in a previous
chapter. The common thread of all those interpretations was the
essentially innocent natﬁre of Lenin’s text, That is, the text is
innocent of the subsequent destruction of democracy under the Bolsheviks,
The text was a utopian document that could not be implemented in the
harsh pbjective,conditions; the text was an ambiguous document that
céntained the acceptable and tpe unacceptable -~ the Soviet as well as
the terror; the text was a tactical work which really should not be
asked to measure up to the actual strategic problehs that faced the
new governments; the text was part of an argument with the Social
Democraté of Paris and Berlin, not a serious caatribution to political
theory; or, the text was the repository of genuine emancipatory politics,
betrayed by the'du11>positivity?of historical conditions.or the ambitions
of}poiiticgl'caregrists};:aéd;gg:mn;;:My—argumgnt g;ﬂd suggest, insteaquf
~ that .the text; in »'ail?jgé fioments..=~1ibertarian and authoritarian -.is-
guilty of subsequent.developmentssxétggt-is,'the»featpreSnofjthg-:'~
authoritarian-Sovietfregime'ére present-within everyiline_and-éoﬁcept‘“
9;_;he-texte And it is not jusﬁ'a-questian:of similarity betﬁeen what--
was written and.what later happeneds the cultural effect of The State

and R@volution can be suggested as the causal link between the text and

subsequent events, - .

The central absence in Lenin‘s politics is a theory of
political institutions, All political functions are collapsed into
one institution, the Soviet, and even that institution itself will

know.no division of labour within itself according to different
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functiox}s° Lenin‘’s state-form is one—dimens.ional° It allows for
no distances, no spaces, no appeals, no checks; no balances, no
processes, no delays, no interrogations, and above all, no
distribution of power, All such are ruthlessly and deliberately
excluded, as precisely the articulations of the disease of corruption
and mystification, The new state form will be transparent, monological
and unilinear, It is, in sum, a gigantic éamble; the gambieis that
it will be possible to set about constructing this state in ‘the best
of all possible worlds'. Thé odds against the gamble are astronomic,
It does not simply demand the absence of the peculiarly unhelpful
conditions of post-1917 Russia - although those conditions themselves
have for a long time conspired to suggest the essential'innocence of
the mecdel. It also demands a situation devoid of'all political
conflicts, of all economic problems, of all social contradictions,
of all inadequate, selfish, or simply human emotions and motivations,
of all ‘singularity, of all negativity. It demands;, in short, for
Lenin’s political structures to work, that there be an absence of
politics,

But the °‘crime®’ of Lenin’s text is not that it did not works
it is-that it did. The °‘libertarian!. Lenin bears equal responsibility
for the Gulag with the 'authorit:ai‘ian'wLenin° Lenin's theory of the
state rigorously outlawed all and any version of those political
institutions and relationships that can make the triumph of the Gulag

less likely. In their place, The State and Revolution put a concept

of the state that already, in August'1917n was monolithic,

authoritarian, single-willed and uncheckable. It matters not what

Lenin‘’s intentions were, The extent of Lenin's respansibility is
not defined by his intentions, but by his implications. Lenin'‘s

text was responsible for things Lenin, perhaps, never conceived,
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The issue is not what the author intended, buyt whatthe text dictated.

The text ereated a discourses

thinking had to take place, outside of which thought was not merely

illegal, but impossible, a non-sense,

a field of ideas within which subsequent

The Cheka, the Politburo, the

Institute of Marxism Leninism were hardly needed to police the borders

of that discourses

the discourse is a ‘world-view’, It colonises the whole planet of

thought and leaves no enclaves from which resistance may be mounted.

Only the passage of time can subvert such a discourse;

nothing .
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CHAPTER 4

THE TEXT AND ITS CONTEXT:s

A MICROSCOPIC UNIVERSE

In Chapter 1, I discussed the judgements of Lenin's texts that
have been attempted by historians, and one of the qualities that
could be sean in their comments was a certain air of surprise,

That is, The State and Revolution was something of an 'absurd® or

Yimpossible? text in the liaoht of Lenin's extremely_practical politics,
At best, this absurdity could be reconciled to reality by attributing
its wriéing to devious, or sven dishonest, motives,

lﬁoubtless9 there is a contradictions such accounts of the text
are not wrong in insisting on absurdity. If politicians may be
griticised in contemporary discourse or in biographical analysis for
their faiiures to fulfil the pramises they make, there is no more
cutrageous example of ‘bad faith' than the state that Lenin constructed
after 1917, In the preceding chapte; I have attempted to show, however,
that the connection between the-téxt~and Lenin’s subsequent activities 7
is more intimate, and more rational, and more inevitable, than such
criticisms would allow;.“ I propose now to consider the problem»from -
another angle: having established t;; relationship between the text
and_the state that subsequently emerged in Russias, I will investigate

the relationship between the text and Lenin, That isy, I want to map

Lenin's path to The State and Revolution, I do not intend a com=

prehensive intellectual biographys it will be more useful to highlight
and focus on four domains, or four stages in Lenin's path, that were
influential in determining the destination of his intellectual journey.
These four domains may be, loosely, termed those of Lenin’s cosmology;
Lenin's culture; Lenin's concept of Parliamentarism; and Lenin's

theory of political motivation,
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Lenin’s Cosmology

Much has been written in recent years fo the effect that Marx's
project was essentially scientific. Althusser prefaced his influential
essay on °ﬁarxism and Humanism® with what he regards as a paradigmatic
quotation from one of Marx's last writings:

"My analytical method does not start from man (1)
but from the economically given social period,"

In other words, flarxism is not & humanism,

Althusser seeks to establish a straightforward opposition between
the Marx who started from man, and the Marx who conceived man as a
result of an 'economically given social period’, Accordingly, the
early‘Marx consecutively adopted two assumptions that were undermined
by the same philosophical error. The common error was humanism, the
suggestion that there existed a human ‘essence? or ‘nature’, and that
history was anaccount of the effectivity of such essential themes,
Marx's first version of this was "“liberal-rationalist", a theme
derived directly from the enlightenment, This was later‘displacad by
the concept of “communialist humanism, wherein such a human.sessence. .
could only be expressed-in "universal human relations, with men and
with his objects®, Here Marx's philasoéhy is already politics, =
practical politics of social revolution, But for Althusser this was
by no means the true scientific Marx. That could only appear when
the coneept of man was abandoned and this unacceptable humanism was
replaced at the centre of philosophy and politics by a different
subject: the social formaiibn constituted by the specific articulations
of forces of production and relations of production, an ensemble which
produces, not man, but simply different specific level of human practice,

It may indeed be possible to construct a Marxism that is purely

(2)
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such a sciencs of social formations. Such alprsject is entirely
legitimate for those who wish to commit themselves to it, But the
problems that Althusser experiences in identifying the uritingé of Marx
that are truly free of non-scientific (in other words, Hegelian)
influences indicate that the assumptions that Marx held about his own
work are rather different. If we are to understand Marxism
sociologically (rather than understand Marxist sociology) we must
attempt to define the impulses behind it, To ignore the origins of
Marx's work is to fail to grasp its specific intent, and consequently
to be left bereft of its significance within European culture, and its
impact upon contemporary society. The early writings and the humanism
that Althusser rejects illuminate Marx as a child of the Enlightenment,
and in particular of that period of the enlightenmént wherein reason
was revealed as being not without profound costsgin this the work

of Kant was of great importance. While Marx pays little or no
attention to Kant's writings, it is clear that he was involved in
working out an alternative to the answer which Hegel offered to the
Kantian problem. This problem was how to resolve the impact of
Kant's thought on the integrity of man, It has been said that

Kant found man whole and left him internally shattered, the victim

of the acutest of antinomies:

"The prime tasks of thought and sensibility were seen as
the overcoming of the profound oppositiens which had been
necessary, but which now had to be surmounted ... These wereg
the opposition between thought, reason and morality on one
side, and desire and sensibility on the ather; the opposition
between the fullest self-conscious freedom on one side, and life
in the community on the other; the opposition between self=
consciousness and communion with nature3 and beyond this the
separation of finite subjectivity from the infinite life that
flowed through nature ... How was this great reunification to
be accomplished? How to combine the greatest moral autonomy

with a fully restored communion with the great current of life
within us and without?" (3)
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Appropriately translated, this amounts to a summary of the
problems of modernity that have becorme a.ceﬁtral concern of
sociologists and political philosophers over the past century.

It expresses the costs of ‘rationalization’, the roots of ‘anomie’,
and, of course, Marx's most powerful and evocative theme of alienation,
the feeling of a lack of completeness and sufficiency surrounding one's
being in the world, For industrial man, Kant evoked potent themes,
and, whatever the claims of Althusser and his school, it is indisputable
that Marxism would have had little significance in the world as a
politics did it not address itself centrally to these themes. A
philosophy that can offer ansmérs to the contemporary problem of being
in te world of modernity will find adherents where a science of the
development of social formations will remain forgvér lonelyg it is
perhaps no surprise that Althusser accepted that he and his %ellou
scientists of Marxism would remain a distinct elite in his future
society, 1t has been said of Hegel thatg

YHis ideal, like that of most of his conéémporarieép

was that of the recreation of a whole man in an integrated
cohesiveﬁ political community." (&)

and Marx may clearly be said to have gddptad this as the assgntial
purpose of his worke Perhaps it would not be too much to suégest
that Lenin in his own way was driven by such impulses, Hegél and
fMarx, of course, differed from later social critics of "dehumanisation?
such as Weber and Durkheim by their willingness to embrace the project
of discovering a comprehensive solution to the problem, But it is
here that a philosophical assumption may become a political threst,

i1 refer to the threat inherent in what Adorno calls 'identity

theory®, That is the assumption of an identical structure of mind

and matter, the actuality or the possibility of the identity of concept
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and object. After Kant, it was hardly possible to maintain previous
naive assumptions to the effed thet such ideﬁtity already existed; but
similarly, after Kant, few were happy to reconcile themsalves to a
universe which emphatically escaped the possibility of human control,
and which rendered inevitable the acute existential problems already
raeferred to, Thus identity was not rejected; rather its achievement
became a historical project as opposed to a pre-existing feature of an
ordered universe, In Hegel this issued in the concept of the Absolute

Idea,translated, in history, as the modern states

".00o the free individual must ultimately come to see
himself as the vehicle of universalrisasong and when the
state comes to full development as the embodiment of this
reason, the two are reconciled,” (5)

For Marx, clearly, identity would become poséible by the act of
proletarian revolution, when the universal class, the proletariat,
became identical with the object, with society and history, and
rendered it transparent and rational. This would constitute the ‘end

. of prehistory?, that is the resolution of all those conflicts and
torments that arise from a situation where man is confronted by
society as something unknown and uncontrolled, Lukacs® later
°subject—object identical® suecinctly summed up this projectg(ﬁ)

what are the dangers of the search for identity? Adorno

described the philosophical threat involved as follows:

"whenever something that is to be conceived flees
from identity-with the concept, the concept will be forced
to take exaggerated steps to prevent any doubts of the un=
assailable validity, solidity, and acribia of the thought
product from stirring. Great philosophy was accompanied by
a paranoid zeal to tolerate nothing else, and to pursue
everything else with all the cunning of reason, while the
other kept retreating farther and farther from the pursuit,
The slightest remnant of non-identity sufficed to deny an
identity conceived as total." (7

1f the search for identity changes from being a philosophical
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project to describe the world, into a political project to change the
world, its consequences can be terrifyings .Vexaggerated ateps® and
"paranoid zeal'., will be acted out in history, That which is pursued
will be men, not just things. Thus the historicisation of the identity
project makes permissable the treatment of human beings in a hitherto
unprecedented manner, All singularity must be absorbed into unitys

all singularity constitutes, not a mere opposition, but a mortal threat
from an unreconciled and unabsorbed Other, Such an 'Other® will have
few defencesg it is illogical, meaningless, and ultimately ephemeral,
As Adorno concluded:

“Auschwitz confirmed the philosophems of pure identity
as death ... Ganocide is absolute integration." (8)

Lenin, of course, was actually philosophically anachronistic,
Sartre condemned "Lenin's unthinkable preagritical philosophical
thought"(gg demonstrated by his commitment to an eighteenth century
version of mechanical and reflectionist materialism, Perhaps his
belated appreciation of Hegel during the war years produced.an
epistemology more‘in keeping with the projects,of>ﬁégel and. farxg
there is little specific evidence for this, Neverthelsss, Lenin
was a philsopher of ideﬁtity9 in the following sanse,

It is arquable that Leninism is ;n origird doctrine, not merely
a technology of powéf, because it provided the nacessary reworking
of the identity project in the light of the problems that seemed to
undermine Marx's version, The simple problem was the apparent
inability or reluctance of_ the proletariat to act as the self-conscious
agency of revolution, This profound absence in reality ruptured the
classical simplicity of Marx's doctrine. There were several possible

reactions to this absence. The Lukacsian project could proceed no

further after its enunciation in 1922: it was simply incapable of
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embracing the contemporary reality, and consequently produced a
vtopian and leftist brand of political tacties which could not cone
struct a tactical domain of any viability, The Bolsheviks had already
overcome this problem by accepting the displacement of class by party,
The ‘immanent class consciousness' thesis found its theoretical slision
and practical subwversion in Lenin's introduction of the concept of the
party = the interventionist, manoceuvring, tactic-seeking party, This
had to result in the implicit interment of the concept oé the proletariat
as the transcendental subject of history,

Bolshevism accepted this displ;cement of class by party as
historical subject. This resulted in the body of strategies and
practices subsequently known as Stalinism, which internalised politics
as manoceuvre and hanipulation in a manner foreign = and indeed morally
repugnant = to classical Marxist theory, fhere were still those who
re jected the ethical implications of such a choice of party over class,
and opted for the alternate pole of class-as-subject, The "left
communists® and ‘Council Communists® who did so had to accept the
consequences: ‘utopian® politics and historical °irrelevance°o(ll)
Others .came to accept, at least implicitly, the absence of a
revolutionary subject, ahd on éuch a basis were-able to-dsvelop
sophisticated analyses of classes, iaaividualsg.apd ideas in
capitalist society, Such was tﬁe career of the 'Frankfurt School?,
Trotskyism, whose career was to be as unrewarding as that of the left
communists, refused thes twentieth century, The moml strength (which
accounts for its attractivehess among certain subcultures), but
political weakness, of Trotskyism resided in its refusal to recognise
the chasm between proletarian actuality and Marxisn theory that opened

up some time early in this century. Trotskyism insistently believed

in the need to build partiesg but the theory constantly attempted to
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displace agency from party to proletafiato " Here, a spirit of

liberafion still exists, yet history becomés a source of ambarrassment,
Parties constantly manage to substitute, as the working class demonstrates
it inability to progress without the party, Trotsky's politics thus
became impoverished beyond seriousness, a product of sheer incom-—
prehension, On the one hand, theories of betrayal and treacheryg

on the other, organisstion fetishism offering to the proletariat
simplistic analyses and exhortions to action,

The paradox of the collapse of Marx's theory of agency is then
this: Mass parties, that, fundamentally, do not believa that the
masses have any right, or role, to play in their own liberationg
and tiny collectivities that qround themselves in mass self-=
emancipation but remain desperately devoid of mass support,

All of Lenin®s actions were ultimately motiQated by this ruthless
and unsparing search for the agency that would overcome the apparently
irreconcilable diffuseness of the experience of the human subject,
in 1902 his argument in ‘What Is To Be Done"iin?iéatBS'the first
assertion of the inadequacy of the proletariét ;é& this task, .and -
the elevated role of the party that resultso; éut he could _be
swayed. The 1905 Revolution, displgying thé spontaneous combativity
of the Russian peaple, resulted in a greater;apéreciation of the
working class, and.h;aught him to moderate his visws .about hou
easily workers could be allowed to join and control the party,

The decline of the revolutionary wave sees Lenin in the subsequent
years obsessively monitoring the purity of the party once again,
The impact of the war, which will be considered in detail later,
was disorientating, Working class support for the war was
attributable to the betrayal of the parties of Western Europe,

This necessitated the further purification of the 'international®
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party by consumating the split with the °opbortunists°o But that
experience, along with the none too impreséive pecformance of the
Bolshevik Party before Lenin's return in April, combined with the
astounding activities of the Russian working elass, ﬁust also havs
brought the possibility of class as subject once again to priority in
Lenin®s mind, The absence of the party from the pages of The State

and Revolution is at least partly attributable to this,

Thus the problems of the philosophy of identity may have a
bearing upon the legacy of Lenin, This specific historical legacy for
the Russian people consisted of, firstly, the rise tb power of an
absolute dictator, and, secondly, the horrendous loss of life
associated with, or consequent upon, this. Part of this may perhaps
be attributed to regrettable necessities of the ihdustrialisation
process or the demands of state survival in hostile conditions, But
huch of the violent history of the USSR seems to defy explanation in
rational terms. Once the dictatorship of the Party was consclidated
in the early twenties, there seems to be a remarkable diséarity
between the potential of any putative opposition (whsether they were
internal party groups, anti-Bolshevik political remnants, or hostile
social classes) and the degree of violence and energy expended against
them, Perhaps, therefore, the rise to power of the absolute dictator
can be partially explained by the constant displacement of the
transcendental subject of history: from class to Party to Central
Committeec to, finélly, General Secretary, as each potential subject
consecutively demonstrated its inadequacy to the task assigned to it
by history. And perhaps the violeﬁce against all real qr potential
opposition can be understood by realizing that those who fell victim
to the terror machine were identifiable as elements of an unreconciled

Other, a standing outrage to the claims and sensibilities of the
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imperialism of identity theory,

Such considerations may in fabt be bfought to bear upon Lenin
himself, his role and his historical fate (and consequently upon the
remarkable hegemony that Lenin’s ideas established within the culture
of the USSR).

Marx’s original project possibly contained in nuce the seeds of
its later power of enchantment., This is thé ability to reconcile the
irreconcilable, The axiom about philosophers now having the task of
changing the world is also a statement thst philosophers now possess
that very power, It is the possibility of creating a body of thought
that removes the separation between 'is® and °ought?, and establishes
a doctrine that combines a science and an ethic, The world can beg
known, and that known world will be revealed as expressing the highest
ideals of the human spirito But within this %possibility’, Lenin is
unique, Despite Marx's aspirations, his role was to bs little
different from the one commonly reserved for ths philosopher and
intellectual: to comment on and criticise from the-sidelines those
actually engaged in the practical tasks of movements and states. .
This 4s not to condemn Marxs3 the communist philosopher=politi§i€n
is a unique animal in history. Within the communist movement as it
has developed since fMarx®s time the difficufty of combining the two
roles is demonstrated by the scarcity of those who could truly claim
to have done so, The division of party labour inte "theoreticians®
and ‘functionaries® is one bhat has been replicated throughout Marxian
parties and regimes,.

Thus the philosophical and political writings of those who have
aspired to such a dual role = Stalin, Breshnev, Ho-Chi-Minh,
Kim=-Il=Sung, ‘ = while assiduously published and prepagated

by the state regimes they themselves constructed, are devoid of real
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content or intellectual significance, The functionary mode came
easily to cancel other possibilities. Thé reverse of this coin
are those people who in the Russia of the 1920%s found that their
insistence on 'theoretical’ debate as the foundations for states
policy contributed in no small measure to their rapid elimination
from practical politics, Bukharin is a case in point, but far more
illustrative is Trotsky,

Trotsky appears to be the supreme example of the man of action
capable of reflecting profoundly on.his every political deed and
statement: a man of a highly intellectual cast of mind, cultured
and philosophically rigorous, who at the same time achieved a role
in staée affairs equalled by fFew.

But the truth is that Trotsky was hardlyéa success when cone—
fronted with the practical tasks of politicss that is, of rsaching
administrative decisions capable of encompassing and reconciling con-
tradictory influences, pressures, and demands, in situations bounded
by scarce resources and the demands of the moment, - His moments of
real power bsar this out, Trotsky emerged into the mainstream of
history on two occasions, The first time was his chairmanship of the
St, Petersburg Soviet im 1905, Thig‘ex_parien,ce9 however, has little
to do with the problem under discussion, It was not an administrative
posts the Soviet was rather a theatre for grandioseA;;d haroic
gestures, an exercise in the true romanticism of the powerless, &nd
Trotsky in his accounts of the experiences revels in precisely those
dramatic gestureso(lz)

when finally entrusted with the broblems of state in the poste
1917 government, he resolved the problems that he encountered with a

singqular lack of subtlety. As Lenin diplomatically suggested in his

Testament, Trotsky’s actual state practice was ‘excessively
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administrative’ in.charactero His baptism 'of fire was the Brest-
Litousk negotiations; where he pursued a pﬁlicy of "no-war, no—peace’
in anticipation of the spread of the revolution; a policy that earned
him the strictures of Lenin and further advances by the German armies.
(@n’ethical position), It appears to have been an educational
experiences this brief romanticism was subsequently replaced by a
determination to pursue the most ruthless form of practical politics:
the purely administrative mode displaced any more sophisticated
political confections, He had no compunctions about taking and
executing hostages, not simply from the enemy but from among the ranks
of the Red Army (pour encourager les autres®; he scorned those who
advocated a new ‘revolutionary’ form of military strategy and
organisation, and irsisted on the superiority of conventional warfare
and disciplined and hierarchical formations; he could see no better
solution to the problem of relations between the trade unions and the
state than to turn the unions into the arms of the state under the
slogan of the 'militarisation of labour’, Trotsky collapsed into .
the administrative mode with a vengeance, and rejacted~all-criticisms ’
as the vapourings of wpolly=mindedwliberals. (his %scientific® mode),
This brief, and ultimately embgfrassing9 experience of the
realities of power soon gave way to his role as inﬁar=party critic, -
He could return to his books, his references,his superb arguments
and debating skills, Now he was the theorist and dissector of ather
people’s mistakes = that is, their failure to apply Marxisi philosophy
rigorously to the affairs- of state, .And, not surprisingly, as his
distance from the levers of power grew, as his responsibilities
diminished, so grew the theological cast of his criticisms and the
utopian flavour of his solutions,

The list of those who managed to retain the leadership of party
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and state while justifying their actions with a recourse to Marxian
doctrine is therefore limited to twos taniﬁ and Mao-Tse=Tung, The
latter is, howsver, somewhat different from Lenin; perhaps he is so
distanced from the original roots of Marxian philesophy and social
theory that it is valueless to discuss him as a Marxist. 1t was,
after all, Mao's lifetime project to achieve the "sinification of

(13)

Marxism?. Lenin®s project was never the Russification of
Marxismg he had too much contempt for Russian culture to dream of the
idea, His project was the westernization of RﬁssiaD through the most
western of doctrines, classical Marxism. He believed that, at most, he
was doing no more than creating a 'sub-set’ of classical Marxism to
take inte account the needs of transforming a semi-feudal society into
the image of tha£ studied by Marx.

Lenin, therefore, achieved the symbiosis of science and ethics
with dnique success, embodied in his own person, He made the
revolution according to the scientific mode, and that revolutior was
. 'good?, His person is therefore the paradigmatic character of the
- twentieth century lust for identity, His ability to. sustain, to —
live, to reconcile;the tension between revolutionary elan andvhumanisf
vision, on the one hand, and, on the\gtherg the brute necessitises of
success énd power, transformed-him from a political leader into some-—
thing truly unique, Those who bemoan the creation of a °cult of
Lenin® after his death(lQ) fail to realise the inevitability of such
a process.

According to the culture he had created, he was not simply the
great and respected leader of the revolutio.n9 but 8 figure of trans—
cendental significance, a person who had broken through the crude

limitations of human character to become the living embodiment of the

identical subject-object. How could, then, one do less than worship
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him, and the successor who claimed his mantle?

Lenin's Parliament

in mapping the discourse that gave rise to The State and

Revolution an obvious step is to attempt to trace the origins and
evolution of the themes in Lenin's searlier writings, Such an
examination will in fact prove disappointing and yield little in
the way of an explicit gensaology for the ideas of 1917, Indeed,
despite the fact that the prablem of parliament and the role of
socialist parliamentarians had been considered in all its nuances
within the European movementpvparticularly in the German Party,
there is in Lenin a practical absence of any considerations of a
fundamental nature: his discussion is exclusively in the domain
of tactics towards particular institutions at particular moments.
What comments there are can not easily be brought to bear upon
Lenin's later definitive statement on the issues,

The socialist movement in nineteenth-century Europe did not
conceive democracy in general and parliamentary -institutions-in—-
particular as ends in themselves. Their concern -was the complex.
of issues that emerged in the wake of the pargdigmatic-?evolution
against autocratic power, the French\Reuolutibn° The 'social
problem? reméinedQ and indeed was perhaps for the firt time.
revealed as a problem of a different order and depth, inaccessible
to the purely political and constitutional innovations that radical
movements had so far achieved, Aﬁ awareness of the social problem
thus constitutes equality.és an unsolved problem within political
democracy and transforms constitutional achievements inte a means as
well as an end,

Colletti proposes as Marx’s most perceptive account of

parliamentary democracy his discussion of the French Constitution
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of 1848, This analysis is notable for its recognition of the
ambiguity of the short-lived institution;
"The comprehensive cantradiction of this constitution,
however, consists in the following: the classes whose
slavery it is to perpetuate, proletariat, peasantry, petty-
bourgeoisie, it puts in possession of political power through
universal suffrage. And from the class whose o0ld social
power it sanctions, the bourgeosie, it withdraws the political
guarantees of this power. It forces the rule of the bourgeoisie
into democratic conditions, which at every moment help the
hostile classes to victory and jeopardise the very foundatians
of bourgeois society. From the one it demands that they should
not go forward from political to social emancipation; from the

others that they should not go back from social to political
restoration.” (15)

Colletti uses this formulation to counter what he considers to be two
major misinterpretations of the constitutional state. One sees
political equality as a mere 'trap’ and the other sees the
representative state as a genuine expreSsion'of the 'general interest®,
Against these ‘'sectarian' and °‘revisionist' positions, Colletti
asserts an interpretation that refuses to pre-judge the institutions
of democracy themselves, For him, they have a certain quality of
neutralitys they are the.!best’terrain"'upon‘which~the dimensions -
of the ;ocial probleﬁ and the struggle to-resolve.it. may befreveélede(l6)

But cleérly we are still heré talking the language oftactics,
There is no serious consideration of “the problem of -democratic
institutions: per se and how thesé may best be constructed to achieve ..
the maximum of popular power in a non-authoritarian form, On this
problem;, as in the rest of the Marxian tradition, there is only a
practical silence.

Engels certainly, i;.his 1894 iﬁtroduction to 'The Class
Struggles in France', is famous for taking a more than positive>
attitude towards the parliamentary and electoral experience of the
German Social Democratic Party. But this statement itself is fraught

with dangers of interpretation, since Rosenberg had argued that itwas
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incomplete due to reasons of censorship.,
The politicians of the Second International were, of course,
forced to take a more precise position, aptly summed up by Kautsky
in 18923
“The bourgeoisie, with all sorts of talents at its
command, has hitherto been able to manipulate parliaments
to its own purpose. Therefore, small capitalists and
farmers have in large numbers lost all faith in legislative
action ... The proletariat is, however,more favourably
situated in regard to parliamentary activity... Whenever the
proletariat engages in parliamentary activity as a self-
conscious class, parliamentarism begins to change its character,
It ceases to be a mere tool in the hands of the bowurgeoisie ...

It is the most powerful lever that can be utilized to raise

the proletariat out of its economic, social, and moral degradationo"(ls)

Kautsky's estimate of parliamentary activity carries a positive
message, intendéd as it was to justify the work of the Party, But
it is interesting that the attitude to parliament;expressed there is
more manipulative, more tactical, and less categorical than Marx's
comments on the éonstitution° Marx's comments did no; contain the
suggestion that, under certain circumstances, the gonstitution would
be a ‘mere tool in the hands.of the bourgeoisie!, : On the contrary,
the coﬁ;titution itself set limits on the freedom-of-both paties to
manipulate the political sphere as freely as they might wish. Kautsky
sees the constitutional form as pefhaps solely determined by -the
character with which it is-invested-by -particular social forces, He
does not foresee any possibility that the progress he notes might ever
be reversed; but he perhaps does open a door for quite a reverse and
negative estimate of the parliamentary form to be made by other people,
under other circumstanc;:s;e |

Kautsky‘’s attitude was of course never itself acceptable to the
more radical elements of the socialist tradition, They rejected

parliament as both a genuine democratic form and as any aid to the

struggle for social emancipation, This conception was to gain weight
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after 1914 given its ability to express the fury and frustration
felt by radicals at the outbreak of war, The clear inability of
parties and parliaments to control and subdue the tendencies that
brought war for no very clear reasons could be at least partially
laid at the door of parliaments -~ they were complicit in the disaster,
A putative instrument for the rational and dignified control of human
affairs was apparently revealed as impotent, The more radical a bedy
of politics is, the greater the belief in the innate susceptibility
of human affairs to rationalist discourses and practices, It was
not, therefore, surprising that the failure of parliament to effect
this control was blamed o certain inherent inadequacies of that system,
The indeterminate nature of all these positions would have denied
to Lenin any coherent and authoritative tradition upon which he might
have based his thoughts on democracy in the Russian cont';ext°
But his early estiﬁate of parliamentary structuwres in the USA

(19

and Switzerland was not noticeably.negative, and his strategy
for Russia certainly included-the need-for. parliamentary developments
in the European-style;” - Writing in 1895, he asserted-thats - -

"... the struggle of the working class for its

emancipation is. a political struggle, and its first.
aim is to -achieve political liberty." (20? :

Political-liberty-is "here defined as consis;ing'ofithe.convening"
of a Constituent Assembly under -universal suffrage, and the standard

freedoms of assembly, press, etc. These were required becauses

" .. the worker needs the achievement of the
general democratic demands only ‘to clear the road to

victory over the peoples®' chief enemy .oo-capitalaoo"(ZI)

Both Lenin and Kautsky defined the positive role of
parliamentarism as educational as well as legislative, Kautsky

argued that electoral activity was a means of bringing political
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confidence to the working classs

. Y"This very participation of the proletariat proves
to be the most effective means of shaking up the
hitherto indifferent divisions of the proletariat
and giving them hope and confidence,”

For Lenin, the educational experience is didactic rather than

mobilisings

w]t is far more advantageous to the workers for
the bourgeoisie to openly influence policy than, as

it the case now, to exert a concealed influence.,"® (23

But Lenin is not discussing parliaments and democracy as a
substantive issuey the above is an argument he derives from the
need to seek allies against the autocracy. The ‘democratic®
struggle is one in which the proletariat can havg an. interest
because it is a campaign in which it can ally ;ith other social
forcesy; the benefits of the democratic achievements themselves
are secondary. Kautsky has the same feelings about the.way in
which démocracy van clarify=the processes of _ruling class power,
but in his argument it-is’ in- parliamentary activity that the. - -
proleta;iat_can-counterathe activities of~the*bohrgediSieb;n0t;just

-

observe thems
“Great capitalists canniﬁfiuence’rule:s and legislatérs..-.
directly, but the -workers can do so -only through parliamentary
activity ...-By electing representatives to-parliament, -+
therefore, the working-class can exercise -an influence over
governmental powers.” (24) '

There are, therefore; nuances here which might indicate the

. seeds of the later violen; disagreemfnt between the two men on the
issues of democratic institutions. But the texts will probably not
bear that weight of significance, The significance of the positions
of both writers in the 1890°s is probably what they held in common,
not what separated them, Lenin'‘'s estimate was bound to be less

positive than Kautsky‘®s, given that KautsKy'‘’s Party enjoyed the benefits
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of parliamentary activity at the:timeo whereas the Russians had no
such institutions and the bourgeoisie took a pusillanimous attitude
towérds creating them, What both men had in common was an almost
inevitable tendency to relegate the problem of democracy to the
sidelines, a domain assessed.in terms of its usefulness for the
purpose of social emancipation. Certainly, for Kautsky, democracy
had already been to an extent achieved, whereas for Lenin the issue
of democracy was a minor issue among the sordid reality of Tsarist
Russia, But it would be tendentious to construe any of this as
indicating sigificant differences between the two theorists,

For Lenin, the Duma did not help matters; He argued agaiﬁst

a boycott, because it was necessary tos

".00o explain to the people the impossibility of
achieving political freedom by parliamentary means as
long as the real power remains in the hands of the
Tsarist government,"’

and to show the peoples

P
... the utter uselessness of the Duma as a means of

achieving the demands of  the-proletariat -and. revolutlonary
petty-bourgeoisie, pspecially-the peasantry," (25)

‘He could hérdly pé faulted For this. The Duma itself lacked
meaningful powersy it was subordinate-to-an .appointed second -
.chambe:g-and had no prerogative -at-all over the key areas of state -
financé and military‘affaifsf-:~1t was not seriouslyrepresentative°
The first electoral law ensured unequal representation of the social
classes, Ninetf thousand workers and two thousand landouners each
enjoyed the representation of one deputy. Worker representation
was organised, like the Soviets, on the basis of.factories, and due
to the fact that factories employing less than fifty workers were

excluded from the franchise, along with building workers, casual

labourers, ‘a.nd artisans, some 63 per cent of the urban male working

PR . . . . . -
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population had no vote., Nonetheless, the results proved less than

satisfactory to the regime, and Kochan points ogut that:-

“From the outset the Duma clearly expressed all the
forces disrupting Russian 1life.” (26)

The electoral system was consequently readjusted until it
produced a Duma that the regime felt it could live with,

Nevertheless, Lenin did not make the mistake of identifying the
existing Duma with parliamentary institutions in general, The Duma
was not taken to serve as a mocdel of genuine constitutional forms,
Lenin compared the Duma with what was possible under such genuine
structures. The parliamentary form was not condemned, a priori, to
be nothing more than a °talking shop® serving to 'fool® and ‘distract’
the people, It could,.indeed, 5e an institution phat controlled the
affairs of state, The problem of ‘constitutional illusions’

concerned only a situation where the parliament did not live up to
/f .
its claims and responsibilities.,

"When-a constitutional system has become firmly -
_established, when,. for a certain period,-the constitutional-
struggle becomes the main form-of the class struggle-and of
the political-struggle generallyp the task of dispelling o
constitutional- illusions.is.not the spec1al—task of the 8001al‘
Democrats, not the task of the moment, Why? Because.at
such times affairs-in-constitutional states are administered -i--- ,
in ‘the very way that parliament @ecides. . . By canstitutional ... _ ..
illusions.we mean-deceptive:faith ‘in a -constitution. -
Constitutional-illusions -prevail when-a constitution seems - .
to exist, but actually does:nots - in other "words;-when “i::
affairs of state are not -administered in the way parliament
decides, When actual political life diverges from its
reflection in the parliamentary struggle, then, and only then,
does the task of combatting constitutional illusions become
the task of the advanced revolutionary class, the proletariat.
-The liberal bourgeois,.dreading the extra-~parliamentary struggle,
spread constitutional illusions even when parliaments are
impotent. The anarchists flatly reject participation in
parliament under all circumstances. Social Democrats
stand for utilising the parliamentary struggle, for exposing
°parliamentary cretinism’ , that is, the belief that parliamenua;y
struggle is the sole or under all circumstances ‘the main form
of the political struggle.” (27)
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It is certainly instructive to comPare this formulation with
Lenin“s‘final attitude toward parliaments iﬁ the years after the
revolution, In *Left-Wing Communism® Leniﬁ takes up the same
debate, and his argument appears to be with the same schools of
thought, The social-democrats spreéd constitutional illusionsg
the anarchists, who bear the main weight of the pamphlet®s strictures,
argue an abstentionist position° But Lenin's position will in fact
have changed. In 1905 Lenin clearly entertained the notion that

parliaments can be just what they claim to be, that "affairs in

canstitutional states are administered in the very way that parliament
decides,” In 1920 he sees the anarchists to be essentially right in
their negative estimate of parliaments, and sees the virtue of
participating to be a tactical ones facilitating the destructiqn
of constifhtional illusions. There is no possibility that parliament
ié other than a front or a sham, by its very nature expressly denied
the ability to control the affairs of a state,

Clegrly Lenin*s views on this issue in thesejfears were rather

A

incoherent- and ‘unimportant, dictated more by time-and audience-than -. -

. real reflebtiono Certainly there is nothing in his characterisation

: of parliament that will determine a Eﬁjxticn of parliamentary forms- -

Y

withih.the socialist .state ‘Similarly,however,. he reveals no strang

.attachments to the idea and the institution that will place any

particular barrier in the way of a passionate commitment to an
alternative form, It is al far too vague and temporary to allow any
more definite lineage to_be established. What is perhaps interesting
is the fact that Lenin‘s view of the Soviet as a governmental form was
hardly more positiye than his view of Parliament's, It may come as a
surprise to realise(in 1982 with the weight of the Leninist clajms

upon us) that the Mensheviks adopted a far more positive attitude
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toward the Soviets than did Lenin. Martov in particular viewed the

widest establishment of local organs of self—governhent as crucial,

at least -to the revolutionary process itself, This reflected Martov’s
longstanding suspicion of any Bolshevik-type conception of organising
revolution from above, already made public in the 1903 argument over

the form and role of the party. For him, the first objmtive wass

“..o the formation of revoluticnary committees in this

or that town, this or that region, for the sole purpose of

helping spread the rising and the disorganisation of the

government,"” (28)

The Menshevik conception of the Soviets could also have a
clearly constructive role. In response to the government'®’s first
toyings with the ideas of limited representative institutions, Martov
rejected any idea of boycott; but he combined participation in
whatever institution the autocracy devised with a more radical idea
which would claim representation for those excluded by the electoral
law, What he called "“peoples® agitational committees" would be’

formed;-ostensibly to. mobilise participation in the official - -elections,

Buts. - . . _— P
"“At the same_time the committees strive_to»create¥f

apart from the legal representation, an illegal representative
organ-which at_a certain moment_.could -appear_ before.thecountry

as a temporary organ of ‘the peeples! will.. .'The committees

would call the population to elect their representatives by .
universal vote,-these representatives would-at a given''moment 7“'(é9)~7
meet- in ‘one town -and -proclaim-themselves -a constituent assembly:" )

. The sympathy for, and responsiveness to, the possibilities of the
new organisafion which is obvious in Martov is quite absent from Lenin,
Lenin was not guilty of tng crass suspicion with which his supporters
regarded the Soviets. Convinced of the virtues of organisation and
suspicious of sponteneous movements outside the'qontrol of party, they
:were tempted to boycott them altogether, or else seduced by'the idea of
turning them into a section of the Bolshevik Party by compelling them to

‘accept the Bolshevik programme and the authority of the Bolshevik
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Central Committee,

Lenin himself argued that the question of pérty and Soviets wés not
either/or but both, But the institution had little role in terms
of administration as opposed to disruption. Lenin did not conceive
of the Soviets'® role as anything but temporarys its real weakness
was not its possible politics ~ he had enough canfidence in his own

to be able to disregard'that, but in its structures

"“This reservation was due to the weakness that Lenin
saw in the Soviet organisation, in particular its excessively
dispersed character, the lack of a central authority." (30)

What is clearly absent from Lenin even more than from the
Menshevik Account is any conception of the Soviets as the actual
institutional structure of a post-revolutimnary stateoﬁﬁ,urguably
there uaé no reason for Lenin to consider this problem, given that
the coming post-revolutionary state in Russia could not be a
sociglist one. Inasmuch as the physiognomy of the post-Tsarist
society would be determined not by a proletarian policy, but by some
éppropriate~combhnaﬁanmof'a:mixtureuof.class»forcesg<it.was extremely -
unlikelj~;hat the definition-of the state form would be a task that
would fall to the Bolsheviks,  ~Lenin's tthghts ae inevitably
.structurgd from the point of view of the proletariat as a-less than -
hegemonic;-and indeéd,-possibly subordinate class in ‘the ‘coming
society. Lenin‘s responsibility was thus to a specific élass
interest, not to society as a whole.

It would seem, therefore, that Lenin‘'s pre-1914 attitude to
both sides of the problem~of state forms - to parliaments and to
Soviets = amounted to little more than disinterest. Prior to the
catastrophe of the °split in Socialism® thereis no indication of any
reason in Marxiaﬂ principles or in contemporary revolutimnary

experience to reject one and elevate the other, and establish the

.
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distinction as a fundamental of revolutionary ideology. What was

to become the essential core of twentieth éentury revolutionary
theory‘dgrived ab initio from Lenin'’s response to the disaster that

he conéidered had been visited upon his movement in 1914, This is
not to éuggest that the whole theoretical reconstruction that followed
is no more than another moment in Lenin‘s permanent career of persohal
and political disputation, It obviously grew into more than that,
But it does confirm the total nature of that reconstructions Lenin
could derive from his prior political thinking practicaliy nothing
that might guide him in this reconstructions he was forced back on
those fragments of knowledge and understanding that might be termed

his own ‘culture®,

Lenin's Culture

At one point in his book on the problem of ‘Beginnings’,
Edward W, Said discusses the acute problem posed for the reader by
Milton's ‘Paradise Lost’, Discussing the passage. where the angel

Raphael informs Adam of-the~events in heayen, he . points out thatg

e e

“The truth-is-at about: five removes fromthe reader,’ ;
First suppressed in night, suppressed once-again -by Raphael =~ =
(who as an angel-knows more than Adam), :suppressed still.. _.
further because Adam after all is the original man from whose |
priority-we have all-fallen, suUppressed another time by °
Milton's use of English to convey the conversation in Eden,
and f;pallynsuppressedibyratpoetic discourse to-which we . can
relate only after -a.mediated act (of reading a seventeenth
century epic) - the Truth is actually absent, Words stand
for words which stand for other words ..." (31)

This is a vivid expression of .the problems of textual analysis
we have already discussed; - It also highlights the problems inherent

in Lenin's reformulation of Marxism that produced The State and Revolution,

The text represents an attempt to reveal the ‘truth’ of the political
process called parliamentarism. Lenin certainly operated with a

clear belief in the existence and accessibility of this truth, even
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if such a concept seems increasingly inappropriate to researchers in
the human disciplines, Yet, if we do not share Lenin‘'s confidence

in the existence of such apodictic truth, we cannot operate without

a belief- in the possibility of discriminating between the relative

merits of competing explanations of social phenomena, We must simply

be aware of the historical and contingent nature of the adequacy of
such truths, Here, we must try to judge the probability of Lenin's
reformulation attaining an adequate insight into his object of study,
This can be approached by analysing the removes that separated Lenin
from his object, and the suppressionsthat tthese involved,

It is well known that the outbreak of war in 1914 was a moment
of profound rupture in Lenin‘s life and politics, It occasioned a
reformulation of his politics of the most fundameptal character,
To estimate how likely was thislproject to be successful, it is
worth considering the resources that Lenin had at his disposal for
the task,

The events of August 1914 were a doubly debilitating blow for

Lenin. _Not only had events taken a=startling and horrifiC'new-tﬁrn;;

his-sociglist,colleagues,;mentorsﬁaand-leaders;in'thé Second-::=.:
International -had committed a gross act of‘°betrayal°. He was
bereft of;bqth his political andupeféunal moorings. - - Here was an
undisputedly-Marxist leadership which had gone back on its most .
fundamental word; which had transformed what had appeared to be
sincere and strongly held principles into basest verbiage; wﬁich
‘knew the truth' and deliberately buried it. It was a stunning
éhock for Lenin because Eé amounted fo, not least, a persmal
betrayal, Not surprising, then, that he thought the report of
the SPD vote for war credits the work of police provocateurs, In
his first wfitings after the terrible truth became clear he spoke of

his “most bitter disappointment®,
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Lenin was thus thrown back on his own resources, and these

were me;agre° His view of the world had alQays been structured
through a series of suppressions, He had strictly disciplined his
thought ;o exclude contamination from anything other than the Marxian
ﬁraditions Russian culture had long been dismissed as unworthy of
much consideration, characterised by, for Lenin, that most devastating
of handicaps, "backwardﬁess"° Russian culture had produced the con-
temporary mess of Russian society, and certainly could not contain a
solution to that mess, But Lenin was no more comfortable with a
foreign culture, The culture of Europe was °their culture’,the
cplture 6f the bourgeoisie, The European tradition was anaiheméa
Marx inherited a cosmopolitan Eutropean eGUCation, and was able to
draw on the whole tradition of classicai enlightenment culture to
focus on a problem, He could; at will, refgr to Heraclitus, to
Shakespeare, to Hegel, to any of the streams and shallows of
European thought.

..Lenin was quite different., .-We know for .certain that he had
not read Shakespeare, Byron, Moliér‘e‘,,’or.Schil‘lero Dostoevsky
was ‘rubbish®; “he had_Fespeqt'oﬁly for the pprlist-nbvelfih;the 4”?:4
tradition of Chefnyshevskyu A conggpporary’of Max Weber, of 1“reudv,;—'E
of English logic and German -critical -philosophy, he,knewinothing-og,,g
any of-thémo"(Bz) Even more surprisingu;;mhis confessed:ignorancé
until the war years of Hegel, A survey of his writingé is a
revealing activitys the meagreness of his referencesconfirms the
philistinism of his intellectual formation.

Consequently Lenin had, throughout his career, depended upon

a knowledge of the world that was massively attenuated. It was
the knowledge produced by Marx as transmitted through the parties

and theoreticians of the Second Internatiocnal. And despite any
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pretensions of the Marxian tradition to an encyclopaedic understanding

of histéry and society, its legacy to Lenin Qas similarly stilted.

Marx and Engels® discussions of specific and concrete social institutiens
conce;ned almost exclusively with moments of rupture, destruction,

and reconstruction in European history - the years 1789, 1848 and 1871

being the recurrent foci, Lenin was transmitted no knowledge at all

of the realities of stabilityp of the complex networks of instituions

and practices which constituted the body of Western Society,

Therefore in all his agonisings and reconstructions subsequent
to the split in the International, he was manoeuvringwithin a universe
of intellectﬁal_bossibilities whose dimensions were microscopic. if
his intellectuél resources were limited so long as he had confideﬁce
in the thinke:svof the Second International, it, at least, had a
certain intellectual rigour, After 1914 his confidence shéttered, he
resembles nothing so much as the incredible shrinking man,

If we focus on the specific problem of the critique of
parliamenta?y§democracy, a further. handicap .is.revealed,. Lenin's.

critique was- ¢rippled by its own situation in historical -time.-

-3¢ _ . 23
Perhaps he hefe only\pag}ookfof'a commdn*human~failing to pass judgement --
on historicalédeelopments‘béfore thex\paye attained maturity, BuF 1 
his critique.EnSiattempted:at"a time- when the world was'practiéall .
qevoid~of;éxampléé of pariiaments that could, even formally, .be calledln._
genuinely representative of the ci;tizenry and untrammelled by the old

(33)

class power, According to Therborn » the first democracy without
qualifications on suffrage was established in New Zealand in 1907,
and Denmark and Norway in 1915, These were the only institutions
that predated Lenin‘®s remarks of 1917, although it must be conceded

that male franchise did obtain in certain countries several years

earlier - as in France in 1884, in Norway in 1898, Clearly these
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facts amount to extenuating circumstances for Lenin's argument;

although the subsequent spread of full formal democracy within

* and outside Europe underlines the paradox of The State and Revolution,

-Thus it can be said that, in a literal sense, Lenin did not

know what he was talking about. The °‘suppressions' embedded in

his own thought are sufficient to render improbable any access to an
adequate account of the object he was studying. Firstly, the 'truth’
is indeed 'suppressed in night', the night of history not yet made,
the night of the un%bwable future. The second suppression is the
assumption that the parliamentary form in fact has no future; the
third suppression derives from the lack of any personal experience of
a culture that contained such embryonic versions of the institution
as did exist; the fourth suppression is the estimation of this lack
as inconsequential; the fifth, the adherence to an understanding of
éarliament derived only fro@ its relevance to the social question;
the next; the assumption that the only meaningful discourse on that
relevgﬁce was that of the theoreticians of the Second International;
the néxt, the acceptance as legitimate only those elements of that
discourse that fell indisputably within the nostrums of Marx and
Engels; the next, Lenin's own entirely.hypOStatized appropriation

of Marx and Engels derived from his own personal incapacity to
estimate the degree of coincidence between the classical analysis

and the object it surveyed, due to the final suppression; his own
near-absolute lack of any intellectual or cultural resources from wheh
to judgé that privileged discourse. Truly, "Words stand for words,
which stand for other wordscooceo'

Despite his assumption that he had cleansed his thought of unacceptable
pollu?ions, Lenin could no more than any of us, escape his culture.

He found no Archimedean point from which to survey reality with a

i
Ry
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true and pristine objectivity. In fact, he ensured the reverse. His
gefusal to open himself to the multitude of cultural and intellectual
influences that Europe offer ed resulted iﬁ his falling far more
abjectly under the sway of the influences that had formed him at an
unconscioqs level. In a way then, Lenin never escaped his own child-
hood socialisation. Intellectual maturity, it may be suggested, is
achieved by a process of critical selection; the child becomes an
adult by appreciating and critically reviewing the manner in which he

is a cultural product, and his intellectual independence begins from

the point of that realisation. But, in contrast, an outright and
enraged rejection of one's own culture is a 'childish' act: the act
of an adolescent unable to come to terms with the complexity that is
himself. It is an attempt to constitute onself as a tabula rasa,
Needless to say, not only is such an attempt inpossible, but the
assumption that it is possible leads shallow thinkers to very easily
convince themselves that they have achieved it. And thus the con-
tinuing power that native cglture continues to exercise over the
individual remains uninterrogated and unchallenged. This is a power

to which Lenin clearly fell victim.

V"Staté and Revolution'" has been treatéd as a Western artifact in this.
argﬁmenfe And it certainly is that, in its classical rocots, and in :
tts continuing spectral presence in Western political thought and
culture. But we may, ﬁevertheléss, discover specific conditions for
its brodugtion not in Kurope, but in Russia itself, and deriving from
an entirely different history and tradition. This was a tradition to
which.Leﬁin was an unconscious hut remarkably faithful heir, I shall
"he£e seek only to evoke those elements of the Russian intellectual and
cultural traditiqn whose echoes we may find in the pages of Lenin's

utopian text.
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TiWhat}were the characteristics of the Russian intelligentsia of

which Lenin was an indubitable, if resentful, heir? There seemns to
be a consensus about two features in particular: the espottsal of

a loyalty to a Yaguely defined and offen imaginary national uniqdiess:
and an openess to Eﬁropemintellectual innovations which was, however,
marked by a profound absence of discrimination or rigour., As a
result, the Russian intelligentsia were dangerously vulnerable to

totalising and utopian projects,

There is no need to retail the details of Russian social structure

in the 19£h century, The patrimonial system of rule had for centuries
claimed for the autocracy the rights of both the ruler and the owner
‘Qf the realm. Such was the overwhelming weight of the state
within the society that thedevelopment of those classes whose interests
‘were those of modernity was blighted or crushed. As a result the
intelligentsia began its life far more socially isolated than had -
béen the case in Europe; Besgncon places the emergence of this group
from 1850 onwards, the product of a national organised system of
education under total state control. In this, as in so many other
develgpments, from Catherine the Greats introduction of political
,dgbqte in the 18th century; to Zubatov's éuprisingly successful
_police=sponsored‘unions9 the amtocracy was the initiator of so much
I £ha1::ie1sewhere were independent and organic results of economic and

': soéiél development. The Russian intelligentsia failed to find a
'gatgral, congenial, and, ébove all, suagesful, ally in a rising
ﬁo#rgébisie. Instead 1t from the first exhibited a degree of root-

" lessness due to the "incapacity of civil society to impose on the

’wyoﬁng its own values and raison d'etre". (34) Rather, its formative
 7expériénces evoked distrust of potential allies who constantly :

" succumbed to fruitless compromises with the autocracy.
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In the creatieg o@ this attitude, the repression following the
Dacembrist attempt had been fateful:

"...the longest lasting and most harmful legacy of the era

was the hostility between the government and the educated

classes. In the latter it was made to breed a fear and

loathing of the autocracy which made themrsee every government,

even one bent on reform; as an uncompromising enemy.

Whatever liberalism was to arise in Russia, it was always

to be somewhat shamefaced at not being revolutioary radicalism,

and always reluctant to acknowledge that there could be a

threat to liberty from the left as well as from the right". (35)
Here we have, therefore, a sort of 'free-floating' intelligentsia,
that is one that remained without ties or connections to any particular
interest group. This represented a genuine opportunity for a messianic
ideology to seek a hegemonic social role. THE classic modernizing
‘revolutions of Burope were intended, despite the more ambitious of the
ideologies they inspired, to satisfy the aspirations of specific rising
interest groups. The political programmes of such groups always,
therefore, had elements of a realist and 'minimalist' practicality
abouf}them, as did their subsequent actions. But

~"eooin Russia the struggle for political liberty was waged
. from the beginning exactly in the manner that Burke felt it

ought never to bé waged: in the name of abstract ideals". (36)

The radical intelligentsia were glven by history full licence to
elaborate an 1deology of the most maximalist character. It is

frue that the valldlty of this max1malism was called into question
when economlc and social develoPments around’the turn of the century:

indicated that political development in Russia might take the more
normai codrse of the emergence o6f competing social classes. The crisis
rin'Marxism, which sought to replace the more eschatological cast of
fevolﬁfiqary strategy with a process of integration into developing
1civil society and a 'long march though the institutions', was evidence

ofifhiég ‘But .the impact of Populism and Terrorism, and the success of
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Bolshevism, indicate that a large number were resilient enough to

. resist these temptations.

i WHile a mass intelligentsia was a product of the second half of the
19§h century, this group inherited a culture of political speculation
from the prior generation. The freedom to think and write had arrived
under the tutelage of Catherine the Great, 1762 - 1796. While the
popular philosophy of the time was European rationalism, and the
political: ideas those of American constitutionalism, the‘appeal of
these ideas faded in the wake of the Decembrist failgsre, and, the
radicals turned to a different sourcey that of Gérman idealist philosophy.

Schelling was introduced into Russia in the 1820's, Hegel in the 1830'5°

‘Thesé philosophies effected an immediate conquest, and held overt sway
unfii forced into retreat by materialism in the second half of the

WCehfury;- But their imprint was never eradicated or

‘i’_escaped°

fThe principo\ import of Hegelianism was the way in which tls critique
iof édderﬁity - the problem of alienation = linked up with the search
{‘Efor g-éational identity. It enabled tgtellectuals totranslate Russian
-ﬁ'bdékwardness' into evidence of a historicvroles This was what became
knng as Slavophilism; It argued that the communual spirit formed the
essential feature of the Russian national character and provided the
basi§ of.all Russian institutions, in contrast to the atomised individual-
ism whiéh permeated the West. It derived from the mysti§a1 and
euphoric nature of the Orthodox church, which had resisted the rational-
'ism wgicﬁ had poisoned both Catholicism and Protestantism; ahd found.
Eitéfexpfession in the peasant community, and the peasant's intuitive

Fépd:affective culture.

|-

}It'was of course the case that many of the assumptions of S&lavophilism

“,_werve‘i}lusory° The peasant commune, in particular, had no very ancient
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roots, provided little economic security, and was no effective
mechanism for preventing economic and social differentiation and

securing an integrated community.

But naive though the picture the intellectuals held might have been,
it coincided in a vague way with what they could assume were the
peasants' aspirations, as they had been expressed. There was un-
doubtedly a peasant revolutionary tradition, which lay in the revolt
of the 17th and 18th centuries, from Bolotnikov to Pugachev, The
long-lasting myths of 'return' that they engendered were permeated with
dramatic beliefs proclaiming:

"a messiah who would purge the land of suffering and usher

in a golden age of abundance and tranquillity that would

last for ever'. (37)
Thus the disappointments of political activity amongst the peasantry
would not necessarily destroy the fundamental images with which the
revolutionaries operated. In a universe of ideals structured by a
poorly understood Hegelianism, there was no difficulty in believing
in an 'invisible people', a hidden kernel or essence trapped within
the irrational appearances of everyday life. Once an ideology appeared
that could offer a political technology for extracting the one from

the other, the myth of the communalist people could be transformed

into a project of social engineering.

In Burope, the mood that led from Kant to Hegel was eqﬁendered by the
faltering confidence of its rationalist precursors. It was one moment
in the intense, rigorous, and serious philosophical debate which was

a permanent feature of European culture since Descartes. But perhaps

the most striking feature of the Russian reception of the European
philosophical debate is its lack of seriousness. There was only a

brief flirtation with the rationalist mind before the enthitsiam for
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Hegel swept all before it. The absence of a rigorous native inte-
llectual tradition meant that any critical and creative accep®.ance
was displaced by intoxicated speculation based upon ill-digested

nostrums. Modern commentators concur on the essential superficiality

of the treatment given to these, and subsequent, intellectual imports
into Russia. (38) From Hegel, the Russians derived only a belief

in a naive historical teleology, a superficial and indiscriminate
critique of Western intellectual and social development, and an
essentialism whicééanitio defied all need for empirical verification.
All this became the grounding for the mission of this radical inte-
lligentsias to .act as midwives to the mission of ancient Russia itself,
which was to give the world the example of a society which declined

to follow the erroneous path of Western rationalism and liberalism,

but instead reconstituted an integrated human psyche within the organic
society. The national roots of Lenin's project for the commune-state

begin to appear.

From the 1850's, the old radicalism was overlaid by the adoption of
a scientific or positivist philosophy, and its proponents declared a
defini@ive rupture with the beliefs of the previocus generation. But
this 'materialist' revolution sufferred from the same lack of caution,
subtletly, and creativity° The Russian$. adopted the crudest form of
mechanical materialism, whereby the whole world could be reduced to
basic physical or chemical processes. Pipes points out the crucial
sophistication that escaped them:
¥, ..the n@o-Kantian criticism of mechanistic science...never
reached the Russian radicals...Chernyshevksii, on his death in
1889, still clung faithfully to Feuerbach and the idols of his
youth 50 years before, blissfully unaware what confusion was
being spread in the field of natural science by recent discoveries.'
(39)

The radicals could now subscribe to a belief in the possibility of an

absolute rupture with the specifics of history and environment, and the
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creation of a "new man’ from the primal socio=biological material., But this
was emphatically not the new man of the Enlightenment vision of rationality.
This vs one who would reject the false sirens of Western individualism

in favour of voluntary submergence in the collective. The emergence of
social and individual differentiation; which ws both the prize and the
penalty of the Western path; was the be avoided; as were, therefore, the
institutipns which expressed this .diversity. Thus it would appear that

the 'materialist revolution! in Russian social thought was not allowed to
penetrate to the level of fundamental anthropology. The same mystical
essence-appearance polarity was now simply reinforced by the possibility

of a new pradticality. The Hegelio.n generation had been hard put to

define a practical programme for themselves, let alone find a meéans by
which it might be carried out. The new radicals; however, could

derive from their iconoclastic scientism a diversity of strategy and
tacticse They were no longer bound by what history had produced, and
condemned to be the passive observers of an unfolding historical progess,.
They could, by spreading ideas; or by practical grassroots activity,

or by exemplary and provocative violence, dictate the course of political
development, This ability to reduce the complex intellectual innovations
of Europe to the simplest of axioms produced an unbounded confidence in

their own potential,

So we cén in this story already discover the essential elements on which
Lenin's model could be built, The maximalist rejection of 'practical’
politicsy and institutionsy the dramatic eschatology which- grounded

the concept of the new man, for whom ﬁolitics as social diversity and

conflict would Be alieng the positive image of the peasant commune as

modelg the unique ‘Russian' = naturally translated by Lenin into °pfoletarian“=
essence that would make this viable, are all themes we have already

encountered in the discussion of State and Revolution.




These are the creative images out of which the future could be con-
jured. Miasmic and simple-minded they may well be, but it is impor-
tant to remembef how dramatically they could be confirmed by the
negative experience of the Russian reality. It is hardly surprising
that Lenin’s estimation of the problems of buraucracy, politics, and
the stateQdifferred so widely from the European themes articulated
by Weber. His bumaucracy, his state machine, entirely lacked the
elements which were the central organising principles of the modern
state. His state was characterised by corruption, inefficiency,
irregularity of procedures, particular interest, secrecy, arbitrariness,
and all the other sins which Weber insisted it was the task of the
modern state to eradicate, not sustain. It was Lenin's tragedy that
he coﬁld not see tha??ﬁg was articulating was not a theory of the

modern state, but a critique of the primaeval and obsolescent Russian

example.

I have in previous chapters placed some emphasis upon Lenin's failure
to‘grasp the truth, among others, of two aspects of the modern state:
firstly, that of the rule of law, and secondly that of the precise
nature and role of the bureaucracy. These failures may now be attri-
buted to some extent to the fact that in autocratic Russia phenomena
existed which went by the same namé, but bore no resemblance to the

Buropean examples.

We may recall the essence of Lenin'’s unremitting hostility to the modern
state. There was, he asserted, only one possible relationship between
the people and the state, and that was one of bitter conflict. The
state existed only to maintain the monop®ly of power and wealth held

by the privileged, and it was consequently, a machine of "monstrous
oppression’s Whence derived this powerful, appallinggimage? For it

clearly did not fit in such unequivocal form either with the experience
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of Western Europe .nor with the mainstream of political thought that

derived from and commented upon that experience.

In Lénin'’s experience there existed no possible connection between
the state and freedom, there was only a profound antagonism. Yet
the European experience was different. There the connection between
and freedom
the state/was law. In Burope, the rise of the modern state was bound
up with fhe construction of a legal system designed to fill the vacume
left in the regulation of social relationships by the d&sappearance of
the feudal networks of rights and obligations. Thus a legal system
provided a system of security for the citizen which ensured a regul-
arity of both public and private behaviour. The persuasive virtue of
such a system was not whether the laws were 'good' or 'bad' i.e.
whether they favoured the privileged or otherwise, but that they
provided a stable framework within which life might be lived. It was
often the disruption of this stability due to the flouting of 1aws by
traditionalist-monarchs which aroused the revolutichry fury of the 17th,

18th and 19th centuries.

It took no great feat of perception to see that if a legal system was
something to be valued, then its necessary concomitant was the existence
of the modern state, of which it was but a part. Courts needed gzencies
to make the laws; they clearly also needed agencies of policing and
punishment to render them meaningful. Herein arises the ambiguity of
the Buropean experience of the state which, for good reasons, escaped
Lenin, as_it escaped most of his compatriots and predecessors. Ulam
comments on the phitoSophy of the man who was possibly the first Russicn
revolution ary:'"Pestel may be excused for not realizeing, in 1820, the
necessary link between freedom and the governmentcélawsjd(ho) But those
who followed were to be no more perceptivgf and perhaps for a good

reasone.
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At least until 1864, no concept of independent justice existed in
Ruésiéo Crimes committed by one person against another, or by a
public official against a citizen, were no matters of public concern.
A legal Obde was first issued in 1649, but rapidly becane irrelevant,
and had anyway little to offer for the redress of private grievance.
Under Nicholas I a new Code was issued, but to little effect, since
the actual practices of justice were so dubious. The government
initiated legal actions only when the state itself, or one of its
agents; had been offended. Private individuals were left to their own
resources, and usually simply bought justice - or, more accurately, a
decision in their favour-by payments to the court.secretary. No one
was, anyway, very surs sbout what laws they should be obeying, since
laws and decre@s were promulgated in an entirely haphazard fashion,
requiring only the approval of the Czar, and new laws were in fact

often kept secret from the citizens.

Alexander II's attempts to transform Russia into a state grounded in

law were consequently ill-fated. For his attempts appear to have met
with a cynicism on the part of public opinion which condemned his efforts
to failure. When the government attempted>to try térrorists as ordinary
rather than political criminals before the newlyaestablished Jjuries,

the accused were often acquitted despite the undisputed = and often
proudly admitted -~ evidence against them. Citizens rendered judgements
based not on the merits of a case, but on their abhorrence for the
regime of the gendarmes and their sympathy for the idealistic defendants.
The regimé that had for so long confronted even its most sophisticated
and moderate critics with a legal system that was political and biassed
to its ¥ery core was unable to convince them that here‘was a system to
be run according to different princiioleso The citizens simply réSponded

by using the new system as a vehicle for their own politics. In
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conséquence the government reverted to its old methods of administrative
g‘usticev a step which of course confirmed liberal public opinion in its
original estimation of the government's initiative. Therefore it was

guite understandable that the concept of the rule of law should fail to

find any placo in Lenin's thought, even though such a failure is a further
indication of his regrettable intellectual limitatioms. His image of the
Gature of bué?ucracy is similarly home-grown. We can clearly establish

the origins of his near-obsession with bumucratic corruption, and his
characterisation of civil servants as unprincipled seekers after cash, in
the Russian system of 'feeding'. For certuries, Russian public servants

had been expected to 'feed themselves from official business'. That is

they were paid no salary, but were expected to provide for themselves out e
monies raised within the district under their administration. It was their
sole obligation to send to Moscow a fixed sum of revenue, and their standard
of living then depended upon the degree to which they were able to supple-
ment this sum for their own purposes. Clearly, the system provided licence
for corruption of the widest kind. Honest public officialg¢ were only to be
found in the centre, staffing the ministerial offices, an innovatcgn imported
from Germany, and greatly appreciated by the imperial regime. Anywhere
outside of Moscow and one or two other urpan ceﬁtres9 it was commonly
accepted that civil servants were not just corruptible, but that public
administration was synonymous with corruption. In terms of the images the
leading Bolsheviks held of the state machine, then, it is perhaps significant
that Lenin lived in provincial Russia until the age of 23¢ he was born in
Simbirsk, a provincial town on the Volga, briefly attended Kazan University,
Foved with the family to Samara, spent another equally brief period af

St. Pe@ersburgh University in 1891 and returned to Samara to practice law

before moving more permanently to St Petersburgh in 1893, Bukharin, by

contrast, was a Muscovite, and spent only four years of his life in Russia

outside that great city. Lenin, presumably, would have been acquainted

with only the most tawdry aspects of the imperial state, while Bukharin
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would havolknowh an animal of an entirely different, and more modern, species.

Thus Web:er might make sense to Bukharin, but never could to Lenin.

Lenin’s Theory of Political Motivation

: It was from this background that Lenin was forced to attempt a reconstruction
of his understanding of the world. The reconstruction he achieved was con-
siderable, inasmuch as it resulted in a world-view that was entirely coherent
and consistently revolutionary. It was a rather leass impressive achievement -+
in terms of its complexity or subtlety, and, indeed, its adequacy. It comprised

'three basic erganising principles: imperialism, the labour aristocracy, and the

soviet, Imperialism was the problem, the labour aristocracy was the
- basis of the continued existence of the problem, and the soviet form

encapsulated Lenin's new answer. Concisely, the development of capitalism

into imperialism had provided the bourgeoisie in the metropolitan countries

with the opportunity to undermine the proletarian progress to revolutionary
politics that had previously beén considered inevitable, The labour aristocracy
was a section of the proletariat that had been detached from its true class
allegiance, and consequently become enmeshed in the fabric and institutions of
bourgeois society.

Thus, the bourgeois state, in both its administrative and political forms,
had becdme the core of the process whereby the organisations of the proletariat
were delivered up to imperialist politics. Lenin hinted at a fairly sophisti-
cated model of this relationship when he coined the term "Lloyd-Georgeism" ( )
to describe the impact of social reform upon the labour movement. This
analytical avenue, however, remained emphatically underdeveloped, and in its
place is an argument of a much simpler nature. Reformist politics were in
this argument not a mass political phenomenon; they were confined to the
labour aristocracy.

This reduction is perhaps surprising, and certainly not necessary for
Lenin's project of salvaging revolutionary politics. Lenin could have argued -
as we have seen Colletti argue -~ that the institutional forms of parliamentarism

paralysed the revolutionary impulses of the proletariat by a combination of
social atomi sation, manipulation, and mystification. - '

~The:Soviet form could have been.offered as the counter
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to all three processeés. Such an argument would render redundant a
concep%‘of the labour aristocracy as speciaily significant in diverting
the revolutionafy process. There is no need to single out any distinct
part of the working class as uniguely guilty of bearing, conspiring in,
or succumbing to, the culture of social peacse and parliamentary progress.

But the organising principle of Lenin's explanation for the sﬁlit
in socialism was not thé rejection of parliamentarism, but the definition
and critique of the labour aristocracy. It is possible to trace in the
dévelopment of Lenin's analysis the gradual disappearance of the effects
of pe;ceful decades, parliamentarism, legal organisations, etecy and their
replacement by direct and crude material determinants on a small minority
of the movement: crumbs, bribes, "lucrative and soft jobs";(#&) Lenin
thus chose to pursue a far simpler analysis whichvlparadoxicallyg
involves a far more complex and weaker chain of explanation if the Soviet
form is to be justified.

In that analysis, ths proletariat constitute a °silent majority’,
those who have simply~not_baen,heard from. But, 4if the masses:do nof
appear -to - have succumbéd_to-xheAcharmsroF:parliaméhtarism}aﬁd.social.
peaceg iffis-hardly*necgssary_to advocate the Séviét;f;rm to pounter

such dangers. At this point .in the argument,-therefore, there-exists . -

no necessary.-or useful-connection:betwéenzeninis analysis of the split . .

in socialism-and thBNSDViet_alternativea -What I shall seek “to do is
suggest the necessary conpection that in fact does exist, Fof it
seems to me that'thé institutions of the commune state that Lenin was
to edvocate in 1917 derive'thair viability from a theory of political
motivat;lon9 and that this theory'of-motiuation can be discovered as
the fundamental assumption of the theory of the labour aristocracy.

We can find a concise and representative statement of the analysis

in the 1920 Preface to ‘Imperialism’®:

PR
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"Capital exports yield an income of eight to ten thousand
million francs per annum, at pre-war prices and according to
pre=war bourgeois statistics. Now, of course, they yield much more,

. @piouslyg out of such enormous superprofits (since they are
obtained over and above the profits which capitalists can squeeze
out of the workers of their %own' country) it is possible to
bribe the labour leaders and the upper stratum of the labour
aristocracy, And this is just what the capitalists of the
"adwanced countries’ are doing, they are bribing them in a
thousand different ways, direct and indirect, overt and covert.

This stratum of workers—turned bourgeois, or the labour
aristocracy who are quite philistine in their mode of life, in
the size of their earnings and in their entire outlook, is the
principel prop of the Second International, and in our days, the
princippl social (not military) prop of the bourgeoisis. For
they are the real agents of the bourgeoisie in the working class
movemant, the labour lieutenants of the capitalist class, real
vehicles of reformism and chauvism,"

1 shall not seek to present a comprehensive critique of the
theories of imperialism and the labour aristocracy. Although it
should be clear from what follows that 1 find both of them inadequate
as explanatory categories there already exists a varied literature to
this effect, which it would be redundant to retailo(aﬂq I shall seek
only to register some points which may take us to the point where-the
theory of - political motivation-produced by these concepts-is revealsd.: .
Firstly, Lenin's concept of imperialismmiséonefthat cannot be
seriously sus?ained by the arguments that he presented. In "Imperialism =
. ~. o
the Highest Stage of Capitalism",-written in 1916, :‘Lenin-outlined-the -.---
gensral features of :the imperialist“étage'nf‘capitalismg~and stresses
. what he considers to be the key factor - the export of capital from the
metropolitan- countries to the colonies or semi-colonies, In Chapter 8
he considers the effects of this on the metropolitan nations. An
extensive quote from Hobson advocatss the idea that the Western
nations were becoming totally parasitic in their economic role, drawing
all productive wealth from the Asien and African continents. The

resuit9 Lenin suggests, will be the transformation of the proletariat

into "gfeat téme masses of retainersy, no longer engaged in the staple
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industries of agriculture and manufacture, but kept in the performance
of personal or minor industrial services under the control of the new

o (#S)

financial aristocracy, The condition of Southern England is
advanced as a foreshadow of what might come to pass,

He then proceeds to offer evidence for Hobson's analysis, He

seems to support the vision of the gradual disappearance of manufacturing

capital from Western Europe, But his evidence is rather bizarre:

an increasing proportion of land in England is being taken out of
cultivation and used for sport and the diversion of the richg éngland
spends annually £14 million on horse racing and fox hunting; the number
of rentiers in England is about one million, Tha corrollary of those
tendencies is this: "The percentage of the productively employed
population to the total population is declining” - from 23 per cent in
1851 to 15 per cent in 15901, The surprising scale of these figures
would have given anyone less committed to the thesis pause for thought,
Iﬁ fact Lenin is equating 'productively employed! with thoseliemployad

in the basic industries?, which by any ecpnomic theory is an in-

suppnrtable—deviceo(yb) . ’

Of course it is true that the capital structure of the country
QQSJGE§Z¥§6ihg change, but both LeniQ\and Hobson entirely miéconséruad

]
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what was happening. An advanced stags of industrialisatién!proddcés
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tendenci;s for the service sector to undergo expansiﬁn a£+%ha expense
of the primary and secondary sector.

Together with the deuvslopment of the service sector was the
extension of the factory system into previously marginally involved
sectors, and the transformation into a factory workforce of parts of
the population whose situation was previocusly quite different. The
decline in the numbers employed in domestic service and the reverses

process of the increase in industpial employment of women, prefibured

dpes —
R TR :
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by developments in the First World War, are indicative of this,
Note sﬁould also bas taken of the growing industrialisation of
agriculture, and the growing productivity of labour within the
manufacturing sectar which must, on the one hand produce a tendency
for slow or negative growth in employment in that sector, and growing
smployment amongst those sectors needed to service the technical
developments that this rise in the productivity of labour reflectso(47)
Lenin therefore constructed an entirely mythical socioclogical
grouping under the category ‘labour aristocracy! - 'great tame masses
of retainers’, They lived off the ‘crumbs' from the table of
imperialisms they were directly bribed out of superprofits. Lenin

(he) although

even gave a rough estimate of the size of this bribe;
no attempt is made to define the method of distribution of this sub-
vention, But what is clear is that Lenin nowhere considers this
tbribe’ as passing through, or dériving from , the process of

production in the metropolitan countries, High wages do not come

from the worker's-position. in the production process; - they aré purely

the dividend-of. parasitism. -The.labour -aristocrats-have become-the . -~ - .

“coupon=clipparsﬂ-of.tne working class. - Clear1y9~5uch,a"mechani§ﬁfiQ7'r‘_":

can only ‘have an—utterly-corfupting-tgﬂluan;e on—thdée,in receipt,
Recipients of such an unearned .and unjustified subsidy -will .surely. .
fight to-the death-to defend--the imperialism that provided it, ~ The
lébour aristocrat bscomes akin to the Roman prolstarian, whose
existence was subsidised by the slave economy, unlike the non-
aristocracy at whose expemrse society lives(LH)° But what an absurd
inversion of reality this constitutes, and its absurdity clashes
more fundamentally with the assumptions of Marxian social theory
than perhaps any other,

The higher paid worker in Lenin's time achieved and maintained

his position due to his skill = or rather the short supply of that

ot
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skill = or his organisation, and usually by a very specific combination
of both, It is pﬁzzling that such a simplé fact should escape Lenin's
analysis, but two factors may account for it, Tha first, of course,
is that Lenin's project excluded the realisation: he was not seeking
to explain the origin of the higher paid worker, but to simply utilise
it as a link in the chain of his explanation, proceeding from
imperialism to the poli£ics of the day, Secondly, there was little in
Lenin's experience, as well as in his field of interest, to direct his
attention to the simple explanation, YImperialism® is a remarkably
one—=sided study of early twentieth century capitalism. It concentrates
exclusively on methods of ownership and finance and excludes any con-n
sideration of the industrial process itself, i.a. what was being
produced, and how, The remarkable changes in the fechniques of
production and the nature of finished products is entirely absent.

One may wonder precisely what image Lenin possessed of the fuentieth
century faqtury and those who worked tﬁera°

Thus, if we read 'Imperialism® as at lsast in part directed to

o glia

establishing the existence of a distinct secisl grouping which igg ;

essentially parasitic and unproductive, we héve to register Lénih‘s'
attempt as a failure, He has failed_to prove that such a groupv
emerges as a consequence of economic development.in an imperialist
phase, He has further consequently failed to demonstrate the existence
of a social grouping who will be motivated teo defeﬁd their native
imperialism as a m;tter of automatic self-interest., o
Ny‘second point concerns the assumptions which would be necessary
to sustain the argument for this postulated social group, Lenin
makes a silent but necessary assumption that the wages of members

of the proletariat have a historic tendency to maintain, and aluways i

return to, a certain physical minimum, Otherwise there is nothing



° = 207-

to sxplain in the particular condition of the labour aristocracy,

This concept of an ‘iron law of wages® is strangely resilient in

the Marxian traditione. Bernstein made use of it as stick with which
to beat Marxism and his criticisms were justified, He was castigating
a belief that was widely held and articulated amongst the orthodox

theoreticians of the movement. Kautsky included it in his popular

-

explanation of the Erfurt Programme in 1892:

",.0 industrial development exhibits a tendency,
most pleasing to the capitalist, to lowser the necessities (<o)
of the working man and to decrease his wages in proportion."

It became a commonplace article of faith in the communist
movement, in defiance of whatever evidence to the contrary might have

suggested.. - Thus it was possible fifty years later to insist:

" on the fact ... that conditions among the working

-9 00O

class in Britain, on the average, did not improve during

the second. half of the nineteenth century... Whenever we are
able to point to improvements -we are at the same tims, ’
unfortunately,~obliged .to.point—to deteriorations ‘which- over=
compensate thé improvements-in-the conditions of: the working
class during -the-last-fifty or-hundred-years.#-A31) ..

fhe author.;0 the Marxist historian Kuczynski, could only support
this statemantbevsqggestingQa pictura. of -British capitalism which |
laft-little room'for tﬁe*developﬁantfofoorcesrand techniques Of-—;
production. Thésgﬂin a discuesiunrdf«productivity}changasglhe;
ascribes by far the greatest igportance to the aspect of the "increased
intensity of labour-par worker', i.e. the workers working harder, and
ascribes oﬁly a minor significance to the revolutiocnisation of the
techniques of productiqno(gl)

It has been apgued(gs) that there is in fact no ambiquity on
this issue in Marx‘'s puliiical sconomy . Neverthelesa we can only

note the frequent recurrence of this theme within the Marxian political
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movement, Such an assumption could clearly’ play en important political
role af moments when smployers have enﬁorcea reductions in wages and
conditions in specific conjunctures. It enables a political argument
to make the transition from the problem of the moment to the problem of
the system, 1t is clearly a matter of some snaculation how effective
the theory of revolution remains when Marx's theory is substituted for
the iron law of wages, . when Colletti declares that:
1t is the dependence which ties the workers to the will

of the capitalist class, and not their absolute poverty ...

in other words, capitalist appropriation is not exclusively

or primarily an appropriation of things, but rather an

appropriation of subjectivity..." ($%
a theory of revolutionary action becomss markedly more problematic,

The iron law of wages demands little empirical refutation,
Rising living standards were common to the British working class in
the lattér part of_the nineteenth century. There was undoubtedly a
minority that was better off than most, but the differential was modest.

It should also be noted that the existence of differsntials was in no

way unique to the.imperialist-stege.of.-capitalism. In the light of the
'

long=standing nature nﬁ*ihe'phgnnnenen;zand7thejreLétivaly;minnr;mnfenia;i;;.5"
differentiation between the skilled and the unskilled9 imperialist super=
profits 'are .an unnecessaryhimpoit.in£31the discussion, Far from the - .--
labour aristocracy.:being-a-creation of the bourgeoisia-fnr poiifical

motives, made possible by their raturné frnn the colonies, it is further
arguable that such differential underwent a tendency to diminish for some

(55) !

time before Lenin wrote his book.

Thirdly, whatever tnn.economic f;cté, Lenin's appreciation of
the politics of the higher—paid worker wasan inversion of the truth,
Clearly, ideas of respectability and conservatism could very easily

flow from social stebility and5 more specifically, from the craftsman’s

elevated role in production, But very often situations of crisis or



° =209 =

structural change produced among such people'a fabric of consciousness (s
thatlmaae them extremely and uniquely amenasle to radical ideas, The

experience of the Communist Parties after the war testifiss to this,

In most Partiasg workers from the skilled trades constituted the

largest single elements of the membership, and if one considers the i_
relatively small size of those groups in the working class a a whole,
the attraction of communist politics for such people is clearly
markedly stronger than among unskilled morkerso(sb) Nevertheless, :

for Lenin, the primary task of the Communist Parties after the war

remained an:

"immediate, systematic, comprehensive, and open
struggle against this stratum." (S7)

The obverse of the dismissal of the 'top 10 ﬁer cent? was an

exesedingly sanquine picture of what Lenin terms the ‘revolutionary

masses’, In'August 1914 he drew a sharp distinction between the
opportunist leaders and the mass of the working class, insisting that
it wass |

“w, ., imperative to- appeal to the reaolutionary consciousness

of the’ working. masses, who. bearthe entire burden-of—the*- (,g)’
war and are in most cases hostile to opportunism and chauvinism,® 3

B ety

T

and in-1915 he declareds-. . - ~ -

- ‘r‘!-#ﬁ‘*?"—‘

%It -is.a falsehood-for anybody ... to say that the 'masses? ——
of proletarians have turned-towards chauvinism: nowhere have
the masses been asked..."

Clearly, such assertions had very little relation to the reality of

the tims, Thus Lenin’s political sociology of the working classes
of Western Europe, already theoretically dubious, can find no serious
empirical support.

fly fourth point concerns the effects of the weaknesses outlined ]

above upon any more general theorisation of the sociology of class

and politics, It will be remembered that early in his carser, Lenin
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advanced a particular version of the relstionship between ths two.
He thén asserted that, without the activity of political parties, the

working class was incapable of developing a politics that essaped

(o)

from what he called 'trade union consciousness’, He had no
reason to ascribe to the working class a mass politics that automatically
raeflected their class interests. Even later, during the 1905
Revolution, his assertion that the working class was 'spontaneously
social=democratic? was linked to the prior activities of political
radicals within the labour movement, who had made the ideas available
throughout the working classg and it should be noted that such a
social democratic consciousness at that time for Lenin probably
amounted to little more than a broad sympathy with the general aims
of the overthrow of autocracyo(bl) When he suggested the existence
of a similar spontaneous political ideology among the masses after
1914, he was in fact suggesting the existence of ideas and sympathiss
considerably more'sophisticated.and riguroﬁss sympathy not merely for
social reform, political democracy, and social justice, but for specific
attitudes towards conjuncturalhpoliticaI‘issuesioﬂifhefdayg e

Lenin's thesis on 'j;rade--union.conscio;:snessv was in itself not

notably sophisticated, but it.-did contg}n»the possibility of

elaboration into-a reasonably-adequate.statement of -the culturs.of a.

subaltern class. It could, in ofﬁér:words9 have been developed into

a concept sbmewhat akin to Gramsci's idea of ‘'hegemony®, wherein there
is an appreciation of the complexity of the way in which society, class,
and culture constitute the sestwork of meanings through which people ses
the world and éxperience their activities. As long as Lenin did not
assume political consciousness to be an automatic reflection of class
position , the oppoftunity remained for him to appreciate the political

domain in all its diversity and complexity. But it must be pointed out

e ew
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that the 'trade union consciousness! theme itself was not sven a
simpier.varsion of Gramsci's sophisticated sociologyo In itself,
it remained true to Lenin’s reflectionist epistemology, for trade
union consciousness is little more than a reflection of the specific
factory situation in which the worker is placed: it does not allow
room to take into account the far more important determinations that
existed ‘outside' the workplace: national culture, religion,
socialisation; authority patterns etc. = not forgetting politics itseli’o

Nevertheless, Lenin remained for some time aware of sociological
tendencies that produced in the working class a resistance to his
politics, He referred to Engels’® castigation of the:

"oo. bourgeois respectability which has grown

deep into the:bones of the workers,"

in his discussion of England,
In 1908 he suggested that the material locus of these tendencies

lay in the “smsll producers (who are) being cast into the ranks of

y(63) |

the proletariat as capitalism develops; Two years later he made
< H

~an attempt? to define the causes of ‘opportunism® in broader terjns°

. t
The continued growth of the labour movemsnt itself constantly introduced

to itsfranks.those unschooled in its practices and ideologyg “the -
deﬁelopmeaf‘éf capitalism is uneven in pace and depth, recruiting to
the labour'hqvement hany who were unable to make the break with the
ideology of the enemy; the oppressive aspsct of capitalist develop-

ment = its degradation9 its poverty - often counterbalanced the potential
inscribed in the newly disciplined and organised workers; and the
activities of the bourgeoisie itself must not be overlooked, as it had
develaoped the tactic of conceding of political rights and reforms which
(64) |

hampered the revolutionary development of the class,

It is worth stressing at this point that even these relatively

.

e



* ==

sophisticated definitions of the origins of political differences in
the Qorking class do not legitimise politics; That is, political
ideas that ara;::mpathetic to Lenin's own are attributed to lags-
and lacunae in the movement of history; they remain; for Lenin, both
incorrect and transitory, Even at this early stage, the possibility
that political disagreements might simply testify to different value
orientations or to conflicting political strategies is absent.
Nevertheless, even such an approach provided for an understanding
that was considerably more complex than what was to follow. Lenin was
to come to deny the very existence of problematic political ideas within
the bﬁlk of the working class, and replace it with the idea of a clean
ideological break between aristocracy and mass. = His Lenin's first
reformulations of the problem after 1914 contain sdmething of the old
discussion, He referred to "peaceful decades which have not passed

without leaving their mark"(b<)

and the results of '“the preceding
psaceful period in the development of the labour movement ... (which)
taught-the working class to utilise such important means of struggle
. as parliaméntanism;and~allwlegal“ﬁbpurtpnities;;o“(bb) -

In ﬁhe#e;writing;ffoﬁ~1914;a66v1915 there is a dimensibn‘that

is missing from later works. - While attention is already. directed to - -

the importance of _the labour aristocracy in this process, -their role -

is subordinate and not key in.the ahalysis; But‘in.hié first major
theoretical accounting with ‘opportunism® "The Collapse of the Second
International® written in the middle of 1915, Lenin begins to confine
the roots of this political‘pfabtice to much more directly material
factors than the.'peaceful decades!. . The opportunist ideas of the
labour aristocracy are no longer simply different from those of the
mass of the proletariat in degree - perhaps due to their greater

access to political expression and material improvement - but are
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directly counterposed to the rest of the claész A stratum of
'yorking men' have become "bourgeoisified’ during the period of
aconomic growth and social stability, and consequently ars isolated
from the problems and ideas that permeate the lower masses. It is
here that the breeding ground of chauvinist and opportunist ideas
may be foundo(eq)
This 1is perhaps the first clear indication of the road that
Lenin is to travel, The analysis has undergone what, even for
Lenin, is a profound impoverishment, Almost ten years earlier he
had already suogested a specific connection between 'opportunism?®
and the imperialist stage of capitalism, but he did not attempt to

confine the effects of opportunism to a minority of the proletariat.

He limited himself to the gensral suggestion that:

".00o in certain countries there is created a
material and economic basis for infecting the
proletariat with colonial chauvinism,* (6%)

But the development of the theory from 1914 onwards ié to narrow
dovwn the causes of opportunism_to imperialist superprofits, and the
extent.of.oppqrtUnism-to a labour;aristocracyo --

Various descriptianS'Uf';herinfectedvstratum are given,
Initially the description is'c;nfineaf;o-°leadars' - parliamentarian,
trade union, journalistic9~éndiothers;‘bﬂ).i"Theﬁ:it is extended to

“parliamentarians, officials of the legal labour unions, and other

intellectuals ... some sections of the better paid workers, office

c,n(70)

smployees et .

Lenin will be dissatisfied with such a definition, It con-
flates two distinct categories, the "labour aristocracy" and the
")abour bureaucracy®.

He thersfore ;ttempts to more precisely define the sociology of

this phenomehomo o In later writings there are many attempts
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to identify the roots of oppértunist politicé in the labour
arigtocracyo what is this aristocracy? it variously includes

"the better paid workers", a "petty-bourgeois ‘upper stratum® or
aristocracy ... of the working class%, "certain'strata of the
proletariat", "near-proletarian elements™; "non-proletarian elements",
a "“stratum of workers—turned-bourgeois ... who are quite philistine in
their mode of life, in ihe size of their earnings and their entire
outlook”, the "upper stratum" that "furnishes the bulk of the
membership of thse cooperatives, of tfade unions, of sporting clubs and
of the numerous religious sects", "a section of the proletariat® that
has "become bourgeois", “workers balonging to narrow craft unions",
those infected by "bourgeois respectability®, etco(7‘)

A glance at these definitions reveals their remarkable variety =
and consequently their conceptual yagueness. If Lenin were attempting
to proceed from a general theory of the roots of opportunism to
investigate the specificity of the phenomenom in various-countries9
such oscillations would not be remarkable, Precise-analyses would
_ show differentiation according to national -context, —But -this is not

a precise analysis.- These definitions are taken-from attempts - to

of definition poinf to problems in-the -theoretical SChema-itqg}fo
Thaoretically; we have reécheda-desperate pass. The

sophisticated sociology offersd by Marx has been rendered douwn to a

conceptually attenu;ted and empirically unsupportable 'deus ex machina’,

a scapegoat upon whom all “the sins are' heaped, The concept of the

labour aristocracy is made to serve as the explanatory category for

the problems of a world that has become in Lenin's mind simplified

beyond reasan, But does the demonstration of this have any con-

sequencas for the wider issues of political theory that have been
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discussed in previous chapters? My fifth ﬁoint brings us to the
consequences of the problems highlighted in this section,

1t ‘would seem that Lenin®s reconstruction of revolutionary
theory after 1914 is a remarkable failure, I have argued that in
many respects he was simply wrongs wrong on the nature of imperialismg
he was wrong on the sconomic trends in the capitalist nations: he was
wrong on the roots of ‘opportunism®s he was wrong in his definition
and understanding of the 'labour aristocracy'; he was wrong on the
politics of the ‘masses’; he was wrong in his understanding of Marxian
political economyj he was wrong in his appreciation of the changing
role df the European sfatee Is not the whole enterprise, therefore,
essentially valueless, and an examination of it redundant?

it is and it isn’t, A reconstruction of Lénin"s last problematic
reveals the coherent structure of his world-view, All that remains to
be done is to allow the'silent parts of that problematic to apéak°
The importance of  the concept-of-the "labour aristocracy' is that it
articulates Lenin's theory ofvpolifical motivation, The concept of
the labour aristocracy.is the destination point of artmo=may—mdveméhéo: 
The first movement-is to construct the tabula rasa of human consciousness.
That .is, the anathema is pronounced ®n all and any points of view,
whether in natural _science or infbolitical_thaory, that differ from
Lenin's own version of the -Marxian world=view. *- All such points of
view are delegitimised a priori. They are not just 'wrong': that
still casts the iséue in terms of opinion, They are epiphenomenal and
ephemeral. They are fhe’productions'of specific and demonstrable
impurities in the historical streamy, and their transience is ensured
by the fact that history moves, It may be for this reason that
fMarxian politics has tended to enter on a crisis when confronted with

the devalopmént of culture and institutions that legitimise difference.



° =V2' lo =

Marx had written in a period where there was consensus between the
radical and the reactionary forces about tHe impossibility of a
pluralistic and consensual politicse. The reéctionaries hid

behind a battery of privilege,restrictions,and exclusions even when
allegedly in a democratic phase. The revolutionaries could not
constitute democracy as an end in itself because its most positive
role would be as midwife to the dismissal aof their political enemies
from the historical stageo The esvolution of liberal democracy must
thus occasion a horrendous confusion, The repeal of Bismarck's Anti-—
Socialist Law in 1890 was bound to produce a Bernstein by the end of
the decade, The turn of the century im Russia replicated that crisis,
Traditional characterisations of Russian society and economy bstween
1900 and 1914 as 'backward®’ have tended to exaggefationg as have the
negative estimates of the policies of various ‘reforming' ministries,
notably of Witte and Stolypin. Political life was similarly subject
to transformative impulses,. . .Kegp has suggested that this was the

consequence of 19053

"Wyhen political repression was:relaxed,-as it was.
after 1905, ths radicals ... had to adjust to the
unfamiliar world-rof-competitive open politics, in-which
much of their traditional uways of.thinking was exposed as.
shallow_or rrelevant, They were led to consider their
ideas in the light of fresh experience...” (BR) -

It is possible that 1905 itself was the consequence, as much

as the causeg of the reformulation of culture and politics in Russia:

"There. now existed a society which was more subtly
differentiated from the society of two classes = peasants
and nobility - of earlier times; a cultural life which was
in evidence in a rapidly expanding system of education, an
extensive, varied press with a wide distribution and a
fundamentally liberal orientation, ... And finally , and most

impBrtantly, a Western—style political life was beginning to emerge.”

It would be wrong to sxaggsrate these developments; but sven in

their modest form they introduced confusions into the Marxian camp,
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Russian Social Daemocracy had its Bernstein, in the form of Struveg

the saae tendencies launched Plekhanov on his slow journey toward
'revisionism’, Even a minimal liberalisation and democratisation
implies the possibility of evolution toward something more substantial.
This must occasion fissures in any hermetic Marxian model of politics
as the direct articulation of transparent class interests, a conflict
between science and ideblogyD bodies of views buttressed by the whols
armoury of uncompromising 'struggle’, Liberalisation in fact undermines
the central metaphor of Marxian politics, the ‘class struggle’. How
can a process saturated with the features of direct physical con-
frontation, mentally encapsulated in some image of brutal hand-to-

hand combat, be reconciled to an image of ordered, genteel, debats

and negotiation? Such activities must be 'ploys' or instrumental

and cynical j{acticso,

Ltenin’s first move isg‘thereforeg to eradicate politics, The
development of liberal democracy carries the awful possibility that
disagreement over political policies and negotiations over -them, can
become a'1egitimate"aqtivity,;-;But tonaccapt,thét is t0‘accept;£Hat“;u;
political positions are opinion, not facts values, not‘SCienceo'

Lenin must find this unacceptable° t:(His ideas to be forced to
"compete! as.an~equal'with\:hosa-of‘rliberalism9 Sti-uvism,;,Populism9 :
constitutionalism...? It is inconceivable.

The greatest émbarrassment for Lenin is the politics of
opposing tendencies within his oun camp. The politics of the
bourgeois and liberal parties can be attributed to uncomplicated
class interests - whether they are being brutal in establishing
dictatorships or conciliatory in introducing ameliorative and
liberalising measures, The apparent distance of any measure

from obvious class interests is a matter of subtlety, nothing else,
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The pol;tics of reformists, opportunists, meﬁshaviksg revisionisté
are énother problem, They clsearly betray a transpérent class interest,
A specific attribution must be found for this, But the only possible
attribution is a version of the samm, interest. Politics is private
self-intercst made public., Thus Lenin'’s first move is to abolish any
possible distance between the gross economic position of an individual
and his motivations; to abolish any space for ‘values', and consequently,
disagreement over values.

This first movement leads into the second in this manner, It
is necessary only to construct a sub-set of interests for his
political opponents in the workipg class camp, This is the labour
aristocracy, who have specific incomes and conditions to prni:ect° We
have already seen how the concept of motivation by-self-interest permeates

the pages of The State and Revolution, The theory of the lahbour

aristocracy is Lenin's most consummate expression of this theory of
political motivation, For crassness, vulgarity, and inadequacy it
perhaps-has few competiters, - But it. achieves the necessary tasks,
with_this'iheory his Marxism-is once-again secured as science,- not
opinion, .Its very success in this .task will éhsurg its-immunity from
interrogation, ~

It is important: to appreciate what Lenin-has. achisved by this

simple -sociological reduction. “-He-has ensured that politics is-—an -

ontological impossibility, That is, there can be no genuine

differences of oEinion within political life, He has pushed to the
limit the possibilities of “economic reductionism that Marxism might
contain, Each and every diségreement with Lenin's version of Marxist
principle and policy can now be revealed as simply disguising the material
sdlf-interest of its proponents. Clearly, the advent of a society in

which the economic grounds for conflict have been removed is also the
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advent of a society where there is no possibility of political disagreement

and debate. Thus is grounded the theory of The State and Revolution,

which promises the free society through institutions designed to cater
for human beings who have no politics. And thils is founded the acfuality
of Bolshevik police-socialism which implements those theories in a

situation where human beings do, unfortunately, assert themselves politically.
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CHAPTER 5

THE TEXT AND IFS SECRET:

A POLITICS FOR THE END OF TIME

Michel Foucault has expressed concern at the uses to which his

work on internment may be putg in particulars

"A certain use which consists in saying 'Everyone has
their own Gulag, the Gulag is here at our door, in our cities,
our hospitals, our prisons, it's here in our heads! I fear
that under the pretext of a ‘systematic denunciation® a sort
of open-ended eclecticism will be installed.,." (1)

The temptation is obvious, The outstanding feature of the
twentieth century appearé to be a persistent violence against the human
individual, either in overtiy physical or in more subtle forms. The
temptation is to ascribe all these to a common;, supra~historical causs,
in the hope of thereby making some sense out of it all, once and for
all, But such an approachy; however understandable, may ultimaéely
only serve to obscure the crimes of the powerful,

Sociologists .have -certainly, if perhaps inadvertently, provided
the appropriate concepts for such approaches. °~ Secularization and ~ ..
democracy. .in de TocheVilleg.rationaliSation‘in Weber, isolation_ahdt

anomie in Durkheim, even, indeed, aliemation in Marx, all contain the
~.

possibility of infiﬁite extension until they- may; separatély9 or some
timeézagether,,both explain-our ills and convince us eof an. inescapable,
inhuman, destiny., I have pointed out previously the possibility of a
less pessimistic interpretation of Weber, although it must be admitted
that he himself was hardly_.a convinced optimist in these matters,
Nevertheless, it is necessary to attempt whatever discrimination is
possible betwsen human ills and evils, and in the case of the Gulag,

(2)

to refuse a "universalising dissolution of the problem" by asserting

the specificity of historical events. This, For-exampie, is the
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reservation that one fesls impelled to regisier about the conclusions

of the classical Frankfurt theoriss, wherein the 'frantic expansion of
totalitarian mass democracy' becomes little different from the expansion
of totalitarianism itself, Habermas' rejection of the totalising
thesis of the 'dialectic of enlightenment® in favour of an argument
which accepts the necessity of the concepts of 'science® and ’progress’,
in their appropriate place, seems to be a necessary return to the
exercise of such intellectual discrimination.

To the esxtent, therefore, that I have attempted to examine the
roots of the Gulag in the previous chapters of this argument, I have
done so in the spirit advocated by Foucault., Specifically, this means:

"Refusingito question the Gulag on the basis of the texts

of Marx and Lenin or to ask oneself how, through what error,

deviation, misunderstanding, or distortion of speculation or

practice, their theory could have been betrayed to such a degree.
" On the contrary, it means questioning all these theoretical texts,
howsver old, from the standpoint of the reality of the Gulag,

Rather than searching in those texts for a condemnation in advance

of the Gulag, it is-a matter of asking what in those texts could

have made-the -Gulag possible, what mioht even now continue to

Justlfy it, and_ what-makes-it- intolerable -truth. still_accepted
today, The Gulag questlon must “be-posed-not in terms of-error

(reduction of -the problem to one of- theory) but'in:terms:of reality,"

My argument was not inténdad to explain the history of the twentieth
;entury in terms of the consequences Of one text, but to. ask what in
this one-text could.haue:ﬂmad%'the‘ﬁulag'pnssibleﬂo - . And such.én —
attempt must, in principle, r%main a partial explanation. I have. in
passing acknomledgeﬁ, and indeed madevmuch use of, the contributions
to such an understanding that is provided by the varying approaches of
many different, and diffegipg, analyst;. But, despite all this, there
is perhaps a need to move to a more gsneral level of discussion,

For a problem remainss that is the continuing power and seductive-

ness of Lenin's themes in contemporary history, inasmuch as their

prescriptions may still be advocated, and their consequences defended,

(3) .
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at the cost of human suffering. And further, if the seductiveness

of Leninism lies; as 1 have suggested, in the way in which the libertarian

themes of The State and Revolution coincide with aspirations that may

be found in many places and at many times, how is it that the dead
positivity of authoritarianism proves so successful in conquering its
opposite? Why was it &hat, whatever the presuppositions of Bolshevik
theories, those aspirations were nsver powerful enough to say, at one

of the many crucial points of Soviet history, "enough!"? It isy
therefore, necessary to complete this argument by considering the nature
and consequences of the desire for 'real freedom' that underlies Lenin's,
and by implication, other Utopian and libertarian arguments,

It is in the work of Sartre that we may find the necessary depth
to approach this question. Sartre lived in the political world defined
by Merleau-=Ponty's aphorism to the effect that "it is impossible to be
an anti=Communist and it is not possible to be a Communist,"(a) Merleau=
Ponty-was writing in 1947, and Sartre wrote the Critique of Dialectical
reason in 196002 Despite the difference in the two dates; they .are both
contained-within a single. political period,“defined'bytthenqupomé of - the R
Seéond World war.a;d tQP development of the Cold uwar, At tﬁé same |
time, therefore, that both mere-consQious.ofwtheVimpqssibilitj of not -
taking sides wiﬁh the war-time Communist Resistance, and of not taking.-
a-similar side in ; decisively bi-polar world, there was too much in
the experience of Communist politics to make such a choice one that
could easily be lived with. It would seem, therefore, inevitable that
Sartre would conclude that -an existentialism that did not imply a
specific political commitment was hardly adequate to the task aof
being in the world of post-war Europe, But there can be no doubt
that the attempted reconciliation of existentialism and Marxism

reached no final and satisfactory solution; in the light of Merleau-

Panty's assertion, it was impossible that such a resolution could be
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conjured out of abstract Liought.  The sign?ficanca of the Critique,
therefore, is that it attempts an investigation into the nature and
possibility of freedom in a world that is recognised as almost in=
conceivably more complex and intractable to the dictates of thought
than that of Lenin,

Thus the Critique is an attempt to define the nature and
possibility of freedom, In this, Sartre is hardly unique; many
before him have made the attempt, The difference of Sartre’s attempt
lies in the way in which his disoussion honestly lays itself open to
all the results of the twentieth century, and confronts the experience
of freedom=becoming=authoritarianism. He does not take the easy path
of counterposing his 'freedom® to the réény existing varieties, thereby
maintaining the purity of his model at the expense.of saying nothing
about the real world, His freedom is permeated with the awarensss at
evefy point of how close to unfreedom it lies, of how this threat is a
condition of existence of that freedom itself., Sartre, therefors,
honestly coenstrues freedomzas;a—gamble;o? the sort to which we haQe
re?erreamgarlierzz I |

The foundation of. Sartre's argument is a fundamental phenomenology,
that is, an attempt to structure a sdeial theory around a concept of - .~
the individual‘that contains a minimum of assumptions, wherewméfx
assumes some version of ~ontology. = according to interpretation the
necessity to labouf, the necessity to cooperate, the necessity to
objectify atc., é;rtre is only prepared to accept such drives on the
understanding that théy are products of history: they do not precede
the fact of being human in the world. Sartre will accept no such
assumptions because of his insistence that the only essential qualify
of man is that of being fres.

This stance will allow Sartre to attempt a definition of human
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freedom, and consequently of the nature of réuolution9 that escapes
the ane=dimensional logic and the naive optimism of the ontologically-
based traditional Marxian theories.

A phenomenology places the individual at the centrse of the
project of understanding, It signifies not simply that individuals
are important in the scheme of things, but that the objects which
appear to constitute thé social world are expressions of human
intentionality, and represent &£tempts to inscribe meaning in the
environment in which men live, To examine social institutions is
to attempt to map the achisvements and failings of human intentionality,
Any individual is confronted most fundamentally with the task of making
sense of the world; this cannot be done by pure interpretations,
Inasmuch as men are béings in the world, the attembt to make sense
of the world is an attempt tolgi‘in the world in .a particular manner,
Such attempté constitute the projects which the individual adqptéo'
Because they: are ihtimately‘cbnnectedmmith the search for meaning,
such projects are greater than:the simple-acts themselves; they are
attempted "totalisations, . : Each™and @very project, being an attempt -~
to makeAsensa of the wogldg'deriuesﬁfrom the individual's iargef
project -of -living in the wbrld.at a ogrtain time and place.

A project;thus'tdtalizes.the world -for the human subject, giving : -
it a coherence and order. »:Bui inasmuch:aS'theyrare attemﬁié'to'be
in fhe world, totalisations must run the risk of failure. Most
totalizations are t‘éilures9 and history is the account of such failed
attempts at totalisations.” ~ The litter of failed or past totalisations
is what constitutes the world of dull and resistant positivity that
appears to confront each individual, Inasmuch as individuals all
pursue'their own projects, each representing differing totalisations,

the ssarch for totalisation appeafs fruitless, The conflict of human
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intentions produces results which appear tolmatch nobody'’s original
project - the situation described in Engel§° famed 'parallelogram of
forces'®, -

In "Being and Nothingness" Sartre found that the ultimate

value of the human project was questionable:

"Existential psychoanalysis is going to reveal to man
the real goal of his pursuit, which is being as a synthetic
fusion of the in-itself with the for-itself; existential
psychoanalysis is going to acquaint man with his passion,

But ... men ... are condemned to despair; for they discover

ooo that all human activities are equivalent and that-all

are on principle doomed to failure," (5)

Since all life is ultimately a failure to bey, a profound
ontological lack against which all efforts must ultimately founder,
history could contain little hope of progress, But the "Critique"
does admit of such a concept of progress. If projects can escape
from being irredeemably the intentions of isolated individuals, and
become the common property of larger groups, there may be a way to

escape ths ultimate failure. If a single °'meaning?, or totalisation

might come to characterise the whole of society, then a totalisation’

B N

might be achieved that would remove the fractiogs conflict that exisés

between a myriad of individual projects. History may be réinterpreﬁed;

4
+
k]

in this light, The rise of a world system and world econoﬁ§ dissolves<i

the differences of meaning that separates societies and culfgres and .

suggests their absorption into a single totalisation,

Bﬁt history is most definitely not imbued with an automatic
and irresistable logic, Along with the barrisers to totalisation that
are erected by distance ahd simple cuitural difference: , the?e are cone
flicts within any given society, between classes, and indeed, within
classes. The path towards totalisation is thus not svolutionary, but
revolutionary, Classes are represented by conflicting partial

totalisations, expressing their different intentions; or perhaps

interests; Revolution is the unigque path to successful totalisation.
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Thus Sartre gives an account of history as the terrain of
confliéting projects and failed totalisatioﬁso Human life has
been lived in a condition of ‘'scarcity'. History is a history of
shortage? and of a bitter struggle against this shortage, which has
determined the relationships between man,

Scarcity necessitates collective arrangements and efforts to
extract the means of sufuival from an 'inert' nature, Yet the
advantages of such cooperation are not unalloyed; it is, after all,
only the existence of the others in the group that produces scarcity
in the first place. Such a contrédiction produces a specific type
of group: the series, Each is bound to the other by mutual need
and mutual hosfilityo Each lives in a state of hostility to nature =
the inert = and’further in hostility to his fellouws, He is subjected
to the practical arrangements sedimented by history and its institutions,
and the competihg needs of other people. The possibility of freedom9
therefore, 1s negated by the domination of the 'practico-=inert?,

In comtrast, the paradigm of -freedom is the fused group "at the

4
moment of“‘apoca&ipée“v.typified for Sartre:by the crowd thatAétorhad“?fé?ia;_v
thse Bastiliaa It exigts only on the basis of a common purpose, and
that common -purpose is.identical to the personal project of euery--— -
individual involved. Nc%one“s project is-subordinated'tO'it;_because
sach has realised a—new:ppdject,'the success of which depends dﬁoh the
participation of all the others. Such a group has no structure and no
leaders. )

Sartre is under no illusions that such supremely free groups can
be created at will and maintained in permanence. In "Being and
Nothingess" he explained the willingness of people to accept oppression

and misery in terms of a lack of imagination:
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"yt is on the day that ws can coﬁceive of a different

state of affai?s that a neu %ight falls on our troubles (6)

and our suffering and we decide that these are unbearable,"

Thus a worker in 1830 will only be impelled to revolt against
his brutal conditions if those conditions are worsenad, if his meaqre
wages are reduced, because he cam then conceive of a situation where
his suffering is less than it has becoms, The analysis in the
"Critique’ reinfqrces this suggestion, A revolt is not produced by
the simple existence of hunger, oppression, and injustice. These
are common and permanent features of many societies. The group that
is resigned to such an objectionable practico=inert can only be trans-
formed into a fused group by the arrival of a th;eatsmd a promise,

The c¢rowd that stormed the éastille was produced by such a combination,

The St.-Antoine district of Paris was threatened because it lay
in the path of the obvious route for the rumoured advance of the King's

troops, “"This possibility actualized the threat of the Bastille: it

was possible that the districts' inhabitants would be caught int@ha
crogsfire,” (?) But the Bastille. also contafnad,a_promise that would
negate the threat: in fact it contained cannonsrgnq rifles with which -
the people hight defent;rthemselves° It would appear that it is only
when-fhe'practico=inert présents:notﬁzimply the promise of the con= _-
tinued hell of daily-life?; biit the threat of-personal -extinction
that the fused group is born to resist it,

By placing the individual at the centre of his philosophical
project, Sartre has captu;ep_the depth of meaning that the revolutionary
act produces for amdin its participants. Anyone who has ever besn
involved in a meaningful collective project can testify to the trans-
formation in human relationships and in daily experience that such a

project achieves, The apocdlyptic group, devoid of all complications

and hasitations derived F;om the myriad complexities of daily life, can
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transact its business and pursue its goal with a speed, efficiancy,
uillingﬁessg and comradeship that makes formél structures and pro-
cedures practically redundant, Such a collective draws on an almost
electric field of common assﬁmptions and shared norms that allows the
participants an almost superhuman insight into what other members of
the eollective wish to communicate and achieve.

Sartre's description of such a group is not dissimilar to what
Durkheim described as moments of "collective effervescence", rare

moments wheng

" .., men are brought into more intimate relations with one
anotht?r9 w?en meet;ngs'gnd assemblies are more'f‘requen_t9 o (8)
relationships more solid, and the exchange of ideas more actives.."
The nature of such groups has been often discussed in the sociology
of religions and crowd pe:-,ycht:;"logyo But Sartre's analysis offers an
important insight into the process of revolution,
The fact that such a-profoundly joyous moment can be experienced,
and the further fact—that aélagge number ‘of- ‘people, particularly those
involved in politics, have %ntimatiohsﬁbf suchjmoments~at‘lgast.once:f_u,"
in their lives, is-importanéo Political theories can be constructed to

-

suggest that liveso-notémomentsp‘may Ez lived this way, —- In particular, -.
in the aftermath and complidations of -every revolutien-there exists the
yearning to return to thg momehtuof primitive and uncompli‘catedsolidarity°
Not a little of this enters into all post=reuolutionary oppositional
movements, when the-return to the routine tasks of daily 1ife must

occasion some feeling of ‘betrayal?; a deep sense of loss, The romantics,
from the Levellers to the Trotskyists, are shot through with this nostalgia,
whatever the practical merits of_their oppositional programmes,

But the apocalypse cannot be maintained. After the immediate

object of the fused group has been achieved, threats emerge which are
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capable of undermining the solidarity of the ‘group, The apocelypitic
group depends upon the existence of an enemf = not a theoretical or
ideological one, above all not a distant one, but one that is real in
the sense that it is present and immediate as a threat to the physical
existence of each individual, The removal of this threat, or even its
distancingy,is likely to produce some kind of diversification in the
ptojects of the group mémberso The assault on the enemy is after all
a strictly limited task, and 069 likely to occasion few disagreements.
Such disagreements will be tactical at most, and swept away in the
rushing tide of events, What guarantee is there that the group will
be recreated in the morning, to continue the struggle against the
enemy? The ensmy is both more distant and more abstract. It is a
ruling class and a social system, not a company of.troops in the next
street.

Thus the fused group of the gpocalypse is a moment; not a
condition, It creates no guarantees of its own permanence. It is
guaranteed by no ontological-status, Man has not entered the realm
of freedom because no suchrohjectiue*kingdom~of-the-free*egistao':“Nor
has any human essence been uncoveréd or liberated:; the:e is no such
essence, Freasdom exists only .to the extent that it is constantly
recreated_by :the commitment of-each.to the common projéctaﬁ The
return to serialify remains a poé;;bility because only the relation-
ship that humans adopt to their world can banish ths practico=inert
and seriality, )

The moment of apocalypse is thus: followed by the Pledge, as a
means of preserviné the °*surviving® group, Each member must make a
commitment to maintain the common project in the changed conditions,

This is a defence against the internal danger brought about precisely

by the fact that the individuals are now free. They are free to leave



ST

the group and change their project9 The pledge is given in a moment
before éuch éefactions becoms real, but whenltheir pessibility can

be envisaged.. The possibility is made obvious to all by the fact

that the enemy is still unvanquishédo Defection, if it be not treason,
is tantamount to treason because the logic of the fused group works in
reverse: if all are necessary to prevent the extermination of any,

then the defection of any ene threatens the ability of all others to
survive.

A choice to defect cannot be construed as a real choice: it is a
choice to return to tﬁe practico=inert, and is the:efore an abandonment
of freedom, Such individuals must be forced to be free by the common
aroup, The pledge, therefore, is freely taﬁgng and is a demand for
violence to be used against ohese;f if one breaks one's word,

The possibility of one's defection cannot be countered by a
moral commitment, Tomorrow one's commitment may have changed and
ona's past be rejected., = The pledge is a recognition of this
possibility, and an aéreemenf by all that such a change would be
gvidence -of the reconquest~o§fthe~practico—inerto ‘All give "the T;

group the right'td use-terror -against those who threaten its integfityga

and by direct implication, ‘the right;&gtuse terror ‘against themsslves. - -

The terror may not save. the individual~aualthough it will certainly
;ava.many‘who-might otherwise defact - but it will -save the groeup "~
and thereforarsafeguard the conditions of freedﬁmo

The apocolyptic group.does hot only fade due to the passage of
timeg it must in fact be consciously displaced by something else,
The practico=inert is not a place or a time but a relationship betwsen
man and the world, It remains, and remains until a future which can

be no more than speculative. It must be combatted, constantly, with

will and reason, it must be worked on, The insurrectionary crowd
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must become an instrument for effective social change. The Apocalypse
is 8 necessary rupture with the practio-inert; it is not a considered
renegotiation of the relationship betwesn man and the world, but a
practical abolition of one pole of the relationship, The rupture
frees the people of all chains = both those that are part of the
prior social and political arrangements, which it is the task of thse
revolution to destroy; ‘and those that are part of insuperable historical
conditions, or even the biological limits of the human organism itself,
This group, then, is by definition utopian and imEnactical° The
revolutionary crowd is saturated by a spirit far removed from ahy
'materialism®, The cry of "tout est possible' echoes from 1917 to 1968,
But the enemy must still be destroyed, priorities established,
resources allocated, fields ploughsd. Sartre underlines the transience
of the apocalypse by insisting on the necessity for such considerations,
and by refusing to ignore the dangers of seriality produced by the
performance of such tasks; The group that successfully confronts such
tasks—cannot be .the sams.-.group that stormed the Bastille or topfed the
Czar, The group-must-change,;and -to..this extent-it matters not -how this -
change .is brought about.-- Sartre arques against-a commoh mistakes

- s ~ : .

"It is common - for example, in periods of reveolution.= to
contrast a dentralising, authoritarian tendency coming from . -
above,- that.is tao say, from -the-elsments who hold pouwer <for— -
the time beingy with a-democratic,; spontaneous tendency-which - -
grows from the base ... I am not denying that politically it
is of the greatest importance whether organisation is impbsed
from above or produced from below ... the regime itself will be
different in the two cases,; as well as the relations of
reciprocity between individuals. But the important point
here is ... that the mode of regroupment and organisation is
not fundamentally different according to whether it depends on
centralisation from above or spontaneous liquidation of
seriality within the series itself and on the common organisation
which follows. In short, this is not and cannot be an issue
about Blanqui, Jaures, Lenin, Rosa Luxemburg, Stalin or Trotsky
ooe the typs of formal intelligibility and rationality can be

the same with organisation from above as with organisation from
below,"
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It isy, therefore, crucial to understand that however democratic
or spontansous is the process of the formaliéation of ths new
organisation, such a formalisation is inescapable; and such a
formalisation is not without costs.

In this way Sartre distinguishes his analysis of the revolutionary

process from the assumptions of the tradition of The State and Revolution,

The apocelyptic group - éxpressed in the commune=state - cannot but

disappear. This is due nob to the treachery of leaders, the strategy

of a bureaucracy, or the straitjacket of adverse conditions, It is

inherent in the nature of the revolutionary process; because that

process is itself simply a collective project pursued by human beings.

Sartre, thsrefore, has ruptured the discourse which has previously

prevented revolutionaries from grasping the conseqﬁences-of acting in

the world, As we have previously suggested, a utopianism that does

not accept thé existence of humans living and acting in a world of

time, place, -and change,,does_not haue«to'be'betrayed to usher in

authoritarianism. - It itself 'betrays "the reality of the human actors, -

it is a v{blation>of~the~most:andameﬁ£alefa¢t of being humam, ‘the fact . .

of being in the world. [ Being in the world compels the following changes,
Firstly, an internal'dif%eféhtiagion‘takes place; to allow for -~ -. |

the performance of different taskss. .- A division of labour emerges,- -

and the group becomes an organisation, But tbhe..organisation does not

destroy freedom but creates a new freedom whereby individuals pursue

the common end indigectly through their particular functions. Sartre

uses the metaphor of a football £eam to illustrate the diverse functions

moving toward a common goal, individual talents expressed in a common

struggle. Thus even groups with a complex division of labour are com—

patible with.f‘readum° While, compared with the apocalyptic group,

there is clearly a loss, this does not signify abreturn to sexdality,
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But what happens in the case of a disagreement within the group?
One ‘point of view will be implemented, the oiher defaated. Thase who
lose will -find themselves in a position where the project of the group
has to some degree ‘become outside and against their own project, The
common project is no longer their own, Serialiiy has been reintroduced,
The dissidents' position in the group is now one of passivity, Inertia
has become part of the cbllectivityo The condition of the group is
'degraded? in comparison to the situation where everyone's praxis was
freely expressed,

Even so, all is not lost, If the group has deci&ed one way, it
'can,ih its own scvereignty, decide another, 50 long aé the processés
involved are reversible, the situation is not one of seriality, If the
number of those lost to inertia becomes threatening, a change can be
agreed on.

This remains possible so long as members & the group value their
freedom above all else. But another solution is possible. Out of
the organisation may emarga:the»institution,_ “As conflicts and dise
agraamentslmultiplyvgas_they.iqevitably.mill,ﬁtheyrmayibpfrasnlvedébQ;Ez- .
the transference of -the right to-decide bétween—them to-a body - or
lsader = standing outside and above-the. group. - Great .temptations

exist to opt for this solution; especially in a situation wherse the

group is still threatened?by an snemy, Excessive discuésion9 and
repeated tactical and strétegic'twists and turns in response to that
discussion, threatens the efficacy of the struggle against the mortal
enemy. Individuals are already partially serialised, and engrossed
in their particular aﬁd vital functions, A transference of the common
praxis to a leader is a slight step, legitimised by urgency, The
leader does not seize power, he is the willing recipient of a willing

abandonment of freedom by the members of the group. The return to
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seriality is complete as the institution establishes itself as a
Fr;zen énd irreversible source of authority,

Sartre's analysis presents an incisive account of the process
of revolutionary transformation, and then revolutionary degeneration,
Fach step can be illustrated by events and processes from the Russian
experience, But the real virtue of Sartre’s account lies in the
fact that it does not pretend to be a history of a particular
revolution , and the Russian revolution, while pfasent in every line
of the argument, is practically absent from the text, The
significance of this is simple. Sartre calls on historical example
only .as illustrative aids. But the analysis is not an account of a
revolution, of a particular problem in'historiography9 but of the
process of revolution itself, as created by human beings. A1l such
revolutions are made by human beings faéad with the challenge of
creating their own freedom. All such human beings determine the
outcome of their acts., Revolutions will always take place in
conditions constrained by-historical }iﬁitsg-by-unForeéeen»cnn=
tingencies, by materiaifandfcﬁlturalusﬁnrtageé,_by,particulér
personalities, by speciﬁic iaﬁéritanceég‘by-problemé that demand
urgent solution; wiﬁhout~such9-histggy;would.contain-no=revolutiohsy"
for what mou1d~there~bemto»revolt against?: Revolution does not
solve ;;;se problems, rather it-puts individuals-in = position
where they can choosé hﬁwjthey are to be solved, And the most
fundamental choice involved is simply this: will we solve them by
means which reaffirm and recreate our freedom, and meke it possible
for us to unmake the choices we have made if we subsequently decide
that they were wrong? Or do we solve them by means which recreate

their dominion over us, which readmit the practico-inert as the

determining element of our lives? Do we replace omsset of frozen
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relations with anothef? Do we use our freedom to remain free, or
do we uée that freedom to decide to becomeo‘once again, unfree?
Revolution is no more and no less than simply the first real choice
that peopls have made in their lives. The unfree have been shown
that they can be free, And if one free decision may be made, it
follows that this freedom can structure every other decision that
subsequently confronts the individual, And so the gamble is not a
once for all attempt at liberty, but the constant nature of man's

negotiation of his relationship to the world and his fellous.

Implications

Sartre'’s discussion is ontological, not empirical, That is,
it is not a model of stages derived from an examination of concrete
history like Comte's three stages or Marx's succession of modes of
production, It is an attempt, by starting from the individual
conceived with a minimﬁm of assumptions -« assumptions that would have
to be derived from history - of the field of human_actions in history,
and the limits of that field, Uhile this account .has inevitably. ignored,
and perhaﬁs inexcusably. simplified, thé’complex_regimeﬁt of cbﬁceéégi:
and pQrposes underlying Sartre's argumentj;-we can nevertheless make . __
some comments about its implications for revolution and freedomnintthé S
contemporary .world,. e - cee T
It may well be that circumstances conspire against freedom in
contemporary re-\lolut_ionso Rather than revolution providing the ground
for freedom, a divergence emerges between.freedom and the security of
the revolution, If that isjthe caseg;it is not yet necessarily an
argument for rejecting revolution, We may, instead, consider the

concept of the ‘transitional period®, That is,; the revolution may

provoke insvitabls costs in freedom, i.e. the inevitable emergence of
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the institution, along the road to the abolition of scarcity, If
such abolition is, howsver, possible, we may be prepared to bear the
costs of the absence of freedom for a period, It may well be,
howsver, that this abundance which will bring the end of scarcity,
and therefore the end of the practico-inert, and therefore the dis-
appearance of seriality;is a chimera.

Let us first consider the relationship, or the tension, between
revolution and freedom, The postulates of contemporary revolutions
seem to emphasise the possibility of the degradation of the free
group. In other words, there is.clearly a conflict between apocdalypse
and security, Sartre has already indicated how, after the apocalyptic
moment, the enemy aoes not disappear, but certainly recedes, The
enemy is no longer the troops that threaten immediate massacre, but
the troops outside the city that threaten massacre some time in the
future; or the continued existence of the power complex that can raise
such threatening bodies in the future; of the social system that
provides the._basis for such-a power-complex -to contemplate _such an
act in the future.. ~:This distance -loosesn-the bonds that held the —-
group in such uncompiicgted solidarity, but it does not lessen the
need for such a solidarity, ‘because the threat of annihilation remains,

Thus the need for. the Pledge and the Terror, Their importance is

greatly increased in raJolutions of a more modern nature and purpose
than the French Révolution° There the defeat of the enemy could be
regarded in terms that wers military and the establishment of the new
regime of freedom in terms- that were constitutional, The modern
revolution, howsver, must refuse such a simple definition of its
tasks: it proposes nothing less than the restructuring of an entire
society and all its institutions. Far more than in the past, the

revolutionary act itself is 6n1y the beginning, not the end: because
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its only success will be when it completes & global conguest, The
revolu&ion will be complete when it has traﬁsported society beyond
the borders of scarcity and beyond all possible external threat.
Only then is the snemy fipally defeated.

The Pledge, then, is the contract that will last for decades,
and tha Terror its permanent instrument. The threat of the external
world conferred 1Bgitimécy on the Stalinist institution through not
oniy the wars of intervention, but also through the period of the rise
of fascism, through the cold war and 'peaceful coexistence! to detente,
and again today, to cold war, Against this threat all claims of
freedom are negated.

The history of the USSR shows the incompatibility between the
surviving group, given coherence.ﬁy the pledge, and the organisation
which possesses democratic qualities, This does.not simply refer to
the rise of Staling for the majority of the population, even for the
majority of the Party, the ‘'institution' was established within, at
most, three years of the October insurrection. In fact the period
of the Russian Revolution that most clearly-shows the developgment .and
free interplay of fused grobpe-ahd organisations eame-beforé the
October insurrection, not after it. \\This was the time when Lenin,

rightly, called Russia the 'freest couritry_in the wor1d°9'and.the

period is. saturated.with demonstrations, poiitical parties, _voluntary
associations, and, above all, Soviets, pursuing their independent
projects in a common field of totalisations, This could not last,
and October is the moment .where the institution begins its creep to
power, not the moment of apocdlypse9 howsver much it may have been
reinterpreted as such in the subsequent state ideology.
There is little doubt that the move to the Pledge after the

revolutiopary act is necessaryj in fact, the apocolyptic group is
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an embarrassment; it cannot in its simplicit& and impracticality
cope with the practical tasks of mobilizatioﬁ and reconstruction,
The division of labour is urgently needed, This involves a cost
to the group, a cost to freedom, if the apocolyptic group is the
paradigm of freedom, But it is not a cost to the revolution,

Those features characterised by the term 'oréanisation'g however,
are prablematic from botﬁ standpoints: that of freedom and that of
the ;ecurity of the revalution, The football team is free and
efficient ao long as every member agrees upon the tactics to be
pursueds; once tha;e is disagreement, howevsr, the efficacy of the
group effort obviously suffers. Discussion, disagreement,
opposition mean diversion of effort by every member of the group

and withdrawal of effort by these in a defesated minbrityo Un=
freedom is ominously close; for when does a minority that has by
such means distanced itself from the common project become a group
which has broken the pledge, and thus, by its own prior agreement,

a subject of Terror?:- -Herein-may be discerned at least some of the
fateful history of -the USSR;in-tﬁe 1920's--and ﬂiogol——For what-is -it. -
we read in the'rejection:ofbthe various oppositioﬁs by party ana .
populage but an accusation éf sgbotage in ‘the form of dissent? And
what is it that ‘makes those oppositions so impotent; so reluctant to
pursue an open political ‘argument, but the gﬁilty conscience of those
who are breaking a promisé?

Clearly, the more radical the tasks of the revolution, the
more close to being One and- the same thing are the Pledge and the
Institution, In fact the Pledge and the organisstion appear
to be logically and historically incompatibls, The rise of the

Institution is further aided by the fact that peoble = sven, or

especially, those that have made a revolution -« are often more than
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ready to resign the freedom so recently won, At least part of

the “inséitutionalization“ of the USSR derivéd from the fact that
the population was exhausted by the battle for freedom and survival
through almost ten years of war and revolution, Trotsky®s advocacy
of "permanent revolution® may have been a fatal misnomer for that
which he actually intended: but in public discourse it summed up
for the population all tHat they had been through and from which
they now wanted a respite, Berger has deftly sﬁmmed up the con=
sequences of the ideal of 'full participation® in every decision
affecting one’s life as "a nightmare comparable to unending

(10)

sleeplessnBss.” At some point after the revolutionary festival
the average individual retreats from constant participation to a’
necessary quietude. And the institution awaits,

But if the rule of the institution for a period of history is
the price of the abolition of the roots of alienation - scarcity -

it may be a price which societies are prepared to pay,. But the

problem here is that for Sartre to assume that it is possible to

abolish scarcity, and for: him .to-further assume - that ‘this will -entail.-. . :

the final resolution of the problems of being, makes little sense in
terms .of the rest of his systems In facty such assumptions lead to-
a complete subversion of his revolutionary.phenomenology and a réturn
to an orthodox Marxism, This is what Aronson,>;or e#ample, Has-
attempted,

If scarcity is an exhaustive definition of the source of human
suffering, it is possible to define the conditions for the end of
such suffering, The scarcity tHat has conditioned life under all
social formations so far will be negated by the achievement of

material abundance that a socialist revolution will bring. If

scarcity is taken as the a priori that gives rise to the existence of
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multiple, diverse, and conflicting individual 'projects, abundance
will remave the root of divisions between human individuals. This
interpretation sees the diffusion of projects as merely the con-
sequences of the "war ef all against all" that arises due toc the
threat of the other to consume that which the individual heeds in
order to survive, The abolition of material scarcity may allow
the emergence of some common human essence that will signify a
permanent commonality of projects.

To establish this possibility beyond doubt,; however, Aronson
insists on a reinterpretation of Sartre’s scarcity. He construes
scarcity as a result of a historical human choice:

"... Sartre fails to explore the historical choice

which makes thsre be scarcity in the first place." - (11)

He cites the work of Sahlins on hunter-—gatherers societies to
suggest that the original human state was that of collectivities of

humans who lived:

Mooo amid-peace-and leisure, amid a plenty-based (12)
upon a systematic minimization -of their-needs.," _

-

At some point in the life of socisties, what amounts to a
decision,- a "historical act", is takeé\;d'create new needs, which
results in the need to labour to overcome what.is nou expeniencéd. .
as scarcity. |

This, of course, also coincides with the creation of classes,
inequality, and the strugglP'over the syrplus -~ in other words the
beginning of the violence of history. The practico=inert

immediately becomes a less ominous concept, easily subsumed under

the traditional Marxian strategies:
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"..o if workers controlled the labour process itsslf,
if they worked fswer hours and freely.exchanged functlons9
if they were assured of a secure level of subsistence and
co=operated in socially meaningful work = then at some
point the grim rule of necessity might be brought to an
end, and the practico-=inert subject decisively to human
contral.” (13)

This is a familiar road, and it can lead to only one destination,
Poster has expressed his disappointmsnt at the way in which Sartre's
radical reconstruction of social theory appears to produce such a
return to classical Marxisms

"Labour and the workplace are reaffirmed as the vortex

of historical time and the only form of domination that is

included in the final totalisation is that of exploited

wage labour ... By reaffirming the primacy of labour and

the mode of production; Sartre has missed the chance to

transcend the limits of traditional Marxism so as to account

for forms of-domination that play a significant role in
contemporary radical thought," (14)

If Sartre himself does not esven need the corrections of an
Aronson to return to the traditional Marxian political strategies,
something_appears to have slipped in the theoary, It may be that . _
this-is due to-the incompatibility: of. Sartre's original project
with -the discoveries hq;has presented*ih:fhe‘course~of attempting
it. But perhaps it would be possible_to describe Sartre’s conclusions
about political strateqies- as descriptive rather than normative, - --

(15)

the clalms made for the

As Poster himself elsewhere -points.out
power of Marxism to achieve the end of history, the final totalisation,
ars conditional, They are conditional upon concrete history and upon
existential choice, - -

The title of the ‘Critique bf Dialectical Reason' defines the
book as an attempt to establish the possibilities and limits of this
form of thought. It is an attempt to define what sort of theoretical

system is necessary if the assumption that history 'is ultimately
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intelligible is to be verified, For this pdrpose the prospect of a
single totalisation is necessary, to achieve a resolution and
congruence of previocusly conflicting or overlapping partial
totalisations. It is thus necessary to conceive of a ‘totaliser?,
an agency which through its praxis is capable of encompassing the
abolition of the practico=ine£t and the final defeat of seriality.
It is not possible to argue with the conclusion that Sartre reachess
if history is to be intelligible, then it will be only through the
agency of the only possible candidate for the role of totaliser, the
working class. There is no escape from this conclusion, gnd Posterts
ragret that the Critigue does not allow alternative paths to
emancipation - those of women, or children, or national minorities, =
is simply not relevant to Sartre's project. The ﬁotaliser must be
the working class, because it is impossible to replace the 'subject-
object identiecal', as described by Lukacs,with any other candidate for
the role of ‘universal cla§s°o

Thus the projsct of intelligibility is placed in doubt: firstly
because the working classihas nut'played the role of totaliser, and
gives less-and less evidence, as history proceeds - in its increasing
fragmentation and incoherence. = of—diaglayingjsuch a. capability,
Secondly, the nomination:of -the working;classifo the role of totaliser
carries with it all the philosophically unacceptablé and sociologically
inadequate implications that permeated Lukacs® original unwieldy conception,

But the ratugn of Sartre's project to this too-familiar terminus

does not render the whole eﬁterprise‘fOtile. Wwhat Sartre has done at
gvery point in the theory is to distinguish the assumptions that must
be made if the project of dialectical reason is to be consumated, But
his procedure has still left open the possibility of choosing to follow

the logic of the system, or to dissent from it where its consequences
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" become unacceptabls, It may be possible to'preuent Sartre's theory
from leading to its own dissolution., For ﬁhis9 it is necessary to
resist the temptation to embrace an assumption of the availability
of a tota;ised history,

Thus it is entirely possible to approach Sartre's theory by
assessing his categories, the coherence of ﬁis system, its legitimacy
within the Marxian or raﬂical tradition, All this can be done with
the objective of establishing more securely the prbspect of a successful
outcome to the enterprise: the end of history in the final totalisation,
Such approaches would, however, evacuate Sartre's efforts of any value
and significance, The importance of his system lies in its ability to
grasp the real world, not in the extent to which it satisfies demands
for a perfectly coherent theoretical and strategicAsystemo It is
valuable to the extent that it manages to say something about our
present condition that is signally different and more appealing than
any other representations of the world that might be offered for our
consideration, In- other words a more valid criterion of-assessment
would be: -as a commentary on the history of the tmentieth’"cer_wtury9
does it offer an account which, -by its ;elevance9 demands our
attention? It is my contention that the sociology of groups, - the
dialectic of revolution and freedom that it presents doess precisely this;A

If we work-back, so. to speak, from this achiégément we can
distinguish the dichotomies and antifomies of Sartre's system,
which themselves exﬁress the agonising relationship between revolution
and freedom. Sartre does-not map an unambiguous‘path to the final
totalisation; he demonstrates the aonflicts, contradictions, and
assumptions that constitute such a path, .If he himself then chooses
that path, that is his existential choice,. But what he refuses is a

theoretical ‘soft option? that neatly srases the anguish of such a



. -9

_ choice, This is expressed in his much-criticised acceptance of
viqlencé as inherent in revolution., What he refuses is the attempt
of those like Aronson who would dissolve the antinomies and return
us to a simple and comforting world of certainties, of limited
problems and neat answers.

Aronson, who wishes to enforce the reconciliation of Sartre
with classical Marxism, engages in no significant discussion of the
theory of groups and the evolution from fused group to institution,
0f this he offers merely a descriptive account, The problems
raised by this discussion do not appear to him as real problems at
all, This is the consequence of his redefinition of scarcity,

That reinterpreation was clearly intended to defend the possibility
of socialism and the transcendence of aliehation9 and he appears to
refuse any suggestion that the concept of socialism itself might
have been problematised by the history of the twentieth century,

Sartre's project in fact resists Aronson's optimistic
interpretation, By considering their orig}n and theirginherent
uncertainties, -we can detect some incompatibility between the . --
assumptions embédiédxin the origipal concepts (of sbaréity9 the
practico-inert, the project and the ggfality)land the legitimation
of the traditional Marxian -centrality of the economic, -and the
process of econgéicﬁdevelopment as the ro;dfto freedom. - Even on
the level of the economist interpretation';f Scarcity9 Sartre lacked
such optimism, and affirmed that:

", .o this scaréify'is a fuahamental determination of

man: as is well known, the socialisation of preduction

d99$ noF put an end to it? excapt possibly through a long (16)

dialectical process of which we cannot yet know the outcome."

Thus it may only be possible to enter a domain of relatively

less scarcity, and such domains may already exist. Poster points
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out that after 1968 Sartre himself "accepted that elementary, material
needs were by and large satisfied" in advanced capitalism,
effectively dissociating his philosophy of revolution from

(17)

reductionist versions of 'scarcity’, Thus a distinctioﬁfﬂe made
between what could be said one hundred years aga and what may be
said todays empiricel history has deprived socialismﬁthe certainty
of its claim to solve the problem of scarcity, and has provided
capitalism with some mitigation to the accusation that it provides
for the majority of its populations a situation of permanent scarcity.
For Sartre, the unambiguous virtue of socialist revolution lies
in its possibility of reconciling scarcity ahd needs in terms of the
basic facts of hunger and survival,. It is no accident that his
latter—-day political concerns were predominantly connected with the
colonial revolution. He reminds us that:

"The fact is that after thousands of years of history

three-quarters of the world's population are undernourishedo"(le)

The establishment of-a socialist regimé may lead to _the
eliminatign of this form of scarcity - (or at least this is assumed -
to be the case, although even yet it must remain as an assumption and
an assertion, not a proven fact of aiaérience), Yet this is a very
primitivé formulation-of the concept of need. Standing beyond this
domain of biological need, there is a whole domain of needs that
historically have developed once the biological is satisfied, The
Soviet Union is impelled to consider the development of consumer goods
industries in order to mee; some of thése 'needs' that appear to ariée
inexorably once ‘biological' needs are satisfied. These may be
attributed to the delayed emergence of the 'new man' under socialism,

to remnants of unreconstructed culture; even to the penetration of

western ideology. Howsver, one may believe that it is absurd and
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brutalising to suggest that svery need beyond‘the biological is
unnecessary and degenerate: such a view would dismiss Beethovan's
Symphonies along with motor cars, books along with central heating,
To select one and reject the other implies the 'dictatorship over
needs® that some theorists have suggested(lg) in a3 move that implies
a return to the centralised and authoritarian plan so familiar from
contemporary history,. For those societies, then, that have passed
beyond Aranson's very basic situation of scarcity, the problem of
continuing and developing neseds remains: and this very problem will
confront those post-revolutionary societies that have fulfilled this
basitc taske

Thus, in the absence of the establishment of a 'dictatorship
over needs?, the problem of a disparity betmeen_neeﬂs and resources
remains even on the economic level, howsver far we may envisage the
process of economic development and technoiogical control proceeding,
Further, the modern awarensss of the finitude of.plaqetary resources
may restore an appreciation of the natural component%-of scarcity,
above and beyond those sacial and historical components which may be '
deemed to be subject to human intervention, What this
dictates, therefore,:is not the necessity to achieye or enter -some - .
domain uherein-the»gggblem of scarcity will be gradugllymeliminatedg
rathery, the necessity to construct processes of discussion énd
determination that can provide a democratic means to effect the
allocation of finité resources between conflicting needs.

But a concept of *‘need' that is reduced to the biological is
absurdy one that is only reduced to the ‘material' is exceptionally
dubious, It is probably just as dubious to‘attempt to define human

need in any positive and technical sense at all. While it is

possible to view the development of civilisation as the unnecessary
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invention of ever more infinite and redundant needs, it is also
possiblé to reject such an attitude for its.presump‘t'ion° Given

the existence of those human faculties about which we know, and the
possible existence of soms such about which we have as yet no
knowledge, it is ex;eedingly dangerous to predict in advance - or

even at some past point in history, as Aronson does - a break point
whare humanity moves from a situation of ‘*genuine'® needs to ones that
may be condemned as ‘'artificiall, Artificiality is the nature of
human existence, and concepts of a golden age prior to such a situation
cannot be seriously entertained. The definition of scarcity given in
the glossary of the Efitique seems teo provide the necessary open—

]

endedness to take account of this: the contingent impossibility of
satisfying all the needs of an ensembleo(zo)
Thusy, to bring Sartre's insights back to life again it is
necessary to reject the Marxian concept of need that Aronson attempts
to reintroduce. Sartre's concept does not derive from Marxismg
rather it is a reinterpfatationwof.the concept of lack developed in
his pre-Marxist .works. --There, lack is an"ontological;privation".(21);*
the very structure of tbé human being. It a*presses”the ultimate
disparity bstween. the human subject apd the world of facticity, -and --
the helpless dominion of- the former by the latter, In the Marxian - .

version, lack is replaced by need and "the resistance of te world to- -
. . . . (22)
man is now defined in terms of scarcity."
Sartre's discussion groups, and his tragic awareness of the
transience of situations of '‘perfection:-as summed up in the apocolyptic
group is hardly compatible with a scarcity defined in terms of
economics, of the material needs for biological survival. It makes
more sense to regard the situation of scarcity as a subset of a more

prbfound human condition, hié'aiready given ontological lack, The

«

ta
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problem of scarcity may well be the terrain for much of what has been
brutal and regrettable ip human history, and consequently may define
the site wherein human action may minimise thase consequences once-
for-=all, This is the site of political action, where human actions
combined with developing technology may reduce the problem of material
scarcity to nothing more than the inevitable contingency that follows
from living in a world that is ultimately natural., But this is not to
enter the kingdom of the blessed. Jameson stresses thats
"It is here that the continuity of the Sartre of 'Being

and Nothingness' and the Sartre of the critique is most

strikingy and I insist on the point because it is crucial and

because most studies of the Critigue gloss over it, Just as

the being of the individual is in reality a lack of being, an

ipability to be, to reach some ultimate and definitive stability

and ontological plenitude, so also the group is characterised

naot as a substance or a hyperorganism, but as a set of individuals

trying in vain to become a substance, straining toward some, (23)

ultimate hyper—organic status which they can never attain,

Thus we may interpret Sartrs in a less categoric manner than might
appear necessary on the surface of the theory. A more considered picture
can emerge,. It would seem that the condition of scarcity is just one
expression of man's condition: it is the expression that is,; by and
large, in history and available to historical change. Such historical
change will doubtless remove sources of alienation, as it will remove
sources of hunger. This is the argument, under some circumstances, for
revolution. But revolution does not bring absolute abundance and
material security, and it further does not bring the end of alisnation
as it cannot resolve those aspedts of alienation that are locked in the
condition of being humans in time.

Thus, postersvolutionary life does not consist of a psrmanent

end to alienation through a permanent common project:



... there is no synthetic unity.of the multiplicity
of totalisations, in tha sense of a hypersynthesis which

would become, in transcendence, a synthesis of syntheseso"(Qa)

Similarly, pre-revolutionary life may not be the permanent hell
of serial confrontation with every Other,

The extreme pessimism surrounding the conseguences of scarcity
is subject to modification in the discussion on groups. Sartre in
fact avoids an extreme and simplistic dichotomy which would place humans
under pre-revolutionary conditions in a situation of total mutuak
hostility, held togsther only by the brute demands of survival, yet
permeated with a cultural loathing and fear of one for each Other;
with the post-revolutiocnary situation signifying a total reversal of
such a state of affairs, It is much more a matter of degrse, A
group at any one time is of a distinct type: either a fused group,
an organisation, series, etc, But such groups are both inserted in
temparality and located within an aésembly of many groups, Each
group may shift between seriality and other forms over time; each
group is- involved with .other groups which will be of a different form
at thé'timeg . Thuséit is' difficult to conceive of an entity as largs A
as a nation as a group in Sartre's terms; it consists of a large
number of groups, and in as much s Itself .is a group is characterised
by a permanent and shifting reconstitution of its consti;ueét parts.

"The important thing, therefore, is to find out houw

far the multiplicity of individual syntheses can, as euch, be

the basis for a community of objectives and actions," (25)

Individual totalisations, therefore, contain the possibility of,
if not being identical to, at least overiapping the totalisations of
others, just as much as they contain the possibility of conflicting,
Otherwise, surely, it would not be possible to speak of people as

being part of a common culture, and this concept of culture is necessary
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if we are not to be forced to reject Sartre's approach out of hand:
a'gociefy based only upon ths dictates of sﬁrvival would be chaotic
indeed, and life would be ‘nasty, brutish and short?,

There is consequentlyD a danger in Sartre's theory of groups:
the danger is that the apocalyptic group may be read as the state most
earnestly to be desired, and therefore to be preserved at all costs.

There is a danger, in Jameson's uords(zs)

of a 'mystique of apocalypse’.
But, to this, Sartre might reply: '"There always was". If Sartre has
apelled out to us the seductive qualities of the apocalyptic state, he
cannot automatically be condemned as its high priest. For he has also
told us of its transcience9 its impossibility as an objective, rather

than a moment. Sartre is in fact identifying and forcing the reader

to recognise the danger that already exists in reality, and has already

been witnessed in history itself. The danger is that psople will be
impelled to preserve what can only be a transient condition, and this
is what gives the Pledge and the Terror their significance: as

attempts to preserve the ephemeral. - Thus Merleau-Ponty was wrong to

accuse Sartre of “ultra=bolshevism°‘%z) for-his- account .of. .the terror . .

in the revolutionary prqcessoﬂfLSartre has no more-than analysed history-

and stated facts: - he has justified qgfhingo 7
. Thus we have a-disquietingly. honest account of :the real limits

of politicss ~‘Political .actian .cannot satisfy the uitimate-ontological
lack of the individual, and the exberience of the apocalyptic group is
dangerous inasmuch as it suggests that politics can do precisely that,

Those who object to Sartrels honest statement of this reality objecting:

",eo.in reality to time itself. For to say that consciousness
of human life is a lack of being, an emptiness striving towards
stasis and plenitude, touward being itself, is only in effect
to give a definition of time., Thus Sartre's description of
the failure of group action, like that of the failure of the
individual human relationships, is to be understood in
ontological rather than empirical terms. When Sartre says in
"Being and Nothingness® that the project to bve is an ontological
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failure, this means neither that there is 'really® no such
thing as love, as a lived experience, nor that love cannot
last, but merely that love as such never succeeds in
fulfilling the ontological function it sets for itself,

namely to bring about some ultimate plenitude, or in other
words, to achieve the very end of time itself, On the

level of groups, therefore, the doctrine of ontological
fasilure lays emphasis on the passage of time, on constant
changse, both in group and in situation, and on the succession
of the generations, As in '"Being and Nothingness' it has what
is essentially an ethical function: it aims at dispelling the
illusions of an ethic of being, and at reconciling us to our
life in time." (28)

The ‘myth of the apocolypse® may be the greatest specifically
political threat of our age. In the light of Sartre's elucidation
of the difficulty of maintaining hold of freedaom; of the dangers of
placing one's freedom irrevocably in the hands of Bthers9 we may wish
to avoid the pursuit of such absolute freedom, Sértre has shown that
the connection between revolution and freedom is ténuous, and possibly
negative, He has shown that the fundamental ontological privation of
being is not accessible to solution by the act of political revolution.
He has shown the Terror as the fury that is visited upon a society that
is forced to confront thisy a terror that-is invited by the very act of
the ‘pledge’ necessary -to maintain -the original purity_of _the__
revolutionary freedom, _AAt laStQAberhapsvﬂwe are;L{herefofe, r_-xble.ki:.;:’.~
consider .the guestion .of revolution aE~a.choice, fully informed of :its - -
nature -and consequences, of.-its benefits and losses.

The State -and Revolution,-to return to-our startihaipoint,”is‘the

constitutional theory of the attempt to ontologise the apocolypse,

In other words, it describes the appropriate institutional
arrangements for a group which has achieved totalisation: a single
common project in the world, where the possibility of differences
within the group does nat arise, Lenin's measures for the control
of bursaucracy, and for the extension of democracy, as argued in

Chapter- 2, are strikingly appropriate for the revolutionary group at
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the moment of apocalypse. Such a group has no need for bureaucracy,
indeed the concept of bureaucracy is an absﬁrd irrelevancy to such a
group, This is because such a group is at the hour of its existence
fulfilling tasks and solving problems in such a way that the
grounds for a bureaucratic structure are not invoked: in other words,
there is a minimal division of labour, and that which is necessary is
highly flexible - no-one is irreplaceable. Similarly, such a group
has no need to confront and consider the question of'democratic forms,
because the simplicity and urgency of the tasks confronting the
collective establish a necessarily narrow area of discussion and dis-
agreement, This will be an area of technical issues, azbout how bsst
to achieve a commonly agreed short-term objective, the defence of the
people and the securing of power. Those who disagrée with that aim, i.e.
who adhere to a difference in values, rather than technigques, are by
definition not part of the group, They constitute a different, and
probably mortally hostile, ensemble of individuals and the differences
between two such groups, obviously, are hardly the ground§<f0r
discussion -and debateg”“'Hereg_rather, we are in the domain--of- force
and violence, P
But Sartre's -sociology has demag§tratad.that»bureaucracy;and
democracy do become matters of-substance within-a relétively‘brief
period of time, wherein the group must reconstitute itself:to deal
with new tasks. These tasks, it wili be remembered are the ﬁeed to
tackle diverse queé&ions of economic and social reconstruction and
transformationg and the need to accommodate the development of
differences between mehbers of the group over substantive issues

that embrace more than technical problems, The first task produces

the institutions of a bureaucracy, the secondvthe ingtitutions of a

democracy.
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Lenin's whole thesis, therefore, is startlingly irrelevant to

the question of The State and Revolution, His measures for the

abolition of bureaucracy and the extension of democracy are irrelevant
tothe revolutionary moment, inasmuch as these are the natural, in-
avitable, components of such a moment, And his measures are
similarly irrelevant to the period that succeeds the revolutionary
moment, inasmuch as they are simply non-functional, they cannot be
applied successfully to a situation whose sociological constitution

is fundamentally different from that of the revolutionary moment.

Regret at the inevitability of such a 'degrading® of the initial
freedom is pointless§ regret is only appropriate to the extent that
attempts were made to institutionalise the assumptions of the apocolyptic
group. For such attempts, as I have tried to show, themselves negate
the possibility of establishing securely the freedom and human dignity
that is possible. That which is possible may indeed be a pale shadow
of the moment df the apocolypse, but it is a possibility of something

We can, therefore, perhaps .begin to understand the depth of the ==

saductiveness of Tha{étaéé and Revoluticn: it speaks to the céno
sciousness of lack, and translates it iﬂto a -consciousness of losss
that is, it promises an end to” the fundamental -anguish of being, that
of being in time, - It achieves éhis'by promising an end to ;iﬁe itself.
And, so, we can see what must follow. The termination of time is only
passible if it coincides with the end of human beings, with the end of
the time=laden universe of change. I have said that Lenin's
problematic ensured that politics is an ontoloéical impossibility. Yet
politics is a product of living in time: of changing circumstances and

changing interpretations of what it is to live, In those states that

have been, and may yet be, built on Lenin's model it is assumed that
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politics is abolished as a result of the abolition of time. In
fact, the abolition of time is briefly, and ludicrously, and

tragically, secured by the abolition of politics,
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