


Admittedly, the theory of Value developed by
David Ricardo agrees with such an ignorant
economic ‘‘model” in certain elementary respects;
thus, many pseudo-Marxists have abstracted a
Ricardian (anti-Marxian) conception of the Law of
Value from Capital by virtue of seeing only the
Ricardian form which Marx criticizes to reject and
supersede. They commit such widespread blunders
because their sociological world-outlook is populist
(e.g. Mandel’s early-1960’s opportunist affiliations
with Renardist communalism in Belgium).

When this same point of view is encountered
among organized labor (or imminently organized
labor), we have the syndicalist or
anarcho-syndicalist point of view, or what Lenin
attacked as the ‘““Economist’ perspectives of
Martov’s factional allies in the Jewish Bund and
Russian Social-Democracy more generally.

In all these cases, the anti-Luxemburgist view of
socialist economic theory, whether populist,
Mandelian, anarcho-syndicalist or the ‘‘economic
theories” of the “left” trade-union opportunist,
proceed from the local grouping of workers or
others as the elementary, more or less autonomous
basis for social value creation,

In contrast to Mandel et al., Fidel, having
(consciously or not) approached the issue of
applied economic theory from the same sort of
vantage-point as recommended by Rosa
Luxemburg, develops his analysis of the Cuban
economic situation in a uniquely dialectical
fashion. He begins with the social division of labor
as whole, starting by defining productive labor as
determined by the entire labor process.

One starts with the entire population,
distinguishing those who cannot directly produce
because they are young, still committed to
education, old, etc. One then views the problem of
meeting the material conditions of improved life
for the entire population in terms of the potential
product created by the entire productive sector of
the population. In analyzing the process of
accumulation needed to meet those human needs,
one always analyzes first of all the changes in the
actuarial composition of the population from a
Marxian standpoint.

Continuing to apply what philistine U.S.
socialists deride as ‘‘Labor Committee theory,”
Castro examines the fundamental contradictions of
socialist accumulation. If the population is to

increase its production, he details, it is necessary to
Increase real wages in the form of increased
education, better housing, and so forth. That is,
the only way to solve the problems of humanity is
to examine the over-all social division of
productive labor in terms of proportions of the
labor force divided into S (social surplus), V
(means of human existence), and C (repairs and
improvements in natural and artificed means of

production). To solve problems of existence one
must absolutely increase the mass of S and also
increase the value of the ratio S/(C+V). However,
to raise the rate of social productivity (S/V) it is
imperative to increase the absolute level of
consumption of the population (increased
expenditures for housing, education, health, etc.).
On this Castro is most explicit and forceful.

The central problem of socialist accumulation is
that of increasing the ratio of S/(C+V) under
circumstances in which the costs, C+V, are rising
relative to yesterday’s “productive efficiencies.” In
sum, there can be no socialist society without a
conscious policy of rapidly increasing efficiency.
Only an ignoramus could study Fidel’s address and
not adduce that universal lesson.

The practical question is “whose

consciousness?”

Without an “intellectual elite” socialist program
cannot be initially developed. Without a stratum of
competent economists, all talk of program is idle
chatter; to discover what can be done to actually
solve the accumulation problems confronting the
working-class forces one must have a competent
overview of the entire economic process, at least of
the general quality Fidel exhibits in his July 26
report to the people of their economy.

To progress from such a correct program
developed by a revolutionary “elite,” by a
“revolutionary intelligentsia,”” it is absolutely
necessary that this program be assimilated by the
masses of working people and their allies. Making
ordinary working people practical masters of what
some foolish socialists deride as “intellectual
bullshit” is the very essence of socialist practice.

Not only is that understanding essential to
mobilize socialist victory in an advanced capitalist
sector country, but, in fact, there can be no
competent practical shaping and development of
economic program without the active participation
of broad layers of working people representative of
every principal sector of the process of production
and consumption.



Economic theorists are absolutely indispensable
to developing policy, but production does not
actually occur in the general form susceptible of
encapsulated abstractions. Actual production and
distribution depends upon a wide variety of “nuts
and bolts” questions. Actual socialist planned
production  depends upon a  competent
interpretation of economic policies at the “nuts
and bolts” level of daily life, and on a process of
“feed back,” through the masses of workers, by
which problems of implementation of general
policies are more or less accurately forseen in
advance of adoption.

This involves a most advanced theoretical
conception, which for that reason we are
compelled to identify here in a negative way.
Economists generally are accustomed to a
credulous LaPlaceian fantasy that given a
sufficiently giant computer, fed sufficient
“statistics,”” economic planning can be carried out
to the nth refinement of detail by a technocratic
elite. Hegel’s fundamental contribution to
humanity was to dispel the credibility of such
fantasies (among actually intelligent and educated
people) for once and for all.

Statistics are collictions of “facts.” Hegel
demonstrated that ‘‘facts’ as such do not exist,
rather that all so-called *“facts’” are mere
judgments. In actuality, the very best quality of
facts (from a practical standard of quality) are
those short-lived judgments which have rather
ephemeral appropriateness to practice for a
relatively short period of history.

Of course, as Kant, Hegel, Feurbach and Marx
all thus far agree, there is a vast gulf between a
moot judgement of existent circumstances and an
assertion bases only on the paralogisms of pure
speculation. Vis-a-vis speculation, especially the
deductions of ‘proper” tactics from literary
doctrines of “orthodox positions,”” we of course
stand firmly for “‘facts.”

The point is that the appropriateness of a fact is
limited to the historically specific circumstances
under which it is developed.

Since it is the essence of socialist planning to
change existing ‘“factual” relations substantially,
conscious planning of production demands not
merely massive ‘“‘fact-gathering” apparatus, but the
massive judgmental, social process through which

mew “facts” can be effectively defined for
radically changed forms of organization of
production and distribution as a whole.

In sum, from the most advanced theoretical
standpoint, it is clear to the dialectical economist
that the role of the revolutionary intelligentsia (or
“elite””) is limited to that of initiating the
development of program, of defining those
immediate massive policy changes respecting the
transition from capitalism to workers’ economies.
As theory thus contends, so the history of various
workers’ economies demonstrates, that without the
conscious organization (mobilization) of the
masses of working people to correct and innovate
further in matters of economic policy, every effort
to manage a planned economy must run from crisis
to crisis, with blunder after blunder.

This preceding point must not be misconstrued
to mean that that crisis of the Cuban economy
today is essentially caused by disfunctions of the
planning mechanism. On the contrary, as Castro
himself depicts the problem with sufficient
accuracy, the fundamental crisis of the Cuban
economy is imperialist encirclement -- not only
military and economic encirclement in the crude
sense, but the fact that Cuba 1is an
‘“‘underdeveloped’” economic sub-sector whose
existence depends upon directly or indirectly
trading on a world market dominated by prices set.
by the most technologically developed capitalist
sector. The economic planning and management
problems of Cuba must be defined in terms of
what is necessary and possible within the context
of imperialist encirclement.

Existing Workers’ Economies

It is consistent with pro-capitalist economics
that the question of socialism in underdeveloped
countries is often posed in terms of ‘‘comparative
economic and social systems.” It is the
pro-capitalist apologists and similar mentalities
who attempt to define socialism vis-a-vis capitalism
by comparing the material and related conditions
of life in the U.S.S.R., Eastern Europe, China, or
Cuba with those in the advanced capitalist sector.

Bourgeois ideology in the socialist movement
used to inspire U.S. Communists and ‘“fellow
travellers” to wishfully describe the Soviet Union
as a ‘“‘workers’ paradise,” when in fact capitalist



encirclement, compounded by the Soviet
bureaucracy’s blunders, etc., imposed the greatest
hardships on the Soviet people. Even without the
blunders of the bureaucracy, simple economic
ratios prevailing would not have permitted the
Soviet people to achieve a standard of life
comparable to that of employed workers in the
U.S. or Western Europe. “Third Camp”’ socialists
proceed on the basis of the same -capitalist
ideological method to ‘“‘conveniently” disencumber
themselves of political responsibility for the
U.S.S.R., etc., by insisting that it is some new form
of “state capitalist” or “bureaucratic collictivist”
“imperialism.”

On the contrary, we regard the Soviet Union,
China, Cuba, etc., as embattled organizations of
the political working-class movement, which have
from the outset of their existence as workers’
economies suffered the combined monstrous
adversities of civil war, imperialist interventions
and blockades, capitalist-imposed
underdevelopment, a want of the quality of
leadership needed to minimize the effects of initial
backwardness and encirclement. In most instances
these problems have been exacerbated by the
emergence of a state apparatus and economic
management embodying the most swinish
philistinism.

The attitude of the revolutionary socialist
toward these nations is properly derived from that
general view expressed by Rosa Luxemburg in her
pamphlet, The Russian Revolution. “The
Bolsheviks have shown that they are capable of
everything that a genuine revolutionary party can
contribute  within the limits of historical
possibilities. They are not supposed to perform
miracles. For a model and faultless proletarian
revolution in an isolated land, exhausted by world
war, strangled by imperialism, betrayed by the
international proletariat, would be a miracle...In
Russia the problem could not be posed. It could
not be solved in Russia.” '

The same is true of Cuba. The responsible course
is to support the viable political tendencies, of
which Castro, despite all his actual and alleged past
mistakes, is exemplary, and to do this mainly not
by giving Castro lip-service support from the
spectator’s benches, but by accomplishing the
socialist transformation in the advanced sector --
without which principal dedication all criticisms of
the U.S.S.R., China, Cuba, etc., are degraded to
childish literary speculation.

The  essential immediate  point under
consideration here is that putting the problems of
the Cuban Revolution into context, to uncover
through study of Fidel’s dJuly 26 address the
valuable lessons to be applied to study, program
and perspectives in even our own national sector.

Weaknesses Of Cuban Regime

The principal source of weaknesses of the Cuban
Revolution’s present leadership is located ironically
in the exceptional circumstances by which Cuba
became a workers’ economy as if by ‘“‘accident.”
As in the instance of the Chinese revolution, the
26th of July Movement was a petit-bourgeois
revolutionary reformist (pro-capitalist) movement.

Mao Tse Tung restored the plants to the
capitalists from the hands of the workers and
sincerely pronounced himself against a socialist
revolution in China not only during the entire
period of the Popular Front, but even after the
seizure of power by the armies of the CPC. Mao &
Company were forced to undertake a later socialist
revolution by circumstances of the Cold War in
general and the Korean War in particular, as well as
the danger of counterrevolution constantly arising
from the tendency for capitalist layers and less
impoverished peasants to combine.

In the case of Cuba, the revolution after the first
1959 revolution is more astonishing. The CPC was
at least nominally Communist in ultimate purpose
and in centrist-reformist versions of ‘“Communist”’
ideology. In Cuba, the July 26th movement was
explicity a capitalist national (lawyers’) liberation
movement.

The Cuban socialist revolution after the July
26th movement’s initial revolution is a product of
two extraordinary circumstances. Generally, its
successful occurrence reflected internal policy
difficulties of the U.S. ruling class relative to the
emerging ““Third Stage’ policy vacillations which
prevented immediate bloody crushing of the Cuban
revolution when the nationalizations began.
However, this would not have been sufficient; the
character of the July 26th leadership, especially
the cadres closest to Fidel, was decisive in
exploiting this situation, defending commitments
to the Cuban peasantry and rural proletariat by the
resort of expropriating the major capitalists, and
taking the next step, of orientating toward the
Soviet Union as the only possible basis for Cuban
independence in the face of U.S. imperialism and
the capitalist world market forces.
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For the outside world, the result among many
naive and simply opportunist “lefts” (including
most existing socialist “parties” in the U.S,
Europe and the colonial sector was that it
“seemed”’ that Castro and the others had pioneered
in developing a new method for establishing
socialism. To a significant extent, the Fidelistas
themselves have shared this delusion, as we see in
their lamentable support for the Regis Debray
nonsense. This history and the manifestations of
Debrayism and other blunders demonstrate why
the Cuban leadership has lacked insight into the
problems of socialist revolution and strategy in
general and has lacked the intellectual development
of its leading cadres which even the Bolshevik
Party brought to the October Revolution.

It is thus all the more important to note the
extremely advanced theoretical development of
Fidel Castro reflected in the July 26th address.
There is no evidence yet at hand to suggest that
Fidel is self-conscious of the implicit theoretical
position he has implicitly taken in economics
relative to the Rosa Luxemburg and other
long-standing controversies within the socialist
movement on this subject. Yet, he is not too far
removed from such awareness, at least, since many
of the formulations employed in his address are
too sophisticated to permit the conclusion that he
is merely an autodidact.

No metaphysics are required to explain Fidel‘s
“mind” on these counts. The speech itself shows
that the conclusions submitted are based on a
practical theoretical overview of the Cuban
economy in its world-market context. Castro
developed the conclusions he submits by applying
to his concrete experience precisely that method
which so many critics of the Labor Committee find
reprehensible.

The point is to understand the problem of Cuba
exactly as Fidel describes it, which means to
approach comprehension of the tasks of socialism
in the U.S. from the same methodological point of
view -- precisely as the Labor Committees have
done in the Draft Emergency Program.

“Dictatorship of the Proletariat”
The “Dictatorship of the Proletariat,” which is

the subject of the Labor Committees’ Draft
Emergency Program, is not simply a matter of

“smashing the capitalist state,” with the appended
implication that somehow thereby all the major
problems will begin to be automatically solved.
Why ‘“‘smash the state?”’ The point is that the
capitalist ‘‘state’’ (as it is usually loosely defined) is
essentially the body of social institutions which
provide the “gun,” both the actual guns and their
ideological equivalents, which enforce the
property-relations  associated with capitalist
“paper” (stocks, bonds, bills, etc.). To take over
the entire financial system, immediately liquidating
all stocks, bonds, notes, mortgages, and so forth,
eliminates the capitalist system and its state at a
single stroke, provided that this is accomplished by
the political class-for-itself as an organized ruling
institution.

How in the world does one imagine the
class-for-itself actually seizes the financial system!?
Those ‘‘lefts’” who chatter interminably about such
ABCs as ‘“‘smashing the capitalist state” reveal by
what they do not say that their socialism consists
of no more than a sort of utopian emotionalism,
mere “phrasemongering and clowning.”

The question is: Why is it necessary to seize the
banking system and liquidate allcapitalist ‘“‘paper?”
Precisely because the banking system (and the
paper) and it is now organized and enforced (by
guns, ideology, etc.) is the principal impediment to
certain urgent tasks of economic “accumulation”
which is the only possible basis for actually solving
the leading problems of life confronting oppressed
minorities, organized and unorganized labor, and
radicalized youth.

Admittedly, this has been more or less true
throughout the past half-century. Throughout this
half-century, despite ‘“‘absolute economic
expansion,” the benefits of the capitalist economy
have been limited to an ever smaller proportion of
the capitalist world population as a whole, because
capitalism refuses to employ the existing basis for
economic growth sufficiently to meet human needs
generally.

To meet the problems of humanity through
economic growth it is essential to get the capitalist
system out of our way, so that we may do the job
of ‘“‘economic management’> urgently required.
Immediately, the question of socialist
transformation is now posed by the accelerating



movement of the capitalist system toward a new
breakdown crisis, in which the conditions of life in
even the advanced sector are being or about to be
sharply worsened. Thus, now, we have both the
enhanced impulsion and the opportunity to do
what is historically necessary.

What is historically necessary is to seize power in
order to unleash the productive potential
developed under capitalism. This is not a matter of
merely unleashing some vast, raw, undifferentiated
“force,” it is a matter of consciously applying
concrete productive resources programmatically, to
a certain amount of housing, a certain definite
increase in the level of material consumption, and
certain quite specific tasks of developing the means
of future production. It is these specific, concrete
historic tasks, as Fidel otherwise identifies the
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specific economic tasks in Cuba, which represent
thesocialist program.

The important thing is not to constantly
reiterate ‘“‘smash the state;” the important task is
to get beyond mere idle chattering about the ABCs
of socialist transformation to mobilizing mass
forces around the programmatic tasks of
reconstruction which provide the historically
specific motive  for immediate socialist
transformation.

Considering the anti-intellectual
self-debasement, the philistine cavilling with which
most U.S. socialists have received the Draft
Emergency Program, we must insist that U.S.
socialists worship Fidel Castro a tiny bit less and
seriously study his latest address a little bit more.

Emergency Reconstruction
Program
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