Reader Raya Jhmayevskaya's Commentary on

NIKOTLAY BUKHARIN AND THE TRANSITION FROM CAPITALISM TO SOCIALISM
by Michael Haynes

The work 4s well written, which makes it easy for readers to
grapple with the difficult subject, It 1s diffioult, however, to see any
originality in this study of Bukharin, who certainly does desarve a serious
Presentation of his analyses as & Bolshevik thooretician, Michael Haymes
nakes some large clzims for the reason he has undertaken his stddy when he
atates that 21l other studies have tended "to disparage Bukharin's Marxisn"”
(p.9) and dgal with him only as an important political figure, whereas "In
this book we should not be so cavalier with Bukharin‘'s Marxiem...ws shall
then argue for the powor and the vision and centrality of his general analy-
ais. Without a development, albeit a oritical one, of his arguments the
rodern world cannet be understood” (p.10).

kolai Bukharin eand the Transition from taliom ocianlism

herdly lives up to that goal. Thus, the clainm for the originality and ecom-
prehansiveness of Bukharin's Imperialism and World Economy is besed on the
clain that Marxists, faced with the new phenomenon of imperialism and world
(the word, world, 4s omutmt'ly euphasized ) economy, supposedly found "im~
portant parts of Marx's analysis incouploto and on some accounts 'fatally
fliwed'™; and the fact that, while they "were still digesting Luxemburg's
radioal challenge to radical orthedoxy in her Agoumulatien of Capital,”
Bukharin came out with his "path=breaking analysis,” -(utaide of .the fact

~ ' that, fir feom "still digesting Iuxemburg’s redical ohallenge,” they were

811 busy attacking it as a deviation fm Marx’s central theory on the acoumu~
- 1ation of eapital, &nd outside of the fnet that Michael Heynes oar hardly

- 'be said to be erudite in his comprehension of Marx's tnl!.vsia of capital,
L4t 18 #4411 hard to see how he can conolude from Lenin’s laudatory intre-
'dwtim to mm'- work that Lenin's and. Bukharin's views on the subjeot
_an yary nearly éne and the sawe, How then doyou explain why Lenin decided
o embark on his own study of w&. and the many debates between

Bukhar!.n and Lenin that followed, which show thetr difference both on the

- sconomic nature of imperialism md. above all, on the dialectics of its de-

velopment in producing the totally opposite movements of nationzl self-

determination. (We will deal with the latter topic further on,)

The author's sorollary fsature and main point -- that Bnkharin'
greatest work, m Feonomiog of the Mutg Pariod, likewise met with
very nearly unstinted praise from Lenin <= points not only to an error (ouﬂ.v
dhﬂgﬁ\nﬂ since the English translation or this important work of Bukharin’s
48 translated along with Lenins oriticsl remirks en the work) but to funda-
luntam different aconcepts of what ia at issue. . So strictly economist is the
viéw that charsoterises this study of Bukharin that the author is oconstantly
m; up what is sericus theory and what is a were footnote to history == and

- _not ‘from.erigina) gource, but from an informl discussion, We will see this

'M we eome to the question of the state, before and after the revolution,
M Illrnu effhn &8s “proof” of Lanin's agreewsnt with Bukharin’s view,
- Krupskaya's remark when Lenin retumed to Russis in the spring of 1617) "Lenin
askked me to tell you that he had ne difference with you over the question

of the state.”




-l

Haynes makes the claim that "lLenin's main differences with
Bukharin rlate not to the analysis of the cepitalist state but the post-
revolutionary situation in Russis” (p. 35). The truth is the exact oppoasite.
As against the elementary Marxist view of the capitalist state as "the
executive committee of -capitalism,” (with which a1l Marxists agreed), with
the ocoming of imperialise Lenin's view was so at varlance from Bukharin's
{vho had made a whole new catagory of the imperialist state az a "robber
state”), that Lenin accused Bukharin of being so overwhelmed by imperialism
that it had “suppressed” his reasoning and had led him to “imperialist
economisti® All that 1s very well documented. {(Indeed, Haynes does have
to refer to the substantiated views of both Bukbarin and Lenin in The Bol-
sheviks and W War by Gankin and Fisher, espeoiallypp. 213-236.) The
trouble is that when he first speaks of the state (Chapter 3, "Capital and
the Siate”) this reference is missi He puts it, instesd, first in Chap-
ter 4, "Towards & Political Economy d ths Transition Periodx the Revolu-
tion md Civil war" (ftn. 13), at the point when the question of national
self-determination is dealtwith, and on that they wers on opposite sides
of the question. Even that was a matter of a difference arising not r.m‘ly
after the question of gaining power, but before,

Haynes®' main error is a most fantastic claim, totally unsub-
stantiated, and at variance with all histeric fact and dialectic concept,
Thus - despite the fact that Lenin had been the only Marxist who, with the
oollapse of the Second Irlernational, returned to work out Marx's rootedness
in the Hegelian dialectic in the context of what was new, in Hegel's Soience

m =~ Haynes concludes out of the blue: "lenin had cume around to
© ,Pakbarin's view (on the state--rd) and he was busy 'l':!.lling out the notohooku
f'".'ullt “would prwmo the tmsis for Sta olution.”  The Tagis, howwver;:
- are these: (1) At the very height of tho war and when Lenin and Bukharin
were fighting intensely on the niture of the state, Lenin, under the impact

. of reality and of re-reading all of Marx after he worked out the Hogoliln

dialectic, began the notes he then called "Marx on the State.” (2) So h¥ghly

did he think of those 1915-1916 notes that, upon his return to Russia, Lear-

ing he might be assassinated, he told his co-leaders: If they "bump. me' off"

be_sure to get from Switgerland the groen notebook¢ which has all the quota-

tions from Marx and my commentary and publish them, - (3) In the spring

of 1917, as hs was sctually working out the dialectios ot revolution and

preparing for the actual revolution, all of this was written in its final

form as State and Revolution. There 4s no one in the world -- friend or

~ enemy or anarchist -- who doesn’t credit Lenin with the originaliiy of that

" work, even when the snarchists claim that Lenin "d4dn't really mean” de-

 struokion of the state. That Haynes should wish to attribute that work

- %o Lanin’s allegedly "coming around to Bukharin's view" (especially when
'his.goal is to prove Bukharin's originslity, * p£r and vision” as different

from all others, including Marx himself, and app.icadble to the modeyn world)

‘shon that he certainly does not swim easily either in all the debates and

' .topies, or in the relations betwesn leaders, betwsen Readers and ranks, and
- between spontaneity and party. Dialectios completely escapes him,

_ Take, finally, thtmost original contribution Dukherin did wmake
‘== the book that is the centerpoint of Haynes' study, The Boonomics of the .
Ir_q_ggition period, and the concept of state-capitalism. The English _tﬂnahti.ai




==

has the advintage of including Lenin's commentary, which shows that on that,

too, Lanin was criticsl, , There is no reason for concluding othervise,
especially since the wain point s to show Bukharin®s originality. Neverthe~
less Haynee doss tie it to claiming unstinting spproval ty Lenin. This bears
fupther proof that dislectics is not a concept Haynes has dug deeply into --
although he quotes from Lenin's oonclusion that Bukharin's "theoretical views
can only with tho very greatest doubt be regarded as fully Morxian ...

(He bas never learned, and I think never fully udderstocd, the dialectic).”

' Yot this quotation from tho Testament (although Haynes doss not
quote it as fully as I have above) is preceded by this statemant: “More

often than not his disagresments with Lenin were not theoretical but over

the relationship of theory into pdlitical practice. Hore Lanin was a gulding
force who constantly restreined his leaps from the right theory to the wrong
polities.” (p. 129) Then comes the author's greatest sweep: "Even had
Bukharin mede no Hnt about the sppbicability of his analysis of state-capital-
4sn to the Soviet Unicn, the while construction of his argument points that
way. Tt is on this tasis that Bukharin makes his claim on us {p.153)."

One word more needs to be said on the weakness of the author’s
~ footnotes. Forget for the moment lenin and Trotsky (who gets such short
-7 ahpdft that even » 6 on "The Degeneraticn of the Russian Revolution”
. hes nok one single reference to Trotsky's ‘works) and 1limit yourgelf to '
L. Dokbayin and his greatest contzibutions to theory, whether or not you sgree . -
-with Bukharin's argussntation.  How does it happen that neither Christien -

i mAliactiy: fana  af the suestest’ wevnlutisnavies who first spoke _of :the cnooming

T B Y B\ e S S e . S T . AP v T 7 P SR
_ barediwsyetiiation of the Soviet Union as leading to "state capitslism®), ..
" mior sy, of the modern studics of state cspitslism, gots a sirighld footnote,
‘Aneluding uy Very fifst study of state-capitalism 2ll based on the original

. ‘thyes'Five Year Plans, throe short years after the execution of Budarin?. =
< Dagtendy-hepe-is ‘Bayne#' eonclision: "With his analysis of the world eqchomy ,
. othe state and” the transition,he had taken Marx's own analysis forward a oon=
"' sidereble Way. That he, too, may have falled to complets his argument is
'nio ‘emeuse’ for Marxists felling to do so today.”

* ¢ %




Dec. 18. 1983

Dear Simon:

My enclosed reader's commentary on the Bukharin study by
Nichael Haynes haeg put me in in an unenviable poeltion since 1
hate to be reaponsible for any study of Bukharin as a Marxiet theo-
reticlnn ponslbly not being pubuuhod. s&.nco. however. I real that

no cho co.

I was wondering whetherp if you do decide to publish the
work, you could make some suggestions to the author that would not
lead to wrongly attribute the constructive suggestions to any
kind of censorship., Hers ie what I thought of --I have full confiince

{ou- diplomatic skill to know how to suggest it in a manner that

nce him of the truth--that it would be easier for the

Anr!,cm reader to grapple with the sudject if mors footnotes would
be avallable for his follow-up on the subject he raimed. Thus,
Leon Trotaky's name bdelng a great deal more known than that of
Bukharin, listing some of the many worke he had written on the
author's (.6 on the degeneration of the Ruesian Revoluﬂ.on. t
he chose soms of them tc list. Thus, it would certainly be lupresk
sive of a man of such great stature in the Russian Revo! utlonmgd

7 Harxiem in-general as chuman Rakovaky wers listed as one who.

first raised the degensration by saying, early, that bmamﬂlr, e
tion is leading to state=capitaliism in Russia. Or; take soms. - = :
English or American authors on the questbn of state-capitaliss .. '3
oince Bulharin. Por example, Michasel Haynes does list Tony: cu:l'f. SR/
but not on the question he is known for--state-capitalism==so why' = !
not add another book. I'll leave myself out, but, considering: ‘

3 short years after Bukharin waa executed, I developesd the theory

of state-capitaliem, based directly on all 3 five year plana, and
that he shouldn't be in eny way aware of me either as Forsst or
Dunaysvskaya, dossn’t speak highly of his erudition either on m- o
own works or that of the "late capitaliem®., The work doﬂnltoly

also nasds an index,

Youre,

I should inform you that hereafter I "resign” from the job of be L
a reader; I just don’t appreciate the experience and the ruponll. ty-'j._-_
that kind of task saddles on the kind of person I am. R

P.S. T am having Olga return the Haynes manuscript to yeu wnder ssparate covepr.




Reader Raya Dunayevskaya's Commentary on
NIKOLAI BUKHARIN AND THE TRANSITION FROM CAPITALISM TO SOCIALISM

by Michael Haynes

The work is well written, which makes it easy for readers
to grapple with the difficult subject. It is hard, however, to see
any orlglnality in this study of Bukharin who certainly does deserve
a serious presentation g of his analyses as a Bolshevik theoretician.
Michael Haynes makes some large claims for the reason he has under-
taken his study when he states that all other studies have tended

"to disparage Bukharin's Marxism” (p.9), and deal with him only as
an important political figure whereas "In this book we should not

be 80 cavalier with Bukharin's Marxism...we shall then argue for the
power and the vision and centrality of his general analysis. Withs
out a development, albeit a critical one, of his arpuments the
modern world cannot be understood.” (p.l0)

Nikolai Bukharin and the Transition from Capitalism to
Socialism hardly lives up to that goal., Thus, the claim for the
orlginality and comprehensivengss of Bukharin's Imperialism and
World Economy is based on the.fazet that Marxists, faced with the
new phenonment of imperialism and world (the word, world, is con-
stantly emphasized) economy, found "important parts of Marx's :
analysis incomplete-and on some accounts 'fatally fadawed' ;- andﬂbg&vﬂaf
while they“wére still digesting Luxemburg's radical challenge %o, .-
—-r@dical orthodoxy in her Accumulation of Capital", Bukharin came"
... out with his "path-breaking analysis,” 0u+side"of the fact. that, .
" far from " still digesting Luxemburg s radliecal challenge“ they were
-all busy attacking it as a deviation from Marx's central theory . i -
on the accumulation of capital, and outside of the fact that Michmbv
_Haynea can hardly be said to be erudite in his comprehension of "
i Marx's analysfs of capital, it is still hard to see how he can -
-1_ﬂ_,,«~«conc1ude from Lenin's laudatory introduction to Bukharin's work
as—&f Lenin's and B Eggr}q 8 views on,the subject are very nearly -
/h@f one and the same. rT-ﬁhr;y theﬁ“ﬁ%cided to embark on his own = -
study of Imperisligm, and,\% é" fany debates, betyeen Bukharin and
Lenin that followed the-publicationsthét™ d{ffereéd both on the
economic nature of imperialism and, sbove all, on the dialectics
of its 'development in producing the totally opposite movements
of national self-determination. (We will deal with the latter toph:'

further on.? ff.;:.fee_ Ct’ﬁm") _‘.._f! -
The author's corollary featureeqmain po nm indeed-ade

that Bukharin's great work, The Economics of the

likewige met wlth very nearly unstinted gra se from Leninspo

not only to an error§ easily disproved since especially the Englidl

tranelation of this Important work of Bukharin'sg is translatec

along with Lenin's crjtical remarks on the work) but to.

fundamentally different concepts of what is at issue,

in economist vigw ae-characterizes this study of Bukhari s
8 oonstan'tlxi xing up what is serious theory and what is:a mere
8

-fogtno t inal source, but from
.fn%ogmgi X?acussgrﬁﬁ'h o Wi ogeg ET e A AT I AR questio
of the state, before and after the revolution; when he offers »
a aa "proof” xé,nenin 8 agreement with Bukharin's view Krupskaya s

A ganen B Toyuened, fo Bupgde, andthseﬁsnéaswﬁhlgaz-o i‘“’cﬁe }
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Haynes makes the claim that "Lenin's main differences
with Bukharin relate not to the analysis of the capitalist state
but“post-revolutionary situation in Russiaw" (p.35). The truth is
the exact opposite., As against the elementary Marxist view,of , '
the capitalist state as "the executive committee of r:.c_lpi.'i:alism"".g,_..-—sL

‘(with which all Marxists agreed),with the coming of imperialismyeso
at variance were Lenin's view from Bukharin's,(who had made a
whole new category of the imperialist state as a "robber state) thd
Lenin hgd accused Bukharin of being so overwhelmed by imperialism
that hkgx% "suppressged" mM his, reasoning and had led him to
"imperialist economism.” 211 that is very well documented(ame,
ndeed, Haynes does have to refer to the substantiated views of '

, both Bukharin and Lenin in The Bolsheviks and World War by Gankin
and Fisher, esp.pp.213-236), The trouble is that when he?&péaks
first of the state (Chapter 3,"Capital and the Statd)this reference

' is missing; instead hefpu st in Ch.4,Towalls
a Political Economy of phe_Transition Periodithe Revolution and

Civil war'l,ftn,13), and it ie-erdy %& z}he Eg\int when the questbn

of national self-determination is e and on that the
on posite sides of the question. ﬁgﬁ:ﬁhﬂn&ﬁizgnwjhaiggua ot on
a matter of a difference arising{éfter the ramquestion of galining

power, but before. .
L
~ )3 Haynes' main error,.indeed.a most fantastic c¢laim,

_ . totally unsubstantiated, and at wvariance with all historic fact, ‘
Apand dialectic—concept.(Lenin had been the only Marxist who, with
- the collapse of the Second International, returned to work out =

Marx's rootedness in the Hegelian dialectic by himself and in ‘the =
“"contéext of what was new in Hegel's Science of logic) Haynes, howser -

_ /. 'concludes out of the blues "Lenin had come around to Bukharin's
- 'wvlew (on the state, rd)and he was busy filling out the notebgoks - . .|
that would provide the basis for State and Revolution," The ¥acts . > -
however are these: (%) At the very height of the war and when Lehnin = - .
and Bukharin were so intensely fighting on the nature of the state, - |
Lenin, under the impact of reality, of rereading all of Marx after

he worked out the Hegelian dialectic, began the notes hetzggg,NQ&J
called "Marx on the State"., (2} So highly did he think those
Lpsthe—inm

1915-1916 notes ; p = ense~notebooks-aleo-on-.
e . “hnie=own-wopl,.! that, upon return to Russgia and,
fTearing he might be assassiriated, he told his co-leaders: If they
"bump me off", be sure to get from Switzerland the green notebook
which has all the quotatiorS from Marx and my commentary and publish
em. MNP (3) In the spring of 1917 as he was actually working
out the dialectics of revolution and preparing for the actual
revolution, all this wag written in its final form as STATE and
REVOLUTION, There is nome in the world, friend or enemy,-ené o
anarchist, who doeen't credit Lenin with the work; if even they
(anarchistglé claim that Lenin "didn't really mednh" destruction
of state, Haynes should-wish to attribyte that original work
to Lenip’ “coming around to Bukharin's view"zi o
goal is to prove Bulktharin's originality,”power and vision"

L~ all, § .
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' How does it happen that neitherjone of. the greatest revolutionaries

[ ) "3 v
ol v wfis
swin easily/in all the debates/ topics amdpoatmyw-—nds, relations
between leaders, between leaders and rahks, Spontaneity and Nmemesx
party, .wiwe Bialectics completely escapes him,

- Take §1na11y>the most original contribution Bukharin did
make e the book that“is the cen{;Epoint awe of Haynes' study
The Economics of the Transition Period and the concept of state~
capitalism. The English translation has %he advantage of includirng
Lenin's commentary which shows that on that, too, Lenin was criticl.
There is no reason for concluding otherwise, especially sihce the
main point is to show Bukharin's originality. Nevertheless Haynes
does tie it to claiming unstinting approval by Lenin. This bears
omiy firther preof that dialectics is not a concept Haynes has
dug deeﬁhlnto and even quoting Lenin on Bukharin as his weakesgt
* point, conclu ngjthat Bukharin's “"theoretical views can only with
. with the very greatest doubt be regarded as fully Marxian...(He
has never learned, and I think never fully understood, the dialectt.)"

e e e e e e e i e T A e et

! foawt 7 A el
, This quotation from the Testament fﬁ;iéh-Ha,gesAquot .
not as fully as above) it was preceded hi&ﬁ-
"More often than not his disagreements with Lenin were not theoretical.
but over the relationship of theory into political practice. Here

Lenin was a guiding force who constantly restrained his leaps from _
the right theory to the wrong politics.” (p.129) Then comes the authkor's |

freatest sweeps "Even had Bukharin made no hint about the applicalll- -
- 1ty of his analysis of state-capitalism to the Soviet Union, the :

' whole construction of his argument points that way. It is on this

S hasis that Bukharin makes his claim on us.” (p,158) K

_ One more word needs to be said on the weaknesa of the
-:author s footnotes. Forget for the moment Lenin and Trotsky (wh

. gets such short -hfift that even Chapter 6 on/The Degef&tion of-the*
. Russian Revolution gets not one single reference to Trotsky's works)
;.and 1imit yourself to Bukharin and his greatest contributions to
~theory, whether or not you agrgﬁgwtth Bukharin's argumentation. :

who first spoke of the oncoming Bureaucrgtizaticn-of-bhe-Sayiet
Union #as leading to "state capitalism®¥=Christian R ~no
any. of the n studies of state capitalism getls a single

. ootnotedgggggsgbﬂﬂna'very first study of state-capitalism, all ha,”
5. fonthe or 1 three Five Year Plans, three short years after::
/ { the execution of Bukharin?Here, is Haynes' conclusions "With his
—analysis of the world economy; fthe state and the transition he, had
taken Marx's own analysis forwgrd a considerable way. That he too; -
may have failed to complete hig argument is no excuse for Marxists
'failing to do so today."
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November }5, 1983

Dear Raya:

I write to ask a favor. We have a manuscript from a young Englishman,
Michael Haynes, entitled MIKOLAI BUKHARIN AND THE TRANSITION FROM
CAPITALISM TO SOCIALISM which I would 11ike evaluated. Are you in a
position to submit a reader's report for our usual fee of $100? IF
you do not have the time, can one of your qualified associates under-
take the job? It is a small manuscript of 160-odd pages plus notes
and end matter. So it is not a major undertaking. I would be most
appreciative of an early reply if you or one of your colleagues is
parpared to read the work.

Warm _eﬁards to you and Olga from all of us here,

P L z-tr&‘)'(
. ‘§imon Silverman
Jac ’




November 17, 1983

Dear Simoms

Yes, I would be willing to submit a reader's
report on Michael Haped® manusoript, “Mikolai Bukherin
and the Transition from Capitalism to Socipliem,”
provided that I would have at least two weeks from the
date I rocelve 1t. '

Bukharin happens %o be a revolutionary towards
whom I have had a rather anbivalent attitude. Qn the one
hand, he is the tm one cannot help loving. On the
othsr hand, as Lenin put it, the scholarly economism on
hs ' made you tear your hair out., In any case, it is
- a-subjeets with which I am very well saquainted, Indeed,
FProf. Btephen F. Cohen of Princeton U vorsity., wio has
wpigten quite a soholarly work on him and who sought :

“vigws as well as Peter Bergman, who brought out Bukhar n's

i - 1y Al DI on _Peralls had ﬂthﬂ.‘hld

Tepent views ifrom e. Dsspite my Rugsian temper,
¥now how. to’ be objective. o

e

Yowur's,

2 invites me %o attend a. Luxemburg-Gramsci Gonferance
o 1988 AND informs me they are. trying to got &
¢ Qursen:sdition for my Tuxemburg book.

" p.8. 1 just received a letter from Germany, which




