UNION OF OPPOSITES
IN THE DISTORTION OF
HISTORICAL MATERIALISM

Kivilcim Publications



Kivilcim Publications

Turkish Edition: July 2005
Second Printing: July 2006

The “Part I: The “Real Revolutionary Character” of
C. Bettelheim” has been translated into English fra the
Turkish edition

First English Edition: April 2011

Proprietor: Kivilcim Ltd
Sht. Arif Diktepe Sok.
No: 10/A Ortakdy, Lefkosa, Kibris
Tel: 0392 22 70 680
Fax: 0392 22 70 681



CONTENTS
PART L ettt 4
THE “REAL REVOLUTIONARY CHARACTER” OF
C.BETTELHEIM ...t 4
= e ——————— 5
1— From the Primacy of Productive Forces to the
Primacy of “Social Relations”..............ccccceeeeeennnnn. 6
2— “Sources” of the Professor’s Old False Opinions®
3— How was C. Bettelheim Saved?............cccceeeennn. 10
4— “What is to be Done?” of C. Bettelheim.............. 12
-Il- THE THESIS OF C. BETTELHEIM ............ccaee..... 14
-lll- MEANING OF THESES OF C. BETTELHEIM ...... 18
A— ON PRODUCTION .....cooiiiiiiiieiiieceeeie e meee e 18
1— Dialectics of Productive Forces—Relations of
Production.........cccuvuiiiiiiiiie e 22

i— Affirmative-Negative (Positive, negative).
Primary, secondary. Base, consequence.22

ii— The Reciprocal Action..........ccceevvvvvceeeennnnnns 23
2—The Dialectics of C. Bettelheim......................... 25
B— ON CLASS STRUGGLE...........ccooeevvveeeeeeee. 27
i— Relations of Reflection...........coooevivviiiiiiiiinnnne. 28
ii— Reflected and its Reflectian.............cccccceevvnneeee. 29
iii— The Dialectics of C. Bettelheim....................... 31
C—THE “SOCIAL RELATIONS” OF C.
BETTELHEIM......ovviiiieee e, 33
D— RELATIONS OF PRODUCTION AND THE
LAW ettt 36
E— REFERENCES TO MARX AND LENIN .............. 40

F—THE ENDLESS CLASS STRUGGLE OF C.
BETTELHEIM......ooori, 47



PART I:

THE “REAL REVOLUTIONARY
CHARACTER” OF
C. BETTELHEIM



THE “REAL REVOLUTIONARY
CHARACTER” OF C. BETTELHEIM

In this article, we will discuss the preface daflzshuary
1974 of Professor Charles Bettelheim that he wifotehis
book entitled “Class Struggles in the USSR: Firstiétl 1917-
1923”

Those who are interested in the life story of Bmefessor,
while he was in USSR in 1936 during the famoudgiabout
how deeply he felt of the tremendous fears thatidated the
Soviet people, for those who want to learn aboig $tory, a
bad translation of the preface is available in Kigh]
“Birikim, Issue 30-31, August-September 1977, p&ge7.

We are concerned with our professor’s views and the
changes in his views. Let us take a look at them:



1— From the Primacy of Productive Forces
to the Primacy of “Social Relations”...

“The chief shortcoming of my writings of 1962-19k&s in
the fact that what is there treated as somethimtateid by
objective requirements is essentially related te tavel of
development of productive forces. Although the eptiof “the
nature of the productive forces” is mentioned iaseh writings,
the precise significance of the concept is not bkigped.
Consequently, it is not made clear that the maistaube to a
socially unified policy (of which the economic plaan only be
the means) consists not in the level of developnwnthe
productive forces but rather in the nature ofdbeninant social
relations—that is, both in the reproduction of the capitalist
division of labor andn_the ideological and political relations
which, while being an effect of this division, alsonstitute the
social conditions for this reproduction (by causingividuals
and enterprises to “function” as “subjects” whiaterd priority
to their own interests over the collective interdbe latter,
moreover, possibly being only momentary or illusiry is not
identified with the demands of a policy that realiyprks to
create the conditions for the disappearance ofgantatic class
interests.

What therefore fails to come out clearly in the tings
collected under the titl€he Transition to Socialist Economig
that the development of the productive forces camen by
itself, cause the capitalist forms of the divisiwinlabor, or the
other bourgeois social relations, to disappear. M¢ghaot said is
that only aclass struggledeveloping under the dictatorship of
the proletariat and correctly led—thanks to scfenti
experimentation on a mass scale and to theoretinzdysis—can
bring about the disappearancecabitalist economic relations
by attacking the capitalist division of labor arat, the same




7

time, the ideological and political relations that make it
possible for relations of exploitation and oppressito be
reproduced.

In Economic Calculation and Forms of Propertyn which
| mentioned that | was preparing an analysis of3beiet social
formation, | began to turn away from my previousipematic,
in which the disappearance of commodity and momdgtions
and the progress of socialist planning tended toséen as
dependent above all on the development of the ptivduforces
(this development being conceived, moreover, in esehat
unilinear fashion), and notfirst _and foremost, on the
revolutionization of social relations” (Ibid, page 14-17)

“In The Transition to Socialist Economywhich brings
together a series of writings produced between H6P1967, |
applied myself to showing the connection betweenekistence
of commodity and money relations, in Cuba as inUB&SR, and
of units of production which function, de facto, melative
independence of each other (despite the workireppnafconomic
plan), thus operating as “economic subjects] iid., page 16)

What does our Professor says in his writings of2196
19677? That, these writings came after the followiagpened:

I- Khrushchev and his gang appeared on the sane,
agricultural “masters” and accusing everyone faobdeying
the party rules,—for example, for failing to compigth the
decisions of the Congress of the CPSU and for eectdihg
things collectively—, and contrary to the decisitaisen by the
XIX. Congress of the CPSU in the field of agricuéu
immediately gone on “to plough the Virgin Landshus
derailing the Soviet economy;

ii- The machine tractor stations, the most impdrtan
instruments of production used in agriculture, weodd to
collective farms. This act expanded the commodity money
relations, instead of narrowing it; having theseanwe of
production in the hands of socialist state permitteeir rapid
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developments, their sale to kolkhozes t prevertex] &nd thus
transformation of kolkhoz into solkhozes were preed ...;

lii- on top of the inevitable results of these actseasures
were taken to make central planning impossibleraasform
centralised and interconnected production units o int
“independent subjects”; profitability for these tsnbeing used
as a means of financial control instead of the éighnational
level of profitability to which the profitability fothe individual
units must be subservient...

iv. On top of all these, and in relation to all she
increasing the relative weight of light industryckapassing
day while rhetorically appearing to accept the ithed the
primacy of heavy industry...

After Khrushchev and his gang came to power ane ha
done all that and more, our professor comes alodgeaplains
us the situation of the Soviet Union between 198@71with
the “level of productive forces”; thinks that sdsen would
sort out all its shortcomings by just “the devetgmt of its
productive forces”. These are his old views as @rpd by
him.

We have not personally examined all his works refiby
him in explaining his views. Let us add: we haveimention
to do so either!

In other words, while the direct aim and the resudt
Khrushcevites’ measures is to change the relatiofhs
production, to hamper the workings of the laws ofialist
economy and thus causing havoc in economy, ana eve
producing their first results for all to see in fioem of increase
of prices rather than decrease of prices as sswkialiemands,
while all these are happening our professor has aed still
sees, all the developments, all the problems in Sbeiet
economy, as a result of, being dependent on ‘dinsk foremost
of the development of the productive forces”.



Then...

Then, let there be light he said, and there wgt!liA new
day was born and the thoughts clarified. Now, el problems
were to be seen “first and above all in social trehes”, in
“their nature,” in their “revolutionisation”!

The succession of this “leap” in understanding @friilsm
achieved by our Professor from the decisiveness taed
primacy of productive forces to the decisiveness dne
primacy of social relations, is very interestingeed:

First, while the Khrushcevites were turning eveirygh
upside down, what is determinative, the essensal the
primacy of productive forces; and then, after ladltf and now,
and most likely to help contribute to turn evergthiupside
down , what is determinative, the essential is ghmacy of
“social relations”...

Let the reader learn thoroughly what these soelalions
are. Otherwise, they will never understand our gssbr. What
are these social relations? For the time being they the
capitalist division of labour, ideological divisiaf labour and
the ideological and political relations.

Although our professor found the ‘True Patimow, to
whom falls the responsibility for these old andsé&bpinions?

2— “Sources” of the Professor’s Old False
Opinions?

“As mentioned earlier, the simplified Marxism framtnich |
tried to break free was not something personal ¢ inhad

become that which the European sections of the dThir

* A pan to Turkish right wing “True Path Party”.
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International, departing further and further fromaniinism, had
caused to prevail in Europe, starting in the ed930s, at the
time when | began to think about the problems afisdsm.”
(ibid., page 19)

“The explicit revival of economistic theses whichasv
expressed in a particularly systematic way in thetings
mentioned abovdStalin’'s writings—My Note] needs to be
considered in two aspects—as the result of a prof@yvolution
of Russian society and the Bolshevik Party, anddnnection
with the new authority acquired by these thesesutin their
having been expounded by Stalin.” (ibid., page 37)

In short, the cause of all ills is the “economism”,
“mechanical approach”, etc..., that was led byi&tal
Of course, from this malady of economism suffelydhe
European parties, including the CPSU. Not a baddwier
uttered against the Asian parties.
Why? Let us now have a look at how our professorigaof
his illness of economism, and then we will underdta

3— How was C. Bettelheim Saved?

“If in 1962-1967 | did not set out the formulatiomgich |
now put forward, this was because | was still gitpinfluenced
by a certain conception of “Marxism” which has begidely
prevalent in Europe, and which is nothing but acgpdorm of
what Lenin called “economism.[8It was the lessons to be
drawn from the Cultural Revolution in China thaabled me to
carry further my break with economism and so t@stblish
contact with the revolutionary content of Marxism,content
masked and “overgrown” by the long years of ecomstimi
practice that have characterized the European labor
movement.[P(ibid, p. 16-17.)
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As | have said, it is in the course of these lagt years and,
in part, through thinking about the Cultural Revmn and its
significance, that | have come to take account more
systematically of what is implied by rejection ohet
“problematic of the productive forces,” that is, afconception
which unilaterally subordinates the transformatioh social
relations to the development of the productive dert (ibid,
p.16- 17.)

“Footnote 2

La Transition vers [I'économie socialistand Calcul
économique et formes de propriéldese two books also bear
the marks of two great social and political expeces—the
Chinese and Cuban revolutions, which | have folidwsely
since 1958 and 1960, respectively— and also ofr¢h@val of
Marxist thought in France. This revival has beemnsxted
especially with the increasingly widespread inflcerof Mao
Tse-tung's ideas and has been affected by the bmedk by L.
Althusser and his associates with the “economistic”
interpretation of Marx'€apital”” (Ibid., p. 48)

The ideas of Mao Tse-Tung, the lessons of the @lltu
Revolution and the contributions of L. Althusser..ere, the
paths of C. Bettelheim’s emancipation passes throigse.
And his partnership with the Chinese CommunistyPaggainst
the teachings of Stalin is symbolizes in the follaywvords:

‘It is understandable that the Chinese CommunistyPar
considered itself justified in saying, in the pgchlion On
Khrushchev's Phoney Communism and Its Historicalsaes
for the World “Stalin departed from Marxist-Leninist
dialectics in his understanding of the laws of glaguggle in
socialist society.”

See that.... What then, is to be done?
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4— “What is to be Done?” of C. Bettelheim.

“Three of the fundamental theses of the congealakigm
with which one must break in order to restore aetru
revolutionary character to historical and dialestimaterialism
concern (1) the basis of class relations, (2) thie of the
productive forces, and (3) the conditions for tkistence of the
state and for its “withering away.” | shall saytjasfew words
about these three theses and their objective idmalo and
political functions.” (ibid., p. 20)

Therefore, one should definitely break away frdrase
theses of “solidified Marxism,” *“simplified Marxism
“‘economism”, that contain “mechanical” approached ¢&us
restore “the true revolutionary character” of thstdrical and
dialectical materialism. However, what one shouhderstand
from restoring this “real revolutionary character"?

“Footnote 11:

Re-establishing contact” with the revolutionary o of
Marxism obviously does not mean “finding afreshidbs that
Marx and Engels allegedly formulated nearly a cgntago,
before the lessons were available that we can doday from
the class struggles which have taken place sinan.th
“Reestablishing contact” means getting rid of cqrioms that
are wrong in content (even though they may havmeddrue at
a certain period) and thus obstruct the developroémarxist
theory on the basis of the concrete analysis ascd#ruggles and
their effects. As Lenin wrote, discussing the atté of
revolutionary Marxists to Marxist theory: “We do tneegard
Marx's theory as something completed and inviotable the
contrary, we are convinced that it has only laid fbundation
stone of the science which socialistsust develop in all
directions if they wish to keep pace with life” (O
Programme,” irCW, vol. 4, pp. 211-212). (lbid., pp. 49)
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What interesting remarks...

The very thesis of “solidified Marxism” that ourd®essor
deems necessary to completely break away frompraasely
“the foundation stones” of Marxism. “Developingaktism”
in relation to these points may consist in dispigyithe
correctness of these foundation stones and thgtand only
on the basis of new historical data, or on the shasdi new
developments which would further display the cadmess of
these foundation stones, without touching them, hout
changing them, explaining these foundation stones variety
of different ways.

It is exactly for this reason that after submdtinis views
on the First thesis, our professor says:

“The above is nothing new, but quite literally, gturn to
Marx and Lenin” (ibid., p. 22)

So, “economism” led by Stalin, strayed from thesiba
fundamentals put forward by Marx and Engels moranth
hundred years ago, and yet these seemed corretttose
caught in this current of “economism”, these devrsd seemed
correct to them. Thus, what appear to be true, dnat
deviations from Marx and Engels, are, of coursashpd aside.
Very well , but why then these remarks about “depgient”?
Why are these references made to the experiencetasd
struggles that have taken place from the days afkxMa this
day?

Obviously, our Professor is hiding something ansbrigis
very flexible verbiage. Do you think what is beimgden is the
changing of the foundation stones by our Professor

Let us have a look at that now.
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THE THESIS OF C. BETTELHEIM

“Class relations and legal forms of ownership

The first thesis with which one has to breakhigt which
makes amechanistic my italics] identification of legal forms
of ownership with class relations, particularly wdethe
transition to socialism is concerned.

This thesis was explicitly expounded by Stalin is treport
on the draft constitution of the USSR, presentedNomember
25, 1936, to the Sevenfmust be §—my note] Congress of
Soviets of the USSR.

In his report, Stalin summed up the transforomabf forms
of ownership that had taken place in Russia dutfiegperiod
1924-1936. He showed that in this period legal gigv
ownership of the means of production and exchange had been
practically abolished, and replaced by two othemt® of
ownership—state property, which predominated inugtiy,
transport, trade, and banking; and collective-fgsroperty,
which predominated in agriculture; and he conclud&che
capitalist class in the sphere of industry hasex&s exist. The
kulak class in the sphere of agriculture has cetsedist, and
the merchants and profiteers in the sphere of thadle ceased
to exist. Thus all the exploiting classes have nbeen
eliminated.”

According to this report, there were now ortg tworking
class, the peasant class, and the intelligentdia, ‘wust serve
the people, for there are no longer any exploitiagses.”

Life has made it its business to show, or ratbeecall, that
changes in legal forms afwnership do not suffice to cause
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the conditions for the existence of classes andléss struggle
to disappear. These conditions are rooted, as MadxLenin
often emphasized, not in legal forms @fvnership but in
production relationsthat is, in the form of the social process
of appropriation, in the place that the form ofstlprocess
assigns to the agents of production—in fact, in rtblations
that are established between them in social pramuct

The existence of the dictatorship of the peoiat and of
state or collective forms of property is not enotigiabolish”
capitalist production relationand for the antagonistic classes,
proletariat and bourgeoisie, to “disappear.”...

It is because the task of the socialist revoiutis not
confined to transforming legal property relatioasd that what
is fundamental is to transformocial relations as a whole,
including production_relations, [my italics]... Thus, the
transition to socialism inevitably occupies a lopgriod of
history, and cannot be “accomplished” within a fgears.”
(ibid., page 20-22)

“The primacy of the development of the
productive forces

A second thesis characteristic of the simplifatiof
Marxism, which tended to impose itself during tl83Qs in the
European sections of the Third International, wes bf the
primacy of the development of the productive forces

In a very general form, Stalin set the thesisoading to
which the productive forces are the driving fordehgstory
forth in his essay of September 1938 entitled “&gtital and
Historical Materialism,” in which he wrote. “Firsthe
productive forces of society change and developl ten,
dependingon these changes amdconformity with themmen's
relations of production, their economic relatiotisange.”
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The thesis thus formulated does not deny the oblthe
class struggle-a so far as there is a society in which
antagonistic classes confront one another—but agdsghis to
the secondary level: the class struggle intervexseentially in
order to smash production relations that hinder the
development of the productive forces, thus engemgenew
production relations which conform to the needs tbé
development of the productive forces.

One can certainly find passages in Marx which sag@
similar problematic: but his work as a whole shadwat, for
him, the driving force of history is the class struggad that,
as long as classes exist, it is through conflietsveen classes
thatsocial relations[my italics] are transformed; it shows also
that socialist social relations can arise only tiglo class
struggle. Similarly, Lenin would never have beerealn
formulate his theory of “the weakest link in thepemialist
chain"—the theory which explains why a proletarian
revolution could take place Russia—#, like the Mensheviks,
he had held to a conception which put the mairsstan the
development of the productive forces, since, adgngrtb this
conception, a proletarian revolution could not hrapp
elsewhere than in the most highly industrializedraaes.

The thesis of the primacy of the productive forpesvents
one from wusing rigorously the concepts of histdrica
materialism, and leads to incorrect political fofations, such
as this one, put forward by Stalin in the abovetgd@ssay: “If
it is not to err in policy, the party of the praeht must both in
drafting its programme and in its practical aciest proceed
primarily from the laws of development of productidrom
the laws of economic development of society.” The
conception of the productive forces developed iis tvay
certainly gave rise to a number of difficulties whé came to
fitting it into the theses of historical materiatisas a whole;
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but it was a necessary corollary to the thesis tlbe
disappearance from the USSR of exploiting classex]
therefore also of exploited ones.

The connection between these theses is seenxdanpde,
when Stalin writes that, “the basis of the relasioof
production under the socialist system ... is th@as@wnership
of the means of production. Here there are no loegploiters
and exploited . . . Here the relations of productimlly
correspond to the state of productive forces ... ”

Ideologically and politically, these two theses tme
disappearance of exploiting and exploited classeéhe USSR
and on the primacy of the development of the prbodec
forces, have contributed to blocking any organiaetion by
the Soviet proletariat to transform tpeoduction relations—
[my italics], that is, to destroy the existing forms of thegass
of appropriation, the basis for the reproduction aéss
relations, and build a new process of appropriatexciuding
the social division between the function of managetmand
that of execution, the separation between manuadlnaental
labor, and the differences between town and couatrg
between workers and peasants—in short, to desthmy t
objective basis for the existence of classes. .hid(ipp. 23-
25))

As it can be seen, although our professor talksiagoing
back to Marx and Lenin, he comes out with intenggti
interpretations of Marxism. He offers interesting
interpretations of the foundation stones of Marxism

Under these conditions, the most appropriate noeihido
look at the foundation stones of Marxism, and $e¢leey need
to be changed. Only then, may we clearly comprelmentbgic
or absence of any logic.




18
-111-

MEANING OF THESES OF C.
BETTELHEIM

Although C. Bettelneim promises to restore theetru
revolutionary character of the dialectical and dmsal
materialism, and although he has undertaken tor dlea
ground from economist weeds so that we can usedheepts
of the dialectical and historical materialism prdpewith a
fighting sprite, we find all these conceptions quilifficult to
comprehend— it must be because we have ourselves be
extremely influenced by the concepts of this infaso
economism of Stalin. Therefore, when considerirgvilews of
our professor we shall act in accordance with thacjple
“repetition is the mother of learning” and shalpeat our views
about the foundation stones of Marxism and of aauns shall
look at whether these old views needs to be changeat. It
will then be easier to comprehend our professor.

A— ON PRODUCTION

Material life of society, its existence is prima§piritual
life of society, the ideological life is secondaiya derivative,
a reflection of this material life.

There are many elements of the material life afiety.
Nevertheless, among them production determines the
physiology of the society and in the final analysise
ideological life of society.
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When we consider production, we see that it isi@n of
productive forces and relations of production. That
production is possible only through a relationshgtween the
productive forces and the relations of productiavihich
relation we shall not currently determine. In orttedetermine
the characteristics of the relationship between pgregluctive
forces and relations of production, we will firsgtpnsider the
two sides of this relationship separately:

Productive forces: Productive forces, considered in
isolation from the relations of production, that ii$ isolation
from the social forms and characteristics whichyttgain
during the process of production due to their r@hato the
relations of production, they present to us thatr@hship of
humans with nature

Productive forces are made up of following fastor

“The elementary factors of the labour-process arehé
personal activity of man,e., work itself, 2, the subject of that
work, and 3, its instruments.” (Karl Marx, Capitdblume 1,
Part 3: The Production of Absolute Surplus Valuba@er 7:
The Labour-Process and the Process of ProducingluSur
Value, Section 1: The Labour-Process or the Praaluctf Use-
Values, p.157, Fourteenth Edition, William Glaishetd., High
Holbron London, 1912)

Of these (2) and (3), i.e., subject of productiogether
with the tools of production, are also called meanfs
production. People using the tools of productiom fbe
purposes of production change the subject of pittmlucThe
humans’ individual activity, the activity to changee subject
of production by using the tools of production(13, i.e., the
“work itself” - when taken socially, this is the fmans, the
toilers who have a certain production experienad amcertain
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capacity of work skill, who are the fundamental qurctive
force of society.

In other words, the productive forces are madeofuthe
means of production that consists of the subjecpaduction
and the instruments of production and of humans prioduce
by working with and on the means of production.

The developments in production considered indepeithyl
from the relations of production, from their soci@rms,
consists of technical and organisational develogmen
production and parallel to these developments, he t
development of people’s work skills. A continuous
development in the instruments of production, ia subjects
of production modified using these instruments afdpiction
and in the work skills, productive capability ofqmée engaged
in production using these instruments of production

Relations of production, confers some features to
productive forces; features which are not in th@ture. As
long as these features are not taken into accomat,can
analyse the developments of productive forces cetalyi
independent of the relations of production and a® @o so in
detail.

What are the developments in the instruments of
production, what are the developments in the stbjed
production (“raw materials”), how is production argsed in
the places of production subject to these developsne we
can examine all these without the need to refehdorelations
of production. All these form the various subjeofsnatural
sciences, technology and management.

Production _relations: production, the struggle of man
with nature for the purpose of production, his udeit—
relationship of men with nature—cannot be conduchsd
individuals on their own, by individuals who arel@pendent
of each other. Production is a social activity, ethis carried
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out by people jointly, and thanks to the sociahtiehships
they establish with each other during and throdmé activity.

That is why production is always social productishatever
the conditions under which it is conducted. Thisoaineans
that production can only be conducted within tterfework of
certain relationships, which arise amongst the |geop

Relations of production provide us with the relasbips
formed mutually between the people in the productimcess,
the relations between people. These relationshigs loe
relationships of mutual aid amongst people freemfro
exploitation; can be relationships of domination dan
submission; or can be a form of transition from ayge of
relation of production to another.

Whenever we attempt to examine as to what kindg of
relationship is the relations of production thadefined as the
relationships formed mutually by men in the process
production, we immediately see that we have to teke
consideration the means of production. Because, the
relationships entered by men in the production ggeccan
only be determined by their relations to the meanis
production. Who are the owners of the means of yotoh;
who controls the means of production, the wholeiespcor
some individuals, groups or classes who use thensne&
production to exploit some other individuals, grsupr
classes?

It can thus be observed clearly that the contynuait
development in the productive forces, leaves itc@lto the
continuity of destruction in the case of the relas of
production. Why these destructions occur, whathis old
relations of production, why was it replaced withist new
relations of production... all these cannot be taketo
consideration and cannot be understood withoutneggto the
developments in the productive forces. Withoutnrgfg to the
state of the productive forces, to the developmentshe
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productive forces, not even one word can be saaltathe
state of the relations of production and their desion; they
cannot be understood at all. However, the relatiafs
production that can be understood thanks to this, land on
their own, form the subject of political economyheTsubject
of political economy is the relations of productidvioreover,
what is meant by the economic structure of soagefyrecisely
the relations of production. In class societieg, télations of
production are the relations between classes. Agemwof the
means of production, the capitalists, those whaatoown the
means of production, the proletarians and the algitsociety
which is formed through the relations between them.

1— Dialectics of Productive Forces—Relations of
Production

Production, just like everything else, is a relasioip. For
this reason, it has two opposite sides. Producti®na
relationship between these two opposite sides. Ueioe
forces (the men’s relationship with nature), anthtrens of
production (relationship between men themselves).

i— Affirmative-Negative (Positive, negative). Primg
secondary. Base, consequence.

We have examined above the two aspects of productio
separately and in a certain context. Doing thishaee noted
that:

The productive forces demonstrate a continuous
development. The productive forces can be examimetktail
without reference to the relations of production.



23

The relations of production, on the other handpaiestrate
a continuous destruction and without reference e t
productive forces we cannot have any opinion abteat
relations of production.

Only these would have been more than enough teeptm
a person who declare high and loud that he wiltores“the
true revolutionary character of dialectics” that ithis
relationship the productive forces is the affirmatiside, the
primary side, the base. Relations of productiontlus other
hand, is the negative, destructive side, secondaing
consequence, a derivative of the productive forces.

ii— The Reciprocal Action

Opposites reciprocally affect each other. Thosetsgithe
masters of dialectics who just see this recipracéibn and do
not bother to look beyond this, at one time talk the
determining influence of one of the opposites, atdother
times talk of the determining influence of the otleé the
opposites in this reciprocal action of the oppasitéhat is they
get lost in a vicious circle. However, the reci@baction of
the opposites can only have a meaning and can baly
understood within the framework of the relationshvpe have
dealt with before. Those who get stuck on the recial action
between opposites and do not bother to find outt \kimal of a
base this reciprocal action arises on, can newsrpeehend
this reciprocal action itself.

Productive forces develop if the framework of thations
of production within which they function is suitabto their
development, if these relations of production aréble to the
quality of productive forces. However, preciselyedio this
development, because of this primary development
productive forces, this development that occurdewtglations

of
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of production has not changed, has not developed,as a
result remained as before, gives rise to a disampato
unsuitability between the productive forces andhatrehs of
production. The effect of the relations of prodaoti which
have not developed and remained as before, ismeffect that
supports the development of the productive forbes, on the
contrary, becomes an effect that hinders their Idpwmeent.
The elimination of the discrepancy created by teeetbpment
of productive forces while the relations of prodoctremains
the same as before, the formation of relations rotipction
suitable to the advanced productive forces becamescessity.
That is what happens. The old relations of productare
destroyed. New relations of production are formeitiable to
the productive forces, which have developed beftire
collapse of the old relations of production. As tigv relations
of production are suitable to the developed pradedbrces,
to the quality of the new productive forces, itdeefs on
productive forces are once more positive and pasiti
influence their further development. Until the sapreblems
arise once again.

In short, what develops first, what is primary iset
productive forces. What is then destroyed, whaeondary, is
the relations of production that changes to sutheodemands
of the productive forces.

Only when the relations of production which are in
reciprocal action with the productive forces aréadile to the
nature of the productive forces can they influertbeir
development in a positive direction. And they doirsituence
them.

And the opposite. When the relations of productios not
suitable to the nature of the productive forcesah only
influences their development in a negative directitherefore,
their destruction and replacement become a negessit
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2—The Dialectics of C. Bettelheim.

Our professor explains to us that he has writtditles
about the problems of the socialist economy betwis#9-67
and that in his writings he has linked the prolderhsocialist
economy to the backwardness of the productive $eree
because he sees the productive forces as primatgrnaining.

After Khrushchev sold the MTI's to the Kolkhoze$ieh
Stalin considers to be a step backward; after hdenthe
profitability of the enterprises the basis of eamypalthough it
is no more than a sub-section of the national fability, and
the the main task of which is to monitor the work tbe
enterprises ... after, that is, the Khrushcevitestead of
developing the relations of production in accoragamgth the
development of productive forces, and thus strikangammer
blow to the development of the productive forcesir o
professor, in the name of primacy of the productiveces,
keeping a blind eye to all these, linked all theljpems of the
Soviet economy to the backwardness of the prodeidorces.
Now, by assimilating the Chinese experiences heealrat a
total opposite position. Not the primacy of the doctive
forces, but primacy of social relations. From undhbrs
primacy of social relations many a hidden gems wafpear.
Here, though, just the following must be stated:

Our professor's “social relations” alongside theoidgical
and political relations includes tltvision of labour andthe
relations of production. What our professor understands from
the relations of production is a problem in its®¥ife shall look
into this later on. However, as we are not a vergvedgeable
Marxist like our professor, and for now, we willsasne that he
does not understand the same thing as what sheahlyane,
every simple man must understand from the relatiohs
production. Otherwise, it becomes rather imposgibl@dvance
in any way at all.
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Because, if we do not presume thus, we come athess
following impossible position. In a subject mattbat forms
one of the founding stones of Marxism, that is, réslations of
the productive forces to the relations of produttione of the
definite conclusions of Marxism, that is the prayapriority
of the productive forces in this relationship, dnofessor is
proposing the primacy, priority of the relations pbduction
which he considers to be a part of the socialioaiat

Thus, our professor turns upside down, revises ajrthe
foundation stones of Marxism.

We are here blaming C. Bettelneim with airing a
revisionist thesis although he never yet mentiahed

Because he has so far never defended the primbcy o
relations of production by putting the productifieeces and
the relations of production in opposition to onetaer.

What does he do?

He attacks the political-ideological relationshipisrough
the class struggle.... and thus changes the ecarrefations

What does he do?

He opposes the productive forces to a categornief
invention which he calls social relations and iis thpposition
he defends the primacy of the social relations. \Wues this
category of social relations contain? It contaihe fclass
struggle that is a political category, it contaihge political-
ideological relations and it contains the relatiohgproduction
that is an economic category, that is it contaiasryghing
under the sky.

We rely on the understanding of these, and weaelyhe
concepts and conclusions of historical materialiswhich our
author promised to restore its revolutionary chi@racve are
forced to adapt our professor to them, and only tban we
uncover and expose his revisionism.
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Let us continue. Because, although the revisior$re.
Bettelheim has already showed up, the interestaagufes of
this revisionism still remain hidden.

B— ON CLASS STRUGGLE

Material life of society, its existence is prima§piritual
life of society, the ideological life of society secondary, a
derivative of, a reflection the material life afcsety.

There are many factors of the material life of istyc
Nature, geography, population, production, etc. kE\mav,
amongst the factors of the material life of sociahd in the
final analysis, the production is the factor, tHatermines the
spiritual life of society.

When we considered production, we saw that this is
relation, has two opposite sides and analysed sspects of
this relationship of opposites.

When we consider the life of the society, we c@omss a
similar situation. The social life is also made @b a
relationship between two contrasting types of ddisies.

The material life of society and the spirituagldf society.

The factors of the spiritual life of society atecamany and
different:

The whole world of ideas; political, legal, phitghical,
literary, artistic ... and all the institutions amdganisations
established in accordance with these....

What is class struggle? Class struggle is politics

The relations of production and the relations of
distribution, determined by them, determines thenemic
structure of society, its physiology.

As much as the relations of distribution embody
differences in accordance with the demands of ¢tedions of
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production, the physiology of society express class
differentiation. The relations of production leadsa specific
relations of distribution, thus a physiology of sy suitable to
this relations of distribution is formed. The diweis of society
into classes is a result of the relations of préiduc and
distribution (and so is the family organizationttisapart of the
physiology of the society).

To the extend that the relations of production leadocial
and class differentiations, social production ishimgg but the
relationship between the classes.

After all this, let us consider this relationshyetween
opposites, which we have analysed as part of auwdtysbf
production, in another way, by looking into theat@nship
between the material and spiritual life of society.

I— Relations of Reflection

The relations, which are included in the categofy o
reflection, are the relations of the world of shadpthe world
of lights, turned upside down having passed thrauggns, the
world of reflections, reflected by a mirror. Thengaelations of
the world of images. A world of relations where iking
stands on its head, everything is turned upside ndow

Political relations, political struggle, classugjgle belongs
to such a world of relations.

Political struggle, class struggle is a strugg@eried on in
such a world.

Economic structure of society forms the classé® t
interests of which clash, and force them to figiitheother.

However, this struggle between classes, conductethe
economic interests, cannot be carried out in then@wmic
spheredirectly as a class struggle. This struggle between
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classes can only be carried out iniadirect way, assuming
the form of political struggle and being foughttive political
arena. This struggle, the class struggle, can balgarried out
in a world where the already existing economic reges
assume the form of political ideas and politicajaorizations,
that is in a political word.

That is why, those who just look at the world ofifes,
and do not comprehend this world as a world of siadg
images, reflections, do not comprehend the neefintb out
images of what, reflections of what this world isde up of,
that is, those who do not comprehend the econongmaand
the economic source of the political struggle, khtimat history
is the product of the political ideas and politicajanizations,
and moreover of the “great” people.

The world of politics is a world of shadows, a ldor
inhabited by shadows of the world of economics.

The world of politics is a world of reflections, waorld
inhabited by the reflections of the world of econcsn

The world of politics is a world of lights whichabe
passed through a lens, a world of lights the soafaghich is
the world of economics and which have passed thr@ubpns.

ii— Reflected and its Reflection

A reflection does not have a life, a movement tisat
independent of the life and movement of that of which it is a
reflection. After all, it is a reflection, a prody@ derivative, a
shadow of something else. It is clear that its ifdependent
of that thing is impossible.

However, once a reflection appears, it may alseeha
movement with its own specific features, its ownveraent
relatively independentof the thing it was reflected from.
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A movement of reflection that cannot be independdnt
the thing it was reflected from, a movement ofeetiion which
in the final analysis has to comply with the densnthe
changes, the developments of the thing it wasctdtl from, a
movement of reflection that has a relative indegeicd of that
of which it is a reflection. Because the reflectioas its own
relatively independent movement from the thing thave it
birth, that has caused its appearance, once tkifh&ppened,
once the reflection has emerged, also means thamay
influence and do actually influence the thing itaigeflection
of.

The reflected forms its reflection and once tleiection is
formed, a mutual interaction arise between these two.
Considered within this mutual interaction, now teé#ected is
seen as the cause while its reflection as anteffieen, later,
the reflection is seen as the cause, while theatdt is seen as
the effect. Cause becomes effect and effect becomese. As
long as the interaction continues, the transforomatf cause
and effect from one to other also continues andrit&vidual
is lost within a vicious cycle of mutual interacticand cannot
explain the relationship between these oppositeshréak the
vicious circle of mutual interaction, what is refled, what is
reflection, what is the foundation, what is its gwot must be
determined.

The reflected is the economic infrastructure tredlects
itself in the political ideas and political strucds. Reflection is
the political superstructure, which is the reflentiof the
economic infrastructure. The movement of the pulti
superstructure is not independent of the moveménthe
economic infrastructure. The political superstruetdoes not
have an independent development, an independertidifause
it is a product, a derivative, a reflection of tkeonomic
infrastructure. Yet, once a political superstruetis born, it
also gains its own relatively independent movemésatpown
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relatively independent life and affects the ecoromi
infrastructure.

The political superstructure may affect the ecomomi
infrastructure in three different ways:

() In the same direction as the line of developnod the
economic infrastructure

(2) In opposite direction to the line of developrhef the
economic infrastructure

(3) Applying a line formulated by the political stture as
distinct from the specific lines of development gested by its
economic infrastructure.

From these, (3) has to transform into either (1}2)r In
the final analysis, (2) has to perish, leavinglte to (1).

ii— The Dialectics of C. Bettelheim

Our Professor places the productive forces andckass
struggle in opposition to each other. Moreover,elxamines
the problem within the framework of what the driyiforce of
history is, not within the framework of which oné these
opposites he would give priority to. He says theidg force
of history is class struggle. This is all very wéllt what is the
“driving force” of the class struggle?

To better understand the logic of our professdruke go
further back from where he rejected the primacy tloé
productive forces and proposed the class struggtheamotive
force.

Going thus further back we see that our Professat h
previously proposed the following: to use the clsisaggle to
attack the political-ideological relations and thdilsanks to
these, to change the economic relations. In otredsy first
the class struggle, then economic changes...
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In fact, this view that the class struggle is thgngary, is
the first, and the economic relations is the summesis the
secondary, are very clearly formulated and put éodras “the
primacy of the social relations”.

Our Professor puts the productive forces and tleids
relations” against each other, in opposition tcheather and in
this relationship grants to social relations ptigriprimacy,
being first, being the predecessor. In additiortheoextent that
the social relations include the “political-idecicg” relations,
our professor demands that the political superstracshould
have the priority, not the economic infrastructure.

For our professor, the reflected is not the ecowomi
infrastructure; it is the political superstructurthe class
struggle.

Thus, our professor inverts another one of the dation
stones of Marxism, places it on its head and retise

Thus, we encounter an interesting result of thengse of
our professor of return to Marx.

If the class struggle is primary, the first... If tlodass
struggle itself is the source of the changes todbenomic
relations... where does this class struggle ortgihaVhere is
its origin? What has lead to the class struggle?

Our professor cannot ask such questions, becaugeniio
the source, the origin of economic changes is ldgscstruggle,
it is the class struggle which leads to economi&nges, here
can be found the origin of the economic changesisTthe
class struggle of our professor has to become ss dauggle
that is groundless, with its feet in the air, asslatruggle that
falls from the sky. And, it is thus.

It turns out that, our professor during his attemapteturn
to Marx could not help himself and stop at Marx aneht so
far back as to his French ancestors, to the predstar
historians. The definite result of the promise of professor to
return to Marx is nothing but this.
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C—THE “SOCIAL RELATIONS” oFC.
BETTELHEIM

What are the “social relations” of our professor?

Division of labour, relations of production, podil-
ideological relations and therefore the class sfirigAll of
these.

That is, the economic and political concepts hagenb
dumped together. Economic and political concepige Hzeen
unified absolutely. They are altogether the “soa¢dtions”.

Anything wrong in this? No.

Are not relations of production, these economiatrehs
social relations? They are social relations.

Is not the class struggle, these political relagjosocial
relations? They are social relations.

Then there should not be a problem at all!

Nevertheless, there are problems. That is becathse;
communal (social) life is divided into two. Failute@ take into
consideration this division into two, not to do sthvery

“simple” thing, is pregnant to a pile of problems.

Precisely because of this, when our professoradeslthe
productive forces and social relations as two ojpessand
places one face to face with the other, we end ithp avpile of
problems.

The opposition between the productive forces atations
of production is an opposition that is specificemnomic life
of society. In this opposition what is the primawhat is
derived from the primary, what is secondary must
determined. Does our professor address this opugit~ar
from it. However, what does he do? He puts agaash other

be
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the social relations within which he has includeel productive
forces and production relations, and then he dgiegrimacy,
the priority to the social relations; therefore,dawhen the
relation of the productive forces and relationgpaiduction is
considered, the relations of production is decla®de the
primary, while the productive forces are declaredbe a
derivative of the relations of production.

This was the first revision of our professor, whieé have
identified; the first example of standing Marxism s head.
Exposing this revision of Marxism was quite easgc&use our
professor has put against each other the socetiart which
includes the productive forces and relations ofdpodion and
had granted priority to social relations. Thinggeva little bit
confused when the relationship between the economic
infrastructure and the political superstructure wassidered.
Why?

Because, the economic infrastructure is the relatiof
production. The relations of production determine telations
of exchange and distribution, that is, all the egoit
infrastructure of society. In other words, the emoic
infrastructure of society means the relations ofipction.

However, our professor have dumped the economic and
political relations together, unified them absolytecalled
them the “social relations” and put them in oppositto the
productive forces.

Therefore, within this opposition, within the opfms of
the productive forces and the social relationss, itnpossible to
understand the views of our professor regarding the
relationship between the economic infrastructurel ahe
political superstructure. To understand this, thsra need for
something more. That is, the views of our profesegarding
the relationships between the elements that hadmnsswithin
the framework of social relations must be knowneDRa this
need, we had to refer to our professor’'s idea efdhanging
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the “economic relations.... by attacking the ideotadjiand

political relations, ... using the correctly ledss$ struggle” and
by relying on this idea of his we proved that wiensidering
the relationship between the economic infrastrectamd the
political super-structure, he supports the ideghefpriority of

the political superstructure.

This was the second revision of our professor, whie
have identified; the second example of standingxidar on its
head. In order to expose the understanding of oofegsor,
firstly, we had to start from his melting of theoeomic and
political concepts in the pot of social relatiomsd uniting
them in absolute terms in this pot of social relas. Then, we
had to move by looking into how he separated aothtisd
these concepts from each other, which he melte¢damot of
social relations in the first place, and how hesidered the
relationships between these *“social relations” imithhis
isolation. And yet again and once more, this ofpjws
between the productive forces and the politicatrehs (social
relations) has appeared in front of us. Our prafebas refused
the priority of the productive forces. Instead daqging the
economic infrastructure (relations of productiom@nd the
political superstructure (class struggle) agairgtheother, he
placed the productive forces and the class struaggénst each
other and refused the priority of the productivecés. To the
extent that the productive forces are precedenh®frelations
of production and the relations of production arecpdent of
the class struggle, it has been proven once admeh dur
professor rejects the priority of the economicasfructure.

Therefore, an idea in the huge mass of no ideasuof
professor has clearly started to show itself.

Relations of production.

The productive forces, and the social relationsciviare a
sickening mixture of the economic and politicalateins are
put against each other.
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The productive forces and the class struggle aragainst
each other.

Where is the place of the relations of productidh@re is
none!

This is obviously a very wrong conclusion.

Relations of production have its place: it has @elas a
part of social relations which are an opposite argrecedent
of the productive forces, and it has a place asravative, as a
reflection of the class struggle within these so@kations. Just
as this class struggle is a class struggle lacksn@conomic
foundation, with its feet in the air, so do thestations of
production, considered not as a derivative of thadpctive
forces but as its precedent, also exists as raRtbproduction
with its feet in the air.

Let us now see how the relations of production ifaithis
world of C. Bettelheim, which stands on its head.

D— RELATIONS OF PRODUCTION AND
THE LAW

C. Bettelheim under the title “class relations dedal
forms of ownership”, said:

“Changes in legal forms of ownership is not suédi for
the disappearance of the conditions of existenadaskes and
class struggle”, because “the origins of” the erskt of
classes and class struggle... “lies in the relatiorfs
production.”

The origins of the conditions of existence of csssnd
class struggle are in the relations of productibnat is very
true. Let us forget about such the elasticisedcepts as
“adequacy”. The stupidity of the logic of | madeaages to
law, therefore | abolished the classes, while ridlations of
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production remain the same, is clear to all. Howrexd a
determination it is to say how stupid a logic itasclaim such a
thing.

What is happening? Have we said that a great dasaid
thing, which he did not in fact say? Did we, dueotr own
“mechanical materialism”, throw at this great “dietical
materialist” the mud of reversing Marxism, which d@es not
actually do???

Let us see.

Until now, we have not directly touched upon Stalin
words and views. Now, it is both mandatory, and/vweseful.

Our professor talks about Stalin’s famous speeclihen
Stalin’s Constitution. Let us first of all havel@k at what
Stalin said and how:

Firstly, Stalin records the changes in the Soviememy,
and accordingly in the class structure of Sovieibdn

“Such, in the main, are the changes which haventakace
in the sphere of oueconomyduring the period from 1924 to
1936.

In conformity with these changes in the econoniiedf the
U.S.S.R,, theclass structureof our society has also changed.
“(Leninism, J. V. Stalin, On The Draft Constitutioof the
USSR, II. Changes in the Life of the USSR in theideefrom
1924 to 1936, p. 380-405, Eng., 1942 Edition, Imkéional
Publishers, New York.)

Then he examines how these changegeftected in the
new Constitution.

“How are all these changes in the life of the UR.S
reflected in the draft of the new Constitution?

In drafting the new Constitution, the Constidnt
Commission proceeded from the proposition that restitution
must not be confused with a program... Whereas aranog
speaks of that which does not yet exist, of thatiwhas yet to



38

be achieved and won in the future, a constitution, the
contrary, must speak of that which already existshat which
has already been achieved and won now, at therrase. A
program deals mainly with the future, a constitutigith the
present.

Thus, the draft of the new Constitution is a sumnwdrthe
path that has been traversed, a summary of thes gdinady
achieved. In other words, it is the registratiord degislative
embodiment of what has already been achieved amd iwo
actual fact.” “(Ibid., p. 380-405.)

What does Stalin's say?

First, economic relations have changed; hence,class
structure has also changed. Now the time has comeflect
these in the political superstructure, the law, ¢bastitutional
law. The time has now come to record legally thances
already emerged in economic and class structure.

First, the economic infrastructure changes, then in
accordance with the demands of this change thetigadli
superstructure is changed.

Now let us consider to what our professor is doing.

We have mentioned above what Stalin has done. gt v
clear even to the world's most stupid man, and ¥&t,
Bettelheim is a great person who has undertakeetton the
true revolutionary character to the dialectical amsltorical
materialism... However, look at him now see whahas made
Stalin do: It turns out that Stalin had explainkd thanges in
the “legal forms of ownership”, i.e., the changasproperty
relations that came into being between 1924-1988),tand on
the basis of these changes he declares that “ansiigo
classes” and “capitalist relations of production’avh
disappeared.

What is this?
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This is to reverse Stalin’s approach, make it standts
head, and declare it is Stalin’s approach.

What is this?

It is to declare the approach of C. Bettelheim, vitnms
the fundamental theses of historical materialisraidg down
as Stalin’s approach.

Our professor claims that Stalin begins with legf@nges
and declares the old class and the old relatiopsazfuction to
be no more because of these legal changes. Batitri who
propose to starts with “the class struggle”, usthg calls
struggle attack the ideological-political relatipribus attack
the legal relations...and thus change the relatbdpsoduction.

The approach that he attributes to Stalin is exdg own
logic. So much so that, he does criticise Stalitoashy he is
making changes in law while the relations of prduiurc
remain the same. Why? Because, his own logic regtiim to
act exactly in that way. He does not criticize tlaats cannot
be changed while the old relations of productiomams the
same, his critic is that the legal changes are ‘ad#quate”.
Here is the wisdom of this elastic “not adequat&hich has
no place here. For C. Bettelheim, it is quite ndrivamake
changes in law, in property relations while the ptdduction
relations continue as before. However, this is “adéquate”.
to change the relations of production, to changssds, Why?
Because first comes political change, then the gbsirto the
“relations of production” and to classes. Well, tlaev has
changed, but... the time has not yet come to dedine
antagonistic classes, to destroy the capitalistdymtion
relations. They will disappear sometime “later”.rsEi the
relations of production and the classes “will bestoeyed”
legally, then... the not legal, the “real” relatsoaf production
and classes will be destroyed.

Therefore, there was no need to our initial feamaking a
mistake. Our professor continue to think with thgi¢ we have
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identified, moreover, he makes Stalin do thingBna with his
own reverse logic, moreover, he accuses Stalinoofggeven
further than himself, that is, thinking that by nrak legal
changes he has also destroyed the old economicclasd
structure as well.

Good, but what about those correct views of C.dBedim,
which we have identified?

What about those correct views that the originsthef
existence of class struggle is in the productidati@ns, that is
in the economic relations?

Either these are correct views which contradiceswvtinole
logic of our professor, or these are views which
contradict the logic of our professor, they areyorrrect in
appearance, but in fact they are totally wrong #rely are
wrong views formulated in accordance with the dessaaof
the logic of our professor.

As these views correct in appearance were put fohaba
place where the whole system of logic of our predeswas
defended, let us for the time being decide that sbeond
choice would be the only way out of this dilemmal det us
continue.

E— REFERENCES TO MARX AND
LENIN

References to Marx and Lenin by Our professor who
promised to return to Marx and Lenin are very ledly. Let us
take a look at to these limited references:

1— In order to justify his views expressed undex title
“the priority (primacy—my note) of the development
productive forces”, he refers to Marx in a fooot
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“Footnote 37: ibid., p. 244. Everybody knows thaarklin
his “Critique of the Gotha Programimenentions about the
“bourgeois limitations” which affects the distrilbat of goods
during the “first phase of communism”, but, thigritation” is
not linked to the level of productive forces, batthe “slavish
dependence to the individual’s division of laboarid the social
relations which prevents the development of thedpctve
forces suitable to them. (Marx and Engels, Sele@edks in 3
Volumes, V. 3, p. 18-19.)"

According to our professor, what does Marx do?

As regards the first stage of communism, he links t
bourgeois constraints which continue their existeimt the
sphere of distribution, not to the “level” of pradive forces,
but to the division of labour and to the “socidat®ns” which
correspond to these.

“Everyone knew” all of these, he says. They doytde.
We also know that they do. But still, let us readrkl

“... Right can never be higher than the econonmicctire of
society and the cultural development thereby deterth
(underlined by us).

... after labour, from a mere means of life, hadfitsecome
the prime necessity of life; after the productieecks have also
increased with the all-round development of theviddal, and
all the springs of co-operative wealth flow moreuadantly—
only then can the narrow horizon of bourgeois rigitfully left

behind...” (Critique of the Gotha Programme, London,

Lawrence & Wishart Limited, p.14)

The bourgeois limitation, which is mentioned by our

professor, is a bourgeois right that inevitablysexn the field
of distribution and in the first stage of communisbbnder
bourgeois conditions of production this right, tpignciple of
equal right and its practice are in contradictitm.the first
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stage of communism, this principle and its praciige no
longer in contradiction.

What determines the right? Economic structure of
society—and the level of culture of society, whidh
determined by this economic structure.

When can communism put an end to the bourgeoid, righ
overcome its narrow limits?

After the productive forces have increased, aner @l the
springs of co-operative wealth have flown more alauntly,
and only and only after then, after succeeding.th{§his also
means the development of people’ production skills,
production knowledge, the development of individuaho are
part of the productive forces.) Therefore, when tutural
development, which is determined by the econonriacgire,
and the development of the consciousness whicbwoftom
behind the economic development, makes it possibés the
narrow limits of the bourgeois right, the bourgelais will be
left behind.

However, our professor find the necessary element t
overcome the narrow limit of bourgeois right, ins hown
invention, in the “social relations” and since #ilese are
invented to deny the primacy of the productive égrcinstead
of the primacy of the productive forces in overcogithe
narrow limits of bourgeois right, the primacy ofotsal
relations” thesis is put forward, and without thst Ibit of
shame Marx is declared to be saying this.

The same thing befell to Lenin as well:

According to our professor, Lenin has producedtkigsis
of the weak link of imperialism by denying the tisesf the
primacy of the productive forces. He says that sit the
economists who defend the thesis of the primacythef
productive forces; had Lenin acted like the ecostsnand
defended the thesis of the primacy of productiveeds, he
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would never had been able to formulated the thefdiise weak
link of imperialism ...............

While the economists have such enemies, what need d
they have of having friends...

When the subject matter is productive forces, the
difference between Marxism and Economism is nothe
thesis of the priority of productive forces. Thanpmacy, the
priority of productive forces is thabc of Marxism. There is
not even an atom difference between Economism asckism
in regard to this subject. The differences startrvbonclusions
are drawn from this. It starts in the political aadonomic
conclusions drawn from this. One can get this at dorrect
teaching of Marxism and come to thousands of wrong
conclusions and who does not know that historylilsdf such
examples. We cannot say our professor... becaudeifinal
analysis all he does is to distort the teachinfylafxism about
“politics as the determining factor”

In this context, it would be sufficient to say tlbout our
professor’s objection to the demand that the paolket party in
its programme and practice must, first of all, iachccordance
with the laws of development of production: a “padf the
proletariat”, dear professor, that does not acbatngly is a
contradiction in terms. Is it not so... if one @ 1going to act in
accordance with the laws of economic developmédnthey
will not be obeyed, if these will not form the bm%if one’s
actions... why then establish “the proletariat” party

2— Our professor refers to Lenin in one of his the
notes in order to justify his views which he adwesaunder the
heading “Class relations and legal forms of ownigi'sh

“Footnote 16: ““Classes are large groups of pedifering
from each other by the place they occupy in a hisitly
determined system of social production, by thelatren (in
most cases fixed and formulated in law) to the meah
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production, by their role in the social organisatiof labour,
and, consequently, by the dimensions of the shérsooial
wealth of which they dispose and the mode of acaiit.
Classes are groups of people one of which can pppte the
labour of another owing to the different placesytbecupy in a
definite system of social economy.” (Lenin, ‘A Great
Beginning’, Collected Works, Volume 29, p. 421)

It can be seen that, Lenin says that although it b&(our
underline—Ed) observed that the place of different social
classes are “identified and formulated by the lawe', mentions
that as a probabilitfyour underline—Ed.) The presence of the
“legal relations” for the productive forces doed anter into the
real definition(our underline—&d.) of classes “ (Ibid, p. 49-50.)

What is our professor trying to do in the namehef treal
definition” of classes?

To tear away the “legal relationship” to the meafs
production from the definition of human societie$,classes
formed in accordance with their “relations to theams of
production”, in accordance with the relations adguction and
therefore from the definition of the relations ebguction. The
opposite of the real definition of classes, theagie of which
is not given, the “none-real” of which is not gives the “legal
definition” i.e., the definition that addresses tipeoperty
relations. Our professor is trying to tear awayodltgly the
property relations from the definition of relatiooSproduction
and classes. That is why he is making Lenin to thaygs,
which he never did... By saying that Lenin “mentidegal
relationship to the means of production as a pritibgb

Are production relations and their legal expressidheir
legal reflections different things from each oth&f® course,
they are different things; moreover, they are oppashings.
One is economic, the other legal and political emts. One is
the relations of production, and the other propeeiations.
These are not the same concepts; moreover, ohe isther's
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reflection, as the property relations are the otitbe of the
relations of production, there even may arise aehggp
between them. In their development property retetioan fall
behind the relations of production, moreover they fdll

behind the relations of production. That is why inedoes not
refer to, “their relation to the means of productialways
“fixed and formulated in law”, he says, “by thealation to the
means of production” “in_ most caséged and formulated in
law”

However, is this contrast an absolutentrast, one that
makes the other impossible, if one exists the otiar not
exist, metaphysical, an impassable contrast?

No. These opposites are linked to each other; sribd
reflection of the other. Property relations arelefons of
relations of production. Since social life is diedlinto two,
divided into two as economic life and politicdkli since there
cannot be a social life without these two aspduats, opposite
sides of social life being together; moreover, ¢éhgergence of
a gulf between these two live, the emergence afliabgtween
the social relations of production and propertyatiehs makes
social life impossible to continue without estalingy and
maintaining harmony between the two aspects ofatdife.
Harmony among them is a necessity. “fixing andnfalating
in law” “their relation to the means of production$ a
necessity our Dear Professor, but never and never a
probability Therefore, exactly because of this reason and as
the definition takes the most general, the mosicifpaspects
of a thing into consideration, and as you say, fpwee
knows” that, Karl Marx in his famous preface of “A
Contribution to the Critigue of Political Economygays:
“relations of production, or — what is but a legadpression
for the same thing—the property relations.”

Therefore what does all this mean when our professo
clearly strain himself to distort Lenin with an atmtear away,
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to separate absolutetiie relations of production and property
relations or classes and their “legal relationshipghe means
of production, because all of this is exactly saateffort.

The correct view that the origin of the existentelasses
and class struggle is in relations of productiopeged in front
of us as part of the logic of our professor, higidp which
makes the historical materialism, sit on its head.

The correct view that the relations of productiond a
property relations, classes and their legal posstiare different
things has been presented to us as a view thateads to the
absolute separation of the relationship betweersethivo
aspects. In addition, this very same person corsbités
absolute separation and the absolute unity, thelustmn
relations and political relations into one as tbaaept “social
relations”, and more, this very same person consbitie
economic and political relations into one as thecept “social
relations”, and as such puts them in oppositiontte
productive forces.

Why?

If the law, the politics is not the reflection ddlations of
production and economic relations and it is a,feagprimary in
itself; if the ideological-political relations wilbe attacked
using the class struggle and thus the economitaetawill be
changed; that is if the economic relations arerevaléve of the
political relations, that is, if the whole chaintbe reasoning of
our professor is correct, the difficulties of tlewerse reflection
makes it necessary firstly, the separation of thke between
relations of production and the property relatiosscondly,
due to this separation and in order to hide thé tfzet a class
struggle with its feet in the air is being propgsethkes the
rhetorical, false defence of the relations of paigun as the
origin of the classes and class struggle a negeskitaddition,
this whole approach is necessary for our professbrs other
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businesses.

F—THE ENDLESS CLASS STRUGGLE
OF C. BETTELHEIM

Let us first of all think using C. Bettelheim’s reatlism:

Dictatorship of the proletariat has been estabtistnder
the conditions of the dictatorship of the proletari‘class
struggle” is continued. Struggle between which s#a®
Antagonistic classes, the struggle between theetmoat and
the bourgeoisie.

Because and even though the class struggle unéer th
dictatorship of the proletariat is continued, eweough the
socialist property appears legally as a resultttdcking the
legal relations with this class struggle, the odédations of
production, the capitalist relations of productiemd therefore
the classes of capitalist relations of productiantagonistic
classes, the proletariat and the bourgeoisie aoatitheir
existence. Only and only by continuing to attacke th
ideological and political relations using this dagruggle, and
when this struggle reaches a certain stage ofela@ment, to
be determined by our professor, for no one can kitpthat
capitalist relations of production and antagonistssges will
disappear.

With this logic, this class struggle conducted withfeet
in the air can still reach and end, however vagueral it may
be.

Let us now add to this logic of our professor, his
understanding of the relations of production asotfigin of the
class struggle and his separation of the relatodnsoduction
and property relations.
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Under the conditions of the dictatorship of thelgtariat,
using the class struggle you attack the ideologpoiditical
relations, therefore the legal relations, of whiebal relations
one should not establish a mechanical link withrilations of
classes, with the real definition of classes, anith whe
relations of production, because the relations betwthem and
legal relations is a probable relationship. Chaggire property
relations legally, making them the property of #tate of the
proletariat, making them socialist property doesai@ange the
real classes and relations of production, thi®ibd achieved
later. Moreover, the conditions of existence ofsks and class
struggle lies in the relations of production. Sinte class
struggle is primary, first, essential, etc., orartstthe process
with it, and through these, using these econosiations, the
relations of production are changed. However, whatls to
the class struggle, what is its origin? Despite ¢thanges to
the property relations, it is the capitalist protie relations
that live a separate life from the property relasioHere is the
origin of the conditions of existence of classas, drigin of the
conditions of existence of class struggle. And &lse class
struggle is the first, the primary; in order to lmeghanging the
relations of production, one should start the pseceith the
class struggle... the origin of the class strugglein the
relations of production... one has to wage clasgygte to end
the relations of the capitalist production, verylineut one has
to wage class struggle since one have not beert@btesh off
the capitalist relations of production,.....

Primarily, firstly, 1 must tackle the class strugglThe
primary is the class struggle. That is the startpant in
changing everything, including the relations of ttepitalist
production, that is it is the primary. | shouldrstevith that.
Thanks to that, based on that | will change theneroc
relations, relations of production.
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In addition, the origin of the class struggle is time
relations of production, in the relations of thepitaist
production and antagonist classes, which | tookr dvem
capitalism. Then as long they stay, the class gteugs
inevitable. Well, since their change will also cotodruitation
after the class struggle... neither the relatiohscapitalist
production will end, nor the antagonist classes,the struggle
between the antagonist classes...

The construction of socialism said C. Bettelheinuldanot
happen as Stalin said, in just five minutes, iturszs a very
long time, it is a long process...

The publications of the Communist Party of Chinaeve
talking at one point of needing 1000 years, or wsaging
something like “the Cultural Revolution will haveo tbe
repeated again and again”... C. Bettelheim alsabéed his
essential logic when he is talking about the langetneeded to
build socialism...This socialism cannot be builtdie eternity
comes to an end...



