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alal: There are two questions - (a) of the invasions and (v) of the

social nature of Cambodia.

Je condenmned the Chinese invasion of Victnam because it was an
oxxarple of grest jpower chauvinism, ainmed at keeping Vietnam weak
and prevent it Jeveloping with an independent policy which would
upset Chinese foreign policy. On the Vietnanese invasion cf Can-
bodia, the nuances in our position are inportant. We neither
condemned it nor endorsed it a prieri, ond said an evaluation
depended on the attitude of the Canbodian people., Ve said that
there w-s no reason FTor confidence in the notives of the Vietnanese
bureauvcracy. This was prenised on the invasion being neither countaer
revolutionary ( unliZe the Russian invasion of Czechoslovakia Jnor
in the spirit of great power chauvinisn, The immedicte circumstancaos
of the invagion were the border war, in which Canbodia probably toco!
the initiative and acted as the stallring horse of China, The evid-
ence since is that the Vietnanese invasion was supported by the
Canbodian people,

Within the USFI, the S/P's positicn is based on the role of Us
inperialisn, It starts from it giving o green light to- the Chiness
invasion and concludes that China and Canboldia are in 'proxy warg'!
against Vietnan, They see Cambodia as capitalist, but their basic
attitude to the invasions is not determined by that. Their position
is bhacked up by rhetoric about imperialisn being the only cause of
war and thin argurents zbout the links of Cambodia and China tc
imperiaiisno ( they don't try to show the contset by the UG with
the Canbodian governuent, or why the US would choose it ac an
instruient. It is difficult to see wherc their position concs
from, Lt leans on the neced to place the blane on U3 imperialisn,
For the majority, llandel is convincing against the 5./F'g pesition,
but their own pocition is onc of outraged illusions, in which war
between workers' states is ehoclking. But there is no problen - if
deforred workers' states (D78) ean carry out internal vepression,
why not external war.inc only explanation of their position is the
USFI's govious illusions in the rogimes, Tnis produces contradict-
ions,.andelrefers to the Cambodian leadership as both "eomrmnists"
and"terrorists"; although there is still no call for a politiecal
revoilution, Vietnan is referred to as a ardened bureaucracy 2

T
Li
in the USSR - a reversal of their previous position,

o

On the social nature of Cambodia, the S7P argucs that this and
the issve of the invasions is separable, This is true, Bven if
B efornations could

Cembodia was a DUS, particularly grotesgue Q
justify an invasion. If Cambodia wns capitalist, it wouldn't
necessarily justify it. For the 5P, a workers' statc is charac-
tericed by \a xpropriation and (hs snashing the state, achieved
through the mebilisation of the working class, They have inventod
inaginary mobilisations elsewhere, eg in 1978 in Vietnan, when




traders were expropriated, There wac no such nobilisation then
and no cvidence is given, Also, China in the early 5Cs,

There is a twist to their previocus position, where they argued
tihat Stalinist parties take power/somash the bourgeoisie under
exceptional circunstances, but that what is impertant isg nass
pressure -~ agains t the subjective drive of Stalinists to
naintain capitalism, That pressure was sceen in 2 very diffuse
and intangible way, extendiing over & pericd, and not ( 2s now)
tied down to specific nobilisations and dates,

They see the setting up of a DVS involving a transition period
of workers'! and peasants' governuent, which coexists with
bvourgeocis structures, The workers' state is only set up when
such structures are removed under mass pressure, ror Cambodia,
they just don't invent nass workers' nobilisations, and alsc
say that nationalisation is not incompatible with capitalisn,
Their positicon follows fron their arbitrary definition of not
inventing mobilisations. They say that because Canbedia is

not a worlers' state, it rmst be capitalisty; independent <f
whether the laws o2 capitalisn operate.

liandel's position rests on the argument of the 'excluded
niddéle! — as capitalist property, state, etec., overthrown, no
natier what else happens it is not capitalist and therefcre it
rust be a worlkers!' state, Ze says that nobilisations are not
essential - eg. they didn't occur in Zagtern EBurope,

My own position is a2s follows, 3y 1975 Canbedian society was
pulverised to an extent hardly poralleled. Industry had ceased
to operate, as had agriculiure, The population wos feld by the
US, The majority of the populati-n were reciugees, 90% were
unenployed in the area controlled by Lon Hol government,

It was 2 bockward society., There was 1little contact with the
cutside worid until the late I9th century. The old Asiatic
forns existed until the French invasicn, eg., there was no
private property on the land, In p actice therc was little
sale of land until the late French period. The majority of the
population lived on a subsistence basis. There was very linii-
ed urban dsvelopnent, Industry was based on external carital,

It is the view of the Trotskyist novenient that such pulver-
jsaticn ean lay the bagig for the creation of BWS, in that
with the old bourgeois order destroyed, the working class
pulverised, it is easy for the bureaucracy to establish it~
seif. But Trotgkyists have never arpgued that a DVS ig an
cutonatic process in this situation. Ve have oprosed the
Grantite wosition that it is autcmatic given nass nTressure,
Phere is o subjective factor involved, eg. in Eastern ZBurope
it needed the Hugsian bureaucracy, under the sressure of the
Cold War, to destroy the old bourgeois order and consciouply
organise a new form of econcry, fet the final test is still
the ohjective one of what Basic struciure results, A soccicty
ig a DVS becausc of the identity of its structure with the
USSR, and because the USSR has to be considered a degeneraied
workers' state., If that cobjective sovial structure was esgtab-
lished in Cambodia either it is a DUS or we have to reexzamine
the w hole theory.

In Mandel's view, the establishment of a DS can happen in
any way - there are no rules ahout what subjective factors
are involved, ( Little weight showld be given to the isclated
statenent of the XCP leaders as "comunists of a Stalinist

persuasion" ).,




It is far from proven that a relatively stable social and
economic structure existed in Canb dia, Much of the econonic
structure could only be temporary given the abolition of noney,
all private property and the clearing out of the towns. This
couldn't possibly persist, Given the pulverisation, we cannot
taike a snapshot of the economic structure and neke a definition,

Before 1975, Canbodia bore litile relation to what lMarx defined
in Capital, but it was defined as capitalist because of its role
in the world systen and the existence of a capitalist class.In
the 2% years of the revolutionary Canmbodian reginme, it would not
only be difficult but also premature to reach definite conclus-
ions about the structure,

On the politiecal level, after 1975, there was a radical snashing
of the 0ld bourgeois state machine and a smashing of the comrl-
ete social structure, especially the working class. The(very
snall) bureaucracy of the XCPF was able to doninate society to
an excepticnal extent, On the subjective lovel, the XKCP was s
petit-bourgecis, Stalinist party, but with peculicr features.
In the forn it tock power, it only dated back tc 1960, Its
leaders entered politics via the PCF in the 19503, which mneant
they hed a tenuous relation to socialist thought, From the Gen-
eva Conference of 1954, there was bitter resentnent against the
UBBL, Chinese and Vietnaese, They followed a linc of seli-
reliance and lack of contact with other DiUSg and Stalinists in
general, They don't sec Hussia or China as a 'model'. They cut
oFf corrmnications with China in I975 and expelled Russian
diplenets, Their policy is cne of extrene autarky,

“What are they out to do? There is evidence in the rolitical
histories of the leaders and their writings, eg. thesis of
Khieu Sappon, an idealogist of a return te the Angkhor era,
The genecral ideas are to free Cambodia frem French and US imp-
erizlisn, kick foreigners out and return to the glories of
ancient éambodia, Their policies bore a close relaticn to these.
Thney cculd do it in the short-term, as society was jpulverised,
In the longer term the project was obvicusly inpessible - an
ancient socicty based on the absenceof nodern technology, the
world econony and the market, Any economic developnent would
nave involved the developnent of indusiry, working class, etc.,
and a breakdown of the Asiatic node,

We can't give a cut and dried characterisation, On the basis

of the pulverisation a petit-bourgeois grouping took jower with
a programie of returning to the ancient asiatic mode, and re-
nodelled Canmbodia via terror. But not even this could bring the
project to fruition. The only possible developnents were either
for the regine to collapse or to revert to another foxm of
eccnony most probably state capitalism, via growth of coiriod-
ity relations: incdusiry at first naticmnalised, but orientaticn
to accunulaition of ecapital ending with seguents of the bureau-
cracy taking bits of industry ).

Why should they be nore vulnerable than other bureaucracics?

There would be no structure they would be locked into.Only

How does collecvivisation of agriculture and abolition of
private property relate to the programue of a return to the
asiztic mode? Vasg the population pulverised in areas of ¥hner

subjective motives would stop them,
Lu:CalLay:
Houge domination?
— —— —— ——




ALAN:

Thie Xhmer Rouge controlled large areas, but with only a small
population hased on subsistence agriculture.

O'XEEFE: .:Agiatic society characterised by collective ownership??
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There was no private property in Cambodia until the late IGth
century. In theory, it was owned by the Jing,

But it was vrivately tilled, This is not what they tried to
restore,

I am not saying that they introduced an apvroxination to Agiatic
society, but that the society was in transition, probably devel-
oping to state capitalisn if there was no external intervention,

In relation to dykes, etc, aren't you confusing technology and
relations to the environnent with social relations? 4Any regine
would have to maintain dykes, etc.

Alan's position depends on Cambodia's iscolation from the world
econony, But liandel states that, from 1976, there was trade and
contacts,

Cn a very suxll scale,

Then you are talking about something unique in nodern history -
that they were trying to cut out modern technology.

Is there not a parallel with the establishment of Soviet areas

in Yiangsi in the 30s, based on a primitive peasant economy. They
were coning near to stagpation, and would have if Japan hadn't
invaded,

The lMaoist held areas were organised on self-sufficient LT
subsistence villages with few relations with the outside, The
were therefore not 2 state, You can't gradually extend then to
the level of the whole state because of the emisience of towns,
etc, Also, the Maoist arcas were based on land reform, and this
was not an issue in Cambodia as thiere were no landlords/rich
peasants,

What Trotsky wrote about tho peasant army, etc, in 1932 was
right, but he didn't expect it to lead to a D75 and what happrened
after 1049,

There are parallels to the devel puent of the Chincse Communist
rarty,

Alan is taking Capmbodia as unique -~ it is not,

There is no parailel with what happened in China after 1949,




P
B,
5
5

The 'Great Leap Forward' in China was also.an attenpt 2t
primitive corrmnism, although it was done ruch more slowly,

In the previous discussion in 1978 I argued that the Asiatic
Despotisn model wao wrong because it was based on the stagnat-
ion of productive technique and therefore was inconpatible with,
and would have to exclude, modern technology. The nodel couldn't
have been introduced without either disrupting society or
cornipletely failing, I also argued thal Canbodia wns dominated

by an extrene Jacobin political formation. This aid not exclude
developnent to a DUS, In retrospect, we would have had to say
that it was a DS,

On the war question, ‘I agree with the positicns we've taken.

On the other positions - the S/P'sg is based on a horrvor of the
terroristic character of the Canmbodian regime and an idealisat-
ion of Vietnan ( and Cuba ), This produces nassive exaggerat-—
ions, the idea of Canmbodia being the 'cat's paw of the US',

and inmaginary workers' mobilisations. On Mandel's horror of
war between two DWSs - this is anazing given the nationalisn
thet exists ( cf Czechoslovakia in 1956 ), Given the historiceal
experience of the degenerated and DW@S, we need to qualify the
conception of Russia not being inperialist - not econonically
but historically sone aspects continue of inperialism of a
pre-capitalist type. However, the USFI people have develnped
enornious illusions,

On the invasions, the S7P's position of Canmbodia and Vietnan
having different class characters effects the assessnent of

the war because it takes on a different aspect if Cambodia is
not = workers' state, Mandel's position is one of pacifistic
and noralistic condermation. We can't exclude Canbodia from

the D'IS schema — it has a similar class character. But we still
did not condern the Vietnamese invasion - in fact, it is poss-
ible to welcone it if it has popular support because of the
terroristic regime, Does this position set 2 precedent for
invasions like Hungary? No, because it is a different political
situation.

“In relaticn to the élass étnaradter, "rrdo¥ny ~s eadrydos ~du tbhae
USSR rested on the idea that the gains of the revolution
renained despite the vicious and peculiar social formation,
In fact, the latter actually extended the gains, Trotsky did
not consider it stable, but was wrong. Vith the stability,
there wos a problen of definition, The discussicns on DS
after the war were right in that they focussed not just on
the regime but on what was achieved, With China, Mancel,
Pablo, etc, said that everything was solved when the Maoists
cane to power in 1949; the SWP said that it was not a DWS
until’I954/55; when they bégan to transforn industry- this
was the correct umethod using Trotsky's position of what
achieved,

Approaching it from the point of view of what achieved, how
then is it possible to distinguish state capitalisn from a
DS ~ er Chiang ha? nationalised industry and the Maocists,
resting on the !'Blcc of 4 classes', said they would denation-~
alise . ‘ s, .. +e The what
achieved approach gets away from the problen of aseibing
revolutionary aspirations to the Stalinists, or of debating
how ruch they are revolutionary - bhut the central problen i:
adefining the what , lMandel seens to exclude State Capitalisn
theoretically, as does Grant, :

In this context, the historical experiehCe of Egypt, Burma,
etc, is important. Grant says that classless Bonapertisn

e




can evolve in any direction - ie to a workers! state, < T2
Historically this is nonsense. Yet the reality of all workers'
states where the Red Army was not involved was, with the except-
ion of Cuba, of a Bonapartist fornation leading to a society
icentical to the USSR,The key difference between these and

Egypt was the destruction of the old class state, and not the
the subjective ideas invclved, T7ith the partial exception of
Cuba, these ideas were reactionary,.

A Bonapartist fornmation that srieshes the state can evolve under
pressure to the sane structure as the USSR's, These pressures
are backwordness, where the state if forced to play a recle, and
the clternative model is the USSR, ( To nany of the peorle
involved in these formations, the bureaucratic defornations

in Russia are also an attraction.) The crukial difference

with State Capitalisnm is the relation of the~Bonapartists to
the old state,ruling class and ruling structores. Where they
don't break seriously you get the state linked to the private
capitalists, Where there is a fundariental break you don't get

_those ties and a roll-back is excluded, unlike in‘eg‘Eygpt.

China provided a hybrid gituation, There was a conplete break
on the level of the state, yet there was a sericus concern, by
the Maoists for the old capitalists ( they were only bought .
out at the end of the 50s, and' then received 7% interest until
the ond of the 60s, and then wére cut off ),

t

"4
For Cambodia, you can't ecxclude thé characterisation as a U5,
There was a conplete destructicn of the d1d state formation.
Much of this had arisen out of the war thongh also cf, Czech-
cslavakia ), but the HKhner Rouge also operated in a nuch nore
radical version of the Chinese nadel. There was a transormnation
of the econouy, not towards an igiatic nmodel But towards
extrene collectivisation - an extrene form of prinitive,
peasant cowunisn, The latter is not historically bnigue -
eg examples of extrene egalitarianisn and asceticist: in sore
ronastic moverients. In Canmbddia the attenpt to create gn egalit-
arian, corrunist society occurred anidst terrible backwapdness
and poverty, and it was telescoped into a very short perfad.
There are strong parallels with what hapruened in China in the
late 50s; an extrene, voluntarist atteupt to create prinitive
corrunisn at a forced narch pace by kicking over rnodern tech-
nology, and involving the forcedecgilectivisation of the farms
and barrack reginentasion of th - peasants, 1t involved coerciocn,
although it was without-the te¥ror that was in Canbodia,

€

I'n saying that it is characterised by the idecs afhﬂﬁe Lhrier
Rouge., N

Alan says that, if Canbodia is a DS, then you would have to
say that alnost any political developrent could lead to & DS,
This is a central guestion, in which the experience of the -
Cuban revolution has played an inportant part. All previcus™
revolutions 'hi@ been led by Stalinists - does that nean they
are the only fevolutionaries? Pablo hints at this, The SUP and
\iohlforth, .in looking for other forces, 1iry to hedge around it
to deny anxfrevolutionary role to the Stalinists -~ which is
inpossibYe.if you loolk at the facts, Alan says that the problem
is of 'any force being revolutionary!, But in Cuba it was a
group of petit-bourgeois deniocrats. Under the dynanic of the
objective nressures fron inperialisn, they fought sincerely
for their ideas even when the agents of US inperialism blocle?
their progranie of linmited acfion. They broke with the Liberals
in 1957, took state power and tﬁen evolved, They smashed the
state. The Healyites argued thatN?etit—baﬁrgeois denocrat s
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couldn't do it,

This answers Alan's nroblen, The material forces ( eg the
rresenres of backwardness, inperialism, the local ruling class,
and the nodel of Russis ) are the driving forces, Whether the
developnents occur is not unrclated to eg the idealogical
reservoir of the Stalinists in China ~ though this is not
essentiazl, eg Cuba, In Canbodia the XCP had sufficient connect-
ions to the Stalinist nmovenment to nake developnents no nystery.
Given the tremendous pressure fronm inperialism, there was nothing
gualitatively different from Cuba,

Alan is making the central criterion whether the regine is
consolidated/stable or not, This is not the point - we need to
loock at what happened,

There were elenents of instability in Cambodia - eg the abolit-
ion of money., There inevitable would have been shifts, Yet if
we say that is to State Cajitalisnm, it begs a number of quest-
ions, The XCP bureaucracy was no less gtable than others. Vhy
would the leadershiy not, like the other Stalinists, guard the
collectivised econony? The objective economic notivation for ,
the state to intervene was the inadeguacy of private irocduction.
If there was a nove back to private production, the length of
tine necessary for recomstruction would lead, under pressure,

to the consclidation of the bureaucracy in a DVWS,

FOSTEH: How would you characterise the Bonapartisn in the analysis of
China?
O'KEERS: It wos a2 Bonapartisn betwesn the classes in Chinese society,

based on an arny outside the old scciety, They snashed the
cld arny and state apparatus. It has nany of the attributes
of typical Bonapartisn -~ ie arising above society by conquer-—
ing it froman cmtside bage, Is this formation then a ruling
class? No, because until the transformation of the econony

he bourgeoisie ruled, The other alternative is to say that
it was a DUJS when the Stalinists took power, During the period
the capitalist state was doninated by a petit-bourgeois army
and zarty, The arny was comparable with Cronwell's arnmy, They
conguered the old state and installed their own personnel -
before destroying, under various pressures, capitalist relat-

ions,
FOSTER: How does this relate to the SiP's idea of a 'Workers} znd
Peasants'® Governnent!'?
O'XEERE: That idea is just part of decadent theorising.
LEJEUHE: How then to eharacterise South Vietnan in the teriod up to 78?
O'KBEFA: 1f North Vietnan was 2 worker55 state, then South Vietnan wos

assinilated in the same way as the Baltic states,

LEJEUNE: On the cuestion of the SWP and nass prescure. In China and
Scuth Vietnan, the Stalinist regines couldn't just dismantle
the local bourgeoisie without oro hestrating sone form of
nass canpaign. lMags Jressure wasn't, therefore, conpletely
absent,
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In Cambodia, nuch of what was carried out was not conpletely

necessary from the pressures,

Maoists ideas also disrupted reality, They did have their own

ideas about prinitive cormunisn, etc.

Guevara etc aanitted that they had had

In Cuba, for exanyple,
in the econoric field.

wrong ideas, and had nade errors,

What is comuon to the State Capitalist and Agiatic liode of
Production positions is that Canbodia is not the sane as the
UsSk, China, etc,

here are differences but they are similar,

I sgree with O'Kcefe's basic position, and andel's view of
Carbodia as an extrene form of WS,

On the guestion of the inpossibility of State Capitalisn, I
don't understand O'Xeefe's justification, Is_it logically
inpossible? Take the exanple of Syria and a DS, Much property
was naticnalised and a large section of the bourgecisie exprop-
riated - but the bourgeoisie renains, A gection of the old
state was snashed, but the state survived. Ve have to take into
account how the state cane about and the rresent arrangenents.
On the possibility of Cambodia leading to or bheing State Capit-
alist, I'm not sure that it's excluded except possibly by the
level of terror involved.

If the drive is to primitive communisn, what interests are
directing the Fol Pot group towards it? One possibility is tc
say that they are trying to establish a DUS —~ ie create a nass-—
ively bureaucratised state by first using those opposed to Lon
Hol, and then smashing then as a vatential opposition., They are
therefore not necessarily trying to create primitive conrunisn,
If we don't take the Vern-Ryan position, we have to take the
state and the econcny together and look at the social dymanic -~
not just take a snap-shot.

On Oriental Despotism, I can't understand what larx considers
the class structure to be, and what is the nature of the ruling
class,

How can one have a petit-bourgeois evoiel grouping which rests
on no classes and is suspended in nid-air?

The big problen with O'decfe's anclysis is that it fundarcentally
rests on the crgument of the ‘excluded niddlet, & DUS cannot
just be defined as O'Heefe did - naticnalisation of the

means of production achieved through the smashing of the old
state. If it is left at that, you have an inversion of the LD
position — nationalisation and working class revolution,

You can't draw a distinction on the basis of greater or lesser
violence, but oniy on the basis of objectively different
results, The key result is tae destruction of the rower of the
capitalist class, and thus of the accunulation of capital, The
violence of the destruction of the old forms is only relevant
in its relationship to that result. In fact, the transfornation
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in Eastern Europe was not violent because the bourgeoisie was
Bulverised,

You can't say that subjective ideas are irrelevant -~ there is

a stage where society is consciously transformed and cormodity
relations consciously suppressed ( where cormiodity relations
continue to exist a2 capitalist class can grow up spontaneously ).
There is a conscious will which, and I agree with O'Keefe,
developed under pressure, But in Cuba, it is not just the

case that petit-bourgeois democrats developed under pressure,.
Before 1959 many in the 26th July nmovenent regarded themselves
as socialists, Some had links with Trotskyists. The later

shift was partly because the socialist ideas came to the fore.

In Canbodiz, the objective achievenent was the destruction of
the o0ld capitalist class ( and all the cther old social classes )
It cannot bt the criterion any nore than just nationatisation”
¢an be. It is dnsufficiént wnless the situation-wherce capitalisn
could spontaneously regénerate is also destroyed, You do have

to show that the situation is stabilised, or else it is the
'exeluded niddle' argument, On the subjective side -~ this has
enorrious inmportance in Cambodia because of the pulverise? nature
of the society, But I don't see the pressures existing as they
did in other DUSs. The possibility of capitalist development

was nct excluded, and this would need state intervention, which
existed under Sihanouk ( together with the monopoly cf foreign
trade )., The prescure from the Stalinist states did not exist -
they had bad relations with the USSR and only loose connections
with China, The interaction with the prescures was very differ-
ent fronm the situation in China in the late 50s, There, the
pressures developed within a given social structure - this is
not really the case in Cambodia, They night have felt nilitarily
threatened, but their policy did not point in that dircetion

or to industrial development. Primitive comnunisn often exists
within the Agiatic mode - eg village cormunes. In their nodel

of the ancient glories of Cambodia, they didn't understand the
contradiction with modern technology. They saw village :communes,
with no private property on the land, and a strong central

state organising irrigaticn, with industry as an aprendix,

In the Asiatic Mode of Froduction there is no private property
in the land but there are traditional rights; there is also
collectivised ( if not slave ) labour sinilar to corvee labour.
That didn't exist in Cambodiaz unless you see it as a slave
society.

Or "bureaucratic collectivisnm',

In Cambodia there was no private property in the land until the
late I9th century.

In relation to China, if you say it was a capitalist state
until 55 or a workers! state in 49, you end up with absurd
results, In fact, there was a procesc of transition. The power
of the old state was snashed, although it was not comnletely
disnantled, 4 petit-bourgecis formation, with links with the
USSE and in power based on a massive peasant nobilisation,
transforied the sococisl relations under pressure from imperial-
isn until a workers' state was consclidate? in the nid-50s,
This is against o nore cut and dried approach,. Also, it's
vulger Marxisn to look for the marvicular clasc base of the
petit-bourgeois formation outside the prewise cf such a base
stabilised social formations, with a bourgeoisie and working
class, The latter did not exist in Canbodia,




Tuen Pol Pot ete were 2 ruling slass,

They were one in the process of formation. After 75 there was

a situation of flux, in which new social forces began to forn,
including a ruling group based orn the ihmer Rouge, To the extent
that it was stabilised it tended to become 2awmling class., To
denand a bourgeois class etec is vulgar liarxisn,

To sun up ny nain points, To define Canbodiz as a DWS wonld
need 2 result sinmilar to known DWSs, and therefore relatively
stabilised, social achievements, as this cannot be done, the
subjective désires of the ruling group become very inportant,
They had control of the situation. But the external mressures
and subjective links and denands towards a DJS were not there,
he direction of their drive was not towards a DuS, That does
not riean that their project was realisable,

It is not 2 question of the 'excluded niddle!, I argued specif-
ically that the what included the smashing of the state and o
clear brezXk with the o0l1d ruling class, and that this was a
precondition for the possibility of autononous devel-pment
away fron capitalist developnent., A DUS involves a fun danental
break with the ruling class,

Alan is trying to avoid the choice = capitalisn or a IS, It
leads to a fantastic suggestion based on certain possible ideas
that the leaders had, 4An Asiatic Despotisn that is static. It
@oes not contain elenents of prinitive cormwnisn. In faect, the
descristion that Alan gave is of an agrarian society, like
China in the 60s, The whole drift is towar?is a'bueaueratic
coliectivist' position ( ie an unknown type of society ).

Only through the smashing of the state and a clear hreak with
the 0ld ruling class is there likely to be stable nationalisat-
ion and the development of a dynanic of its own., If the state
is not smashed, then there is no developnent of its cwn dynanic,
eg Bgypt. State capitalist societies do nct correspond to the
riodel of the USSR because of the different reclation of--the

stz te to the ruling class. This is not the sane as LO's posit-
iom. If the struacture of Egypt is the sane as a ' DS's thep .,
Grant's theory is correct., The degree of violence in Eastern
Burope is not the point - they key thing is the destruction of
the bourgeois nonopoly of vioclence,

In relaticn to the Cuban lendership. Their personsl qualities
and the s ocialist ideas were inportant, But, whatever their
ideas, they set out to achieve limited bourgeois goals and
then, under pressure, they were pushed to the peint where

the socialisn was activated, Previously it wags passive,

No mechanisn to choke off the spontaneous develornent of
apitalisn in Cambodia? Yet they had shysically destroyed the
bourgeoisie - and also sections of the working class, ot
possible to judge how it would dovelop ouiside the subjective
views of Pol Pot? Alan mekes the same nistake here as he does
in relation to Guevara - the question of pressure znd whatl
pressure and what happened when they developed in the objective
situation; That situation made it inpossible tc retreat to
private industry - only te state industiry. The process of
creating that industry would have involved the development of
a bureaucracy as tied to the state econony as the Chinese
buresucracy., That whole situation was Qependent on the des- -,
truction of the bourgecis state,




On China, iilan harks back to Peng/Vohlforth, It is an attempt
to aveid the fact that the lacists did lead a revolution by
calling it structural assinilation as in Eastern Burope,

To describe Pol Pot ete as a "ruling class in fornation", you
have to argue that they were already one,




