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Letter to
our readers

ELECTIONS AND THE MASSES

Recent developments in different parts of the world
have once again provided a novel vindication of the
inter-relationship bstwesn mass upheavals or discon-
teni and bourgeois politics, Elections to national
pariiamenis have brought turmoll In Pakistan,
resulied in ihe displacement ol the Congress Party In
Iindia, and are likely to threaten the existence of the
Bandaranalks administration In Sri Lanka. MNearer
home the workers parties have registered lurther
galns in local elections in Franca. Labour has lost two
solid working class seals to the Torles in parlia-
mentary by-slections in England [Stechford and
Ashfield] and has been confronied with the growing
powar of tha Scottish National Party in local alections

in Scotland. [The fascists, foo, have grown in
electoral terms,.] Elections are due to be held this
summer in Spain, the resulis of which could well
create & further polarisation between the Francoist
state apparatus and the working class movemani and
its parties.

A positive feature in the French local elections was
the united slale presented by three far lelt
organisations: the LCR [Revolutionary Communist
League, French section of the Fourth International],
LO [Workers Struggle] and the OCT |[Communist
Workers Organisation]. This slate did remarkably well
in 8 numbar of important working class asreas. In
Britasin, too, the far left has begun to take slactoral
work mora serlously. Although the Stechiord Inler-
vention was marred by the refusal ol the Soclalisi
Workers Party [formerly 1S] to discuss a joint
candidate, the vote received by both the IMG and the
SWP candidale was posilive. In the local elections the
IMG candidates received good votes In a number ol
greas, and in Saltley in Birmingham & member of the
IMG standing as a candidate tor the Asian Soclalist
League polled 620 votes, which was 11.4 per cent of
tha foial and double the vola recelved by the {ascisis.
Tha fact that the lar left is doing relatively betier than
the Communisi Party in local and national slections
indicates the mood among those layars looking for
socialist solutions to the crisis, though the lack of
unlty remains a crippling factor,

The whole gquestion of revolutionary strategy In a
bourgecls democracy dominales thils lssue of our
journal. Mandel's vigorous defence of Luxemburg
against Kaulsky is relevant 1o the dabate we have with
the ‘Eurccommunists’; the Roberts-Blackbum ex-
change conlinues this discussion further. Jalrus
Banaji's critique of tha Comintern's positions on India
is an orginal attempt te grapple with the specilic
nature of the Indlan social formation and its political
structures — & timely undertaking which will help
many Marxists to undersiand the significance of the
Congress defeal In Indla.

Continved on page 2
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NLR 100

We take this opportunity to congratulate the
comrades of New Left Review on tha publication of
their hundredth Issue. The twa plilars which sustain
WLR 100 are the Important text by Perry Anderson on
Gramsel and the detailed and searching interview
conducted with Emest Mandel. Both represeni a
sarious, well thought out assault on the stralegic and
theoretical positions of the Europesan Communist
Partles. Both are written in the styla and spirit of
classical Marxism and represent an extremely creative
attempt to develop Leninism. It Is to be hoped that
both articles will provoke a serious debate within the
pages of the Review, which remains the only journal
of Marxist theory and politics with a worldwide
readership. This enables it to sarve as a forum for
debale between Marxists representing different
political traditions from all the five continanis. As
long as it continues to fulfll this vital task, the NLR
will remain Indispensable both for those who agree
with it and those who view it with hostility, and envy
its successes, but cannot ignore its exislence,

SOCIALISTS AND EASTERN EUROPE

We would also like fo bring to your attention a new
journal which specialises in providing information on
the USSR and Eastern Europe which is not readily
available elsewhers. The second Issus ol Labour
Foous on Eastern Europe has just been published.
The joumnal is an attampt to 1lil a vacuum which has
made socialists who are opponents of the bureau-
cratic regimes of the Eastern part of Europe
dependent on the bourgecis mass medla. LFEE
breaks the bourgeais monopoly of infermation on
these siates. I is also a concrale demonstration of
our political hostility to the regimes in the USSR and
Eastern Europe, but it is a hostility which has
nothing In common with the hypocritical campaigns

#

ol the Western press. Some of the sponsors of LFEE
include Tamara Deutscher, Edmund Baluka, Jan
Kavan and Leonid Plyushch. It is @ magazina which
should be ulilised extensively within the labour
movemeni to bulld support for victims of
bureaucratic repression and In particular those who
are nol favoured In the Wesi because they are
Marxists. LFEE can be obtained by writing to: Bottom
Fiat, 118 Cazenove Road, London N16. The subscrip-
tion rate is £4.50 for nine issues per year [Europe: 40
French francs or equivalent; US: $10 surlade, $16 air].

AN APOLOGY

We publish In this issue an angry letter from Monty
Johnstone complaining about the strong language
used in the concluding peragraph of Patrick
Camiller's arlicle on the Popular Fronts in our lasi
issua. While standing by the political arguments In
the text, we regret the use of parsonal sbuse. It is
cartainly not unknown within the polemical tradition
ol the workers movement bul it is something which
should be avoided. We apologise to Monty Johnsione
and assure him that we would have done so even i he
had not threatenad us with legal actlon.

HOW YOU CAN HELP US

The responss to tha |ast lssue of Inteérnational has
been extremely gratifying for all of us who have
worked on i. The best way you can help us Is by
taking a subscription yourself and introducing the
magazine to othar individuals, es well as to
bookshops and libraries. This is essential If we are
going to sustain the journal on a self-sufficient basis.
Evary issue has between 85,000 and 75,000 words. It
is a small book In many ways, and is therefore very
reasonably priced. Its contant, In our opinion, Is
steadily improving. So should Its circulation.

INTERNATIONAL

SUBSCRIBE NOW!

/P

AMOUNT ENCLOSED: ..corvveennes

Individuals (Britain): £3 for 4 issues.
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The Crisis In
Education:

A reply to
Ken Jones

Clara Mulhern

It is remarkable, given the relatively high level of teacher
militancy in England in the late Sixties and early Seventies,
that the current ideological attack on education has caught
left-wing teachers so unawares. So far the left’s contribution
1o ‘the Grear Debate’ initiated by Callaghan last October has
been negligible. Only now is it possible to appreciare fully the
limitations of the purely economist campaigns fought by
Rank & File for the London Allowance and Houghton
awards, Ken Jones's contribution to the last issue of
International must therefore be welcomed as timely and
important: it represents one of the very few serious attempts
made by Marxists to analyse the currenl crisis of British
education in the context of the history of educarional
development since the Second World War. And for this very
reason, it is all the more important to examing his arguments
with care.

The substance of Ken Jones's position seems [0 be this: the
English educational system, at present under attack from the
hourgeoisie, is essentially the product of thirty years of
working class gains. The bourgeoisie can no longer fulfil
working class demands for educational expansion, because
of the currenl cconomic crisis and also because it fears a
crisis of ideclogical legitimacy in the schools. It is in this
comtext that we are invited to see the William Tyndale
debacle: the school offered a good example of the
exploitation  and extension of working class educational
gains, and so was selected by the bourgeoisie for
target-practice, prior (o a generalised attack on the existing
educational system.

However, this straightforward thesis is qualified by the
following abservations, among others: the working class too
is aware of a crisis in education, and sections of it have
responded not by defending their historic ‘gains’ but by
drifting into a ‘thoroughly retrogressive’ movement attack-

ing them; the post-war movement for educational reform
was in any case inspired by social democratic ideals of
inter-class unity, so much so that il won support even from
ihe Bow Group; furthermaore, progressive aducarional wdeous
failed to win any significant audience in the working cluss.

Adter these qualifications, what is left of the substantive
thesis? Little enough, it appears. We are presented with the
enigma of a bourgeois attack on an educational system
largely devised by the bourgeoisie itself; a system which at
the same time represents thirty vears of ‘working class
gains’, but which the working class still shows little or no
inclination to defend. What his thesis seems to come down to
is the unexceptionable but limited observation that the
increased political weight of the working class after 1945 was
a major faclor in post-war educational development; what
his qualifications demonstrate is that the actual history of
educational debate, policy and practice cannot be explained
away by that elone.

The Logic of Jones's Argumen|

However, the problem is not merely one of analytical
‘halance’, What is al issu¢ i a defimite political logic that
determines the peculiar emphases and oversights of the
article as a whole, The net effect of the argument
summarised above is 1o suggest thar ‘the working class’ exists
as a social force toking positions and making demands,
somehow apart from or even in spite of the pelitical and
trade union organisations that represent it at any given time.
Dubious as a general principle, this view is quite untenable in
a sltuation such as ours, where social democracy and a
reformist trade union movement enjoy a monopoly of
working class representation. How does comrade Jones
imagine that the working class is collectively to define its
views on education or anything else, except through these

Page 3



S ———— T —

#

organisations? How does he knew that ‘the masses perceive
a crisis in education® other than thai which their leaderships
have defined for them? The available evidence supgests
otherwise. As he himself would agree, the manifestations of
working class unease have so far been purely negative — the
Tyndale crisis could not have ended, as it now has, in
disaster, had the local working class come (o the teachers’
deflence.

But the logic of his article makes it difficult even to focus
this crucial aspect of the educational crisis with any
precision. For the effect of these appeals to an abstract
‘working class’ is actually 1o place the educational Inrues
themselves beyond the pale of discussion. If, in spite of
social democratic dilution, the CP's supra-class progressiv-
ism, and a quarter-century of capitalist recuperation, the
educational reforms of the post-war years remain essentially
sworking class gains’, then there is no need to evaluate them
afresh; the business of militants is quite simply to defend
them. The list of IMG demands with which Jones concludes
presupposes all this. If it were really the case that the
working class perceived the educational system as a precious
gain, then these trade union and community-control
initiatives might well be powerful means of struggle. But as
he himself admits, the working class is not content with the
educational status quo, much less eager to defend it, The fact
is that the educational system itsell is now being called
into question, at every level of British society. Any socialist
plan of action that fails to take this into account is doomed
fram the outset to complete inconsequence.

Faor all that, specifically educational questions find very
little space in Ken Jones's lext, For example, the perplexing
problems of the Tyndale affair are raised vnly to be
dismissed. ‘The Tyndale issue’, he argues, ‘allowed the
bourgeoisie to pose as the defenders of a new layer of
working class children, underprivileged as a result of
progressivism,' But if the school represented, as he believes,
‘s real extension of the gains previously made’ in working
class aducation, how could working class parents have seen
the bourgeois attack as they did? In an attempl Lo deflect
such questions, comrade Jones concedes only that the
teachers may have made ‘tactical’ mistakes. One good
reason why he cannol see the errors that they did make is
because he shares at least some of them, as these senliments
reveal: ‘the watchword of this campaign [ugeinst Tyndale] is
“‘accountability’’, which signifies an obedience of teachers
to the dictates of industry, sometimes disguised as popular
control.” Jones fails, as the Tyndale teachers consistently
did, to offer an alternative definition of ‘accountability’,
thus laying himself open to serious charges of arrogance and
irresponsibility. If teachers are not accountable to amy
outside authority, then they can only be accountable to their
own corporate interest. This position, which can never be
more than a radical variant on the old fetish of
‘professionalism’, is surely untenable for socialists. It wis
because the Tyndale teachers failed to clarify their
responsibilities 1o the working class whose children they
taught that their appeals for workers” solidarity in the face of
victimisation had such faint resonance, Thus isolated, they
stood hitle chance against the bureaucratic brutality of
County Hall. The real question raised by the issue of
accountability (to whom should teachers be accountable?) is
not seriously broached in Jones's article; and the omission,
as | have suggested, is mo merely “tactical’ error.

His airy dismissal of accountability is matched by his
inadequate characterisation of the critics of the educational
status quo, and his failure to distinguish the two main
currents that are involved. On the one hand there are the
Black Paper supporters, an avowedly elitist offshoot of the
humanist tradition fighting for the maintenance of different
forms of education for the different social classes. On the
ather there are the social democrais who serve the general
interests of advanced capitalism. Until recently this current
favoured progressive methods and comprehensivisation,
expecting thereby to achieve increased social muobility and an

adeguate supply of the administrative and technical cadres
required for social and economic ‘modernisation’, Callag-
han, in his October speech, took care to distinguish this
tendency from ‘those whose concern for standurds coneeals
@ defense of privilexge’. The affinities and conlrusls belween
these two tendencies reguire scrupulous exammmation, if the
the real character, strength and design of the bourgeois
attack on education are 1o be assessed. To conflate them, as
Ken Jones does, in the category ‘renctinnary’ is to license an
entirely uncritical defence of the educational status gquo. The
iCreat Debate” is not merely the creature ol a monolithic
bourgenisie, manufacturing reactionary fantasies and slan-
ders as a smokescreen for public expenditure cuts. To
abstain from intervention in i, or to fail to explore the issues
raised in it with the utmost seriousness, is in effect o grani
the bourgeoisie an ideslogical monopoly in the public
discussion of the most persistent and disabling contra-
dictions of Brilish capitalism (most notably its failure to
modernise successiully).

Comprehensives and the Working Class:
MNotes for an Analysis

It is obviously impossible, in a short comment of this kind,
1o do maore than indicate a few possible lines of inguiry and
dehate. The paragraphs that follow do not claum o be any
more than that. It is of grest importance, however, lo
emphasise the premise that unites them. Socialist analyses of
education and the working class must never, il seems 10 me,
lgse sight of the distinction between the possible individual
interests of individual working class children (that is, within
a capitalist framework) and the historic interests of the class
as a whole, There are very few socialist teachers who are not
personally and practically aware of this distinction: it
confronis them daily in the ¢lassroom. However, it has not
often been borne in mind in theoretical discussions of
education. It is relevant first of all to the capitalist rationality
of comprehensivisation; secondly, to the working class
experience of comprehensives as a social reform; and thirdly,
to the perspectives of socialists in the classroom.

Within progressive education, three essential strands can
be distinguished: (1) egalitarianism: the abolition of the
tripartite secondary system und of ‘eleven phus’ selection:
the dissolution of ‘streamed’ classes in favour of attempts (o
encourage children of all classes and abilities to leam
together; (2) the movement away from authoritarian and
uniform classrooms towards individualised and group-
learning situations; pupils are offered limited opportunitics
to take decisions about their own work-pace, areas of study
and collaborators; the teacher becomes a source of
opportunities for learning; this encourages a mare relaxed
and informal relation between teacher and pupils; (3) an
emphasis on the siudy of the social sciences, and the
reorganisation of the traditional disciplines into an
‘integrated' svllabus, so that children can use these
disciplines lor social rather than academic purposes.

Why have these forms of schosol structure, classroom
organisation and curriculum been tolerated, indeed en-
couraged, by the bourgeois State? | believe it is because
comprehensive schools were designed to facilitate the
formation of a new petty bourgeois layer: the clerical,
administrative and technical workers whose numbers have
multiplied since 1945, in the conditions of late capitalism.
The rigid, class-divided educarional system of the pre-war
period had to be reformed, because these new personnel
could not be recruited entirely from the bourgeoisie and
petty bourgeoisie: in order to produce them in sufficient
quantity, il was necessary to develop the hitherto wasled
potential of the working class. Educational provision for
flexible upward mobility was therefore indispensable. This
was the fundamental bourgeois logic of comprehensivisa-
tion. *Selection’ — final, lifelong, social selection — was not
abolished in the new sysiem; it was merely deferred to the
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age of 14, 16 or 18,

This new social layer had to be capable of working under
minimum supervision, as par of a team, of internalising the
norms of the firm or orgamsation, and of making responsible
decisions on the basis of information supplied. The more
open forms of classroom organisation were much more
conducive than their predecessors Lo the development of
these skills and habits. This layer was required also to be able
to relate its own functions to the needs of sociely as a
whaole, 1o understand at least some of the processes atl work
in society, and to identify, in one way or another, with the
‘common weal' — this was provided by the new emphasis on
the social sciences.

This is not 1o say that the educational system relates in a
purely functional way to the capitalist cconomy. On the
comtrary, the insertion of nominally egelitarian and
non-authoritarian forms into the capitalist educational
system has given rise to a number of contradictions, of which
two in particular may be mentioned here. The first is
between the proclaimed social objectives of the system and
the actual experience of the class for whom their appeal is
strongest. The mechanism of social mobility promotes gifted
individuals from the working class into the petly bourgesi-
sie, while making no perceptible improvement in the social
situation of the class as a whole. Individual social mobility is
moreover 8 much more limited phenomenon than social
democratic apologists have ever allowed: the profound
inegualities of capitalist society — many times more
powerful than the ‘countervailing’ egalitarianism of the
school — are reinforced by rooted cultural habits 1o ensure
the generational self-reproduction of the working class.
However, this contradiction, with all the bitterness and
disillusionment that it brings, is intersected by a second,
which can be made to work against it. For in the course of
winnowing a small minorily of working ¢lass children, the
bourgeois State risks providing the remainder — the working
class of tomorrow — with a certein surplus of educational
possibilities, The characteristic norms and practices of
progressive education, with all that they imply politically and
ideplogicelly, are instilled not only in the ‘successful® ones
who ‘need” them, but also in the *failures’ who, in stricily
capitalist terms, do not. Thus, if the comprehensive system
cannot simply be entered as a ‘working cless gain', il is
nevertheless rich in possibilities,

If we as revolutionary socialistz ask what form of
education will best prepare the working class for socialism,
would it not be something along these lines? The working
class needs the confidence to 1ake its own decisions, needs (o
suspect and resist all forms of authortarianism, and (o
perceive the needs of society as a whole, and not just its own
sectional interests. Comprehensive education and progres-
sive teaching methods approved by a capilalist system to
terve Its own neads may also be the best preparation for
socialism. The bourgeoisic al presenl seems more aware of
this contradiction than do left teachers, many of whom are
becoming demoralised and sceptical about progressive
principles.

1 do not want to argue, in traditional Labour fashion, that
comprehensivisaton can serve the interests of all classes
equally; | am simply trying to highlight some of the
contradictions within il, in & preliminary attempt to outline a
non-social democratic defence of comprehensives, and a

means whereby socialist teachers can function within them.
Such & course involves a struggle against another strand
within progressive education that renders it safely conserva-
tive: the emphasis on the developmemt of each individual
child to the Iimits of her/his ability, which neatly
complements the ideology of equality of opportunity:
individual working class cildren are told that they can ‘make
it". There is a neglect of the class companent of education:
the fact that the working class as a whole is — necessarily —
destined to “failure’, and that one of the functions of the
educational system is to keep the workmg class in an
economically and idenlogically subordinate position, is not
understood by many progressive teachers.

The possibilities of introducing children 1o the develop-
ment of forms of collective struggle are extremely limited
and hazardous. The truth is that teachers are faced with the
collective strength of rebellious working class pupils — white
and black — in their classrooms, and are often forced,
however reluctantly, to break this solidarity by urging
individual children to look Lo their own interests and ‘get
on’, The problem cannot be solved via the naive stratagems
adopted sometimes by young teachers who protest, 'l am on
your mde, so do as 1 say even if vou don’t do what
reactionary old Mr X says’, or simply say, ‘decide for
vourselves what to do'. thus abnegating their responsibili-
ties.

Whal ean be done is to provide examples of working class
forms of struggle from history, as Chris Searle has done with
considerable success, in order 1o encourage a sense of class
solidarity. Teachers can encourage the growth of the
National Union of School Students, and offer support and
cooperation from the National Union of Teachers. They can
altempt to subvert prevailing ideologies — racist, sexist,
class-collaborationist — but it must be recognised that a
developing class consciousness can only come from the
experience of struggle in the class as a whole. The
educational system will not hecome a significant arena of
class conflict until the class struggle in society is much more
intense than It is now. The educational system in any society
is structurally conservative; its function is to reproduce
existing social and economic relations, This is not an excuse
for pessimism or inactivity but a realistic assessment of the
possihilities open to us. We should not be seduced into rhe
belief that significant working class gains have been or will
be made at the expenss of the capitalist class. Whal gains
there have been — and | agree with Ken Jones that there
have besn some, though he has not defined them — we
should defend before the working class. Only when the
working class recognises them as gains will it be ready Lo
defend them.

Ken Jones's thesis, and the lactics he devises, are an
uncritical defence of the ‘gains' of the last thirty years, and
therefore do nol challenge the working class 1o go beyond
the reformist illusions which maintain its economic and
palitical subordination. An argument based rather on a
critical examination of the issues involved in progressive
sducarion, while recognising the limitations of action based
salely on educational issues, will form & part of the process
of winning the working class from reformism to the struggle
far socialism.
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Ernest Mandel

The real place of Rosa Luxemburg has still to be

located precisely in the history of the revolutionary

movement. The disintegration of the Stalinist monolith has meant that, while many have acknowledged
her merits, they have hastened to add that ‘she belongs to the pre-1914 epoch’. ' Those wrilers who
pigeon-hole her in this fashion create an impediment for themselves by approaching the history of the
workers movement with essentially subjective criteria. In this way the merits of Rosa become —

depending on the whim of the author in question
the revisionism of Eduard Bernsiein, her

— her uncompromising defence of Marxism against
deep attachment fo the principles of mass action and

spontaneity, or even her defence of workers democracy against Bolshevik ‘excesses’.
The difficulty disappears as soon s we approach the history of the workers movement with objective
criteria and apply the golden rule of historical materialism to Marxism itsell; in the final analysis it is

material existence which determines consciousne
changing social reality in order to interpret the mod

ss and not the reverse. We must start from the
ifications which have taken place In the thought of

the international workers movement, including successive contributions which have enriched or
impoverished Marxism itself. With this method, Rosa's part in the evolution of the workers movement
before 1914 (if not before 1919), instead of appearing alomised and fragmented, retains its unity. Only
through such a method rather than the empirical approaches of narrative history and specialised
research is the crucial importance of Rosa’s theoretical and practical activity fully revealed.

“The Tried and Tested Tactic' in Crisis

For thirty years the tactics of German Social Democracy,
“die alte bewithrte Taktik' (*the tried and tested tactic'), had
completely dominated the international proletarian move-
ment. In fact, apart from the splendid isolation of the Paris
Commune and the experiences of certain, mainly anarchist,
sections of the international workers movement, the history
of the class struggle had borne the social democratic stamp
for half a century. Its influence was so preponderant that
even those like Lenin and the Bolsheviks, who had broken in
practice with this tradition al a pational level, continued to
regard the German model religiously as a model which was
universally applicable.

“The tried and tested tactic' had a first class pedigree.
During the last fifteen years of his life, despite significant
vacillations®, Frederick Engels had become its champion
even to the extent of making it a veritable deed in his
*political testament": the ‘Introduction’ that he wrote in 1895
io the new German edition of Karl Marx's The Class
Struggles in France ]1848-30. The most famous extracts from
this ‘Introduction’ were cited innumerzble times in every

European language between 1895 and 1914. And 1t was this
path which social democracy followed from 1918 1o 1929,
when the world economic crisis and the crisis of social
democracy itself combined to put an end (o this sterile
EXETTISE:

1. This Iz particularly the judgament of J. P, Netll, who has wiitien
tha lullest blography of Fosa to date (Rosa Luxemburg,
Landan, 1868}, Netll combines a wealth ol datall and an oflén
impressive judgement on pariial evenis with & comphate lack of
comprahansion of the general prablems of proletarian strategy, the
mass mavement and revolutlonary perspecilvas: precisely the
problems that pracccupled Rosa thraughoul har life.

2. Tharafore, when 1he danger of war was posed for tha first time in
{he 18808, Engels asseried Ihat, in tha event of a war, sociel
democracy would ba farced 1o {ake power and expressed the lsar
that this could and disasirousiy. In the same letlar 18 Batal ha
exprassad his conviction that, ‘wa would ba in power by the end af
the century’ (lotter to Bebel, 24 October 1881.) In a previous latier
{deted 1 May 1881) he altackad Bapal's plan lo censor lhe
publicatian of the Critigue of the Gorhe Progremme and denounced
the atlack on tha fresdom of orilicism and disoussion within the
party (Augus! Bebel, Briefwechsel mil Friedrich Engals, Mouton &
Co., 1985, pp. 417, 465.)
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‘Everywhere the German example of uiilising the sulfrage, of
winning all the posts accessible 1o us, has been imitaved.
Everywhere the spontaneous unleashing of the anack has
retreated into the buckground... The two million waters whom it
sends 1o the hallor bax, together with the young men and women
who stand behind...them as non-voters, form  the most
numerous, mosl compact mass, the decisive "'shock force™ al
the internarional prolctarian army. This mass already supplies over
a fourth of the recorded woies..lis growih proceeds as
spantancously, as steadily, s irresistibly, and at the same time a8
tranquilly as a nateral process. All governmeni infervenlions
have proved powerless againgl it. We can count even today on
two and @ quarter million vovers. 17 It continues In this fashion,
by the end of the century we shall congquer the greater part of the
middle section of sociery, perty bourgeois and small peasants,
andd proww into the decisive pover in the land, befare which sl
ather powers will have (o bow, whether they like it or not. To
keep this growth gaing without imterrapiion until of itsell it gets
beyond the contral of the ruling governmenial svsiem, not o
fritier wway this daily incressing shock force in advance gusrd
fighting, bui 1o keep il intuct wntil the decisive day, that is our
main task.' (Engels; Selected Writlags, ediled by W. O,
Henderson, pp 284-296, Our emphasis.) *

Of course, we now know that the German Social
Democratic leaders had scandalously censored Engels' text
and had twisted its meaning, remowving cveryvthing that
remained fundamentally revolutionary in the words of this
old fighter and lifelong companion of Marx. ' But all that
is by the way. The above gquotation is authenlic. It
completely justifies 'the tried and tested lactic’: recruit as
many members as possible, educate as many workers as
possible, gain as many voles as possible in elections, and put
new social legislation on the stalute book (above all rhe
reduction of the working week) — everything else will follow
automatically: *All other powers will have (sic) 1o bow
befare us'; our growth is ‘irresistible’; we must 'keep our
shock force intact until the decisive day' (sic)...

Even more convincing than the blessing of the venerable
doven of international socialism was the verdict of the facts.
The lacts gave credence to Bebel, Vandervelde, Victor Adler
and the other pragmatisis who were content to plod this

path, thereafier elevated to the status of holy writ. At each
election the votes grew. If sometimes there was an
unexpected reversal (the ‘Hottentot elections’ in Germany in
1907*) it was followed by a particularly brilliant riposte: the
Reichstag elections in 1912, when the German Social
Democracy won a third of the wvotes. The workers'
organizations were continually gathering strength, extending
into every sphere of social life and becoming bastions of
what was truly a ‘counter society’ stimulating a sustained
development of class conscicusness. There were wage rises,
there was increasing legislation to protect the workers, and
poverty was declining (even if it had not disappeared
entirely). The tide seemed so irresistible that not only the
Faithful but even their adversaries were heady with it.

But, as always, consciousness lagged behind reality. All
this *irresisiible lide’ amounted to was a reflection of the
international capitalist boom, a secular reduction in the
“industrial reserve army’ in Europe, notably through
emigration, and the increasing super-exploitation of the
colonial and semi-colonial countries by imperialism. By the
beginning of the 20th century the resources that had fuelled
this temporary easing of socio-economic contradictions in
the West were beginning to run oul. Thencelorth the
aggravation and not the easing of social contradictions was
on the agenda. Waiting to take the stage was not an epoch of
peaceful progress but an epoch of imperialist wars, national
liberation struggles and civil war. The long period of
amelioration would be followed by twenty years when real
wages stagnated or even fell. The epoch of evolution was ar
an end; the epoch of revolutions was aboul to begin.

In this new epoch ‘the ried and tested tactic’ lost all
justification; from an organisational principle it was 1o be
transformed into a death trap for the European working
clags, The vast majority of contemporaries did not grasp this
before 4 August 1914, Even Lenin had not understood it for
the countries which lay to the west of the Tsarist Empire,
Trotsky was hesitant. Rosa’s merit was that she was the first
to grasp clearly and systematically the necessity for a
fundamental change in the strategy and lactics of the
workers movement in the West, confronted by a changed
ohjective situation: the dawning of the imperialist epoch, *

* Translalors' note — In seeking the source of this quotation moat
sasily accessiple 1o the English audiance we tumed to the Pellcan
aditien of Engals’ writings edited by Henderson. This has probably
baen one of Ihe mas! widaly-raad transialions of Engsls to appear
in Engligh. Yel avan in the 1967 adition a transiation Is used which
dates from 1837 and was made by E Burns. This tranalatbon
complataly omits & crucial passage: “Everywhers the apontansous
unleashlng of the attack haa refrealed Inlo the background'.
Obvigusly, Ermest Mandal is 1oo generous to tha raformists — avan
in 1837 It was still necesesry to lalsify and bowdierise his ‘oid
fighter and companion of Marx',

3. Engels wrote lo Kautshy on 1 April 1895: ‘| s88 an axtract from
my “Introduction” has appeared In Vorwarts today, reprinted
without my knowladge and laid oul In sush & mannar (hat | Appaar
as nothing more than a peaceable lover of legality at all costs. |
tharelore desira all the more that an uncut wersion of the
“Intraduction” be published In the Neus Jeif 8o that this shamaful
h"nﬁrmmn s wiped out.®

ping tha pretect of threats of legal sanciiona, Bebel and
Kautsky refusad o comply. Engels lal himsall ba coaxed and did
nol naiat on A completa reproduction of the "Introduction’. This
anly happanad aftar 1818 through the good offices of anoiher
Internationel — the Cominfann.

* Translators' note — The so-calied 'Hottentot elections” of 1807
resulted in an unexpecied setback for the SPD. As the alection
fol horweend sevaral yaars of unprecedentad rise In the iving standards
of the masses and the institution of soclal legisiation i1 was
ganarally expected that the SPD would increass its vote, However,
whan Imperial Ghancolior Bilow dissolved the Reichatag he did 8o
a8 & manoauvra 1o discipline the Cathalle "Centre Parly’ and creata
& pariiementary bloc which could govarn without réllance on tha
‘Cenlra', The chosen battleground proved to be tha guastion of
guerlila activity In Soulh Wesl Atrica and, although the celansibie

targel of Bolow's cempaign was (ha "Centra Pary', hls viclantly
xenophoblc campaign was in reality launched againat the SPD

As 50 aftan In Europasn history the socinlist movemant crashod
on tha rocks of the chauvinism and palriotism Inspired In tha
working class by the bourgeois damagogues and lha SPD suffered
a major revaran, declining from Bl to 43 seals. Howawad, &(though
this was sean as a olear dafeal for the SPO, the undedying sirength
ol Garman Social Damocracy wes clearly revealad by the lact that it
actually Increased iis vole Dy 240,000 — that It loat sasfs was
mane a rasull of 1he anti-socialist coalitian and the vagaries of the
Garman alectoral process than any real decline In mass support.
This ks an important paint to remamber, as the sacred question of
the ‘balance af forces' waa 1o ba one of the major resaona glven by
tha unlon buresucracy for refusing to organiss a thoroughgalng
raslatanca ta the govarnmant in the following years,

4, Trolsky had almost echosd Rosa's opinlgn In Resulls and
Prospects (1908). emphasising the Inoreasingly consarvalive
charactér of #oclal democracy. Howsver, because of ihe
concliiatory position he adopled on (ha faction light in tha RSOLP,
he came closar 1o Kautsky in 1808 and supported him against Rosa
in the debata on tha ‘'mass political sirlks’. Lenin toock a very
cautious attiluda on the confiict belween FAosa and Kaulsky In
1010, altempling ta stop & bioc developing between Kaulsky and
the Mansheviks. In his erticle Two Worlds' he asserted that the
diltarences batween the Marxisis (amongs! whom he numbered not
only Aosa and Kaulsky, but also Bebel) ware only of a lactical
nalura and, morsovar, In the finel anailysis were minar
disagreements. Ha praised |he “caution’ of Babal and [ustifiad his
thesis accarding 1o which It was praferable to |eave the enemy the
initiative In starting the wear. [Werke, Vol. XVI, pp 311-18, Berlin,
Dietz-Varlag)
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The roots of Rosa's fight against the ‘tried and tested tactic’

Of course, the new objective situation had been partially
grasped by the most far-sighted Marxists at the end of the
19th century. The phenomenon of the extension of colonial
empires and the beginnings of imperialism, insofar as it was
the expression of the political expansion of big capital, had
been enalysed. Hilferding had erected that remarkable
monument Finance Capital, He recorded the appearance of
cartels, trusts and monopolies (used by the TEVIS-
jonists to claim that capitalism would become more and
more organised and thus its contradictions less acute; there
really is nothing new under the sun). After the Internation-
al’s Stuttgart Conference the suspicions of Lenin, the Polish,
Dutch, Belgian and [ralian left regarding Kautsky's
concessions 1o the revisionists increased, especially on the
question of the fight against imperialisi war. Electoral
opportunism and ‘tactical’ blocs with the liberal bourgeoisie
of this or that region or national group (such as the
Baden group in Germany®, the majority of the Belgian
Workers Party, the followers of Jaurés in France, etc.) came
under heavy fire. However, all this criticism remained partial
and fragmented and, above all, ‘the tried and tested lactic’
was not scrapped in favour of & new system of strategy and
tactics. On the contrary, it was treated with more reverence
than ever beflore,

From 1900 to 1914 Rosa was the only socialist west of
Russia to strike oul in a new dircction. This exceptional
achievement was not just the result of her undeniable genius,
her clarity of thought, and her unflinching devotion to the
catise of socialism and the international working class. It can
be explained above all by the historical and geographical,
that is to say social, conditions in which her theory and
practice were nurtured and developed.

Her unique position as a leader of rwo social democratic
parties (the German and Polish parties) placed her at a
vantage point for understanding the two contradictory
jendencics in international social democracy. On the one
hand there was the dangerous shide into bureaucratic
routimism which was becoming ever marc pronounced in
Germany, and on the other hand there was the rise of new
forms and methods of struggle in the Tsarist Empire. She
was therefore able to perform for the tactics of the workers
movement the same audacious operation that Trotsky had
performed for revolutionary perspectives. No longer did the
most ‘advanced’ countries necessarily show the *backward’
ones the image of their own future, On the conlrary, the
workers of the ‘backward’ countries (Russia and Puland)
were showing the Western countries the urgeni tactical
modifications that had to be adopted.

Maturally, this too had been foreseen by certain Marxists.
As carly as 1896, Parvus had published a long study in the
Newe Zeit in which he envisaged the use of “a mass political
strike’ as a weapon against the threat of a coup 10 suppress
universal suffrage. ' This study was itself inspired by a

resolution Kautsky had submitted to the 10th Session of the
Socialist Congress in Zurich (1893) on the appropriate
response Lo threats 1o universal suffrage. Engels had
hroached the same question in the past, but all these had
heen isolated forays which led 1o no strategic or tactical
changes.

Rosa was also helped by an in-depth study of the two
political crises which had shaken Western Europe towards
the end of the century: the Dreyfus affair in France, and the
General Strike for universal suffrage in Belgium {1902).
From this twofold experience she developed a deep hatred of
parliamentary cretinism. Furthermore, the developed a
growing conviction that ‘the tried and tested tactic' would
fail at 'the decisive hour” if the masses were not trained well
in advance in the politicy of extra-parliamentary aclion us
well as routine electoralism and purely economic strikes.
However, it was above all the experience of the Hussian
revolution of 1905 that enabled Rosa to integrate her
scatiered criticisms into a systematic critique of ‘the tried
and tested tactic’. Wiih hindsight we can say that it was
undoubtedly 1905 which marked the end of the essenially
progressive role of international social democracy and
ushered in the prolonged phase of vacillation in which
formerly progressive Lraits were increasingly combined with
reactionary influences which steadily grew in strength until
they brought the party to the disaster of August 1914.

T'o grasp the importance of the Russian revolulion of 1905
we must bear in mind that it was the first mass revolutionary
upheaval which Furope had witnessed since the days of the
Paris Commune: that is, for 34 years! It was therefore
perfectly natural that such & passionate revolutionary as
Rosa should carefully study every detail of the explosion and
all its particular characteristics in order to draw out the
central lessons of 1903 for the coming upheavals in Europe.
In this she merely followed in the footsteps of Marx and
Engels, who performed exactly the same examination for the
upheavals of 1848 and the Paris Commune.

One aspect of the 1905 revolution in particular was decisive
in precipitating the development of a new strategy and new
tactics for international sccial democracy, counterposed (o
the “tried and tested tactic’ of the SPD. For decades the
debate between the anarchists and syndicalists on the one
hand end the social democrats on the other had been caught
in a false polarisation which counterposed the supporters of
minorify direct action to those who supporied mass,
organised action, which meant in practice ‘peaceful’,
‘legalistic’ work (in the electoral arena or the trade unions).
However, the revolution of 1905 produced a combination of
events which neither side had foreseen. For 1905 saw direct
action by the masses, yet these masses, far from wallowing
happily in & pristine siate of spontuncous and unorganised
innocence, organised themselves precisely through their
experience of mass action in order (o prepare themselves for
even mare audacious actions in the Tuture,

Thus, even though revolutionary syndicalism had for many
years counterposed the ‘myth’ of the general strike® to
social democratic electoralism, and although it was at that

* Translalors’ note — In understanding the degeneration of Garman
Sacial Demeccracy Il is necessary io grasp (he differantial
condilions which operated throughout 19th and sarly 20th century
Germany. The situation in South Germany was very ditfarent fram
that in Prussia, and power was based on an alllance af consarvalive
landowners and liberal professional classes who presenled a very
differant image from the Junker-dominated and miiitaristic
Prussinn siate. Hence from the beginning of the 20th cenlury tha
Baden Social Democratic group used Parllament not maraly B8 &
prapaganda tribune, bul also blocked with the lioerals against the
Cathol b ‘Gentre Party’ to promote certain sociel reforms. From thal
mament on relarmist degeneration spread rapldly; the depulies
soon ranounced even the traditional soolal democralic gesture ol
delignce and ceased to vole against the budget!

5, The articla was entitfed ‘Slastsstrelch und politischer Massan-
siraika’. and was first published in Neue Zeit. It has been
reproducsd in the anthology Dis Massensireikdebatie, published
by the Eurcpllsche Verlagsansiall {Erankfurt, 1970, pp. 46-85).

* Translalors’ ata — The concapt of tha general strike as & ‘myth’
was mainly the work of Georges Sorel, the majar theorist of
revolutionary syndicalism. In his book Reflections on Vig/ance
{1808) Sorel defined the mylhical quality of Ihe genoral atrike, ‘the
myth In which Sociallsm is wholly compriasd, Ls., & boedy of
images capable of invoking Instinctivaly all the gsantiments which
correspond o tha difterent manifestations of tha war undertaken by
Spciglism ageinat modern sociely’. Thus the strength af the
general strike lles in the fact that Il does nal divert the working
class into tha avanues ol soclal reform bul symbalises and
gotualises (he ‘claavage’ betwesn the lundamenial classas of
bourgeois society, transiorming Individual contlicta intp the purdé
class war. The general strike bscomes tha momant of proletarian
transformation into the class-lar-itsall and consequently has this
central mylhical quality which encloses ‘all the sirongoest
inclinations af & paople, of a parly, of of a class’. Consequantly, a
claar counterposition was mada by Sorel betwean the revalutionary
act and the 'middie class' reformism of social democracy. Cl.
Reflections on Yiclence, ColllerBooks, 1850, pp124-8and 133-5,
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very moment that a general strike was victorious in Europe
for the first time, both Lenin and Rosa grasped the fact that
had not been understood in the West: that 1905 sounded the
death-knell of revolutionary syndicalism in Russia! They
should have added, of courte — and Lenin understood this
only after 1914 — that the eclipse of revolutionary
syndicalism in Russia could only be explained by the fact
that, far from opposing the mass strike or trying to curb it in
any way, the Russian and Polish Social Democrats (or at
least their most radical wings) had become enthusiastic
organisers and propagandists for the mass strike and had
thus definitively overcome the old dichotomy: ‘gradual
gclion — revolutionary action®,

Rosa was dazzled by the experience of the 190% revolution,
an experience which had struck a chord in the hearts of
workers in several countries to the west of the Tsarist
Empire — beginning with Austria, where il provoked a
general strike that won universal suffrage. The last 14
years of Rosa's life thus became a sustained effort 1o teach
this one fundamental lesson to the German proletariat: it is
necessary lo abandon gradualism, it is necessary to prepare
for mass revolutionary struggles which are once again on the
agenda. The outbreak of the First World War, of the
Russian Revolution of 1917, and of the German Revolution
of 1918 all confirmed the accuracy of the estimation she had
made in 1905,

On the first of February 19085 she wrote:

*But for international social democracy, 1oo, the uprising of
the Russian proletariat constituies something profoundly new
which we must feel with every fibre of cur being. All of us,
whatcver pretemsions we  have 1o & mastery af dialecrics,
remain incorrigible metaphysicians, obsessed by the immanence
of everything within our everyday experience... l1 & only in the
valeanic explosion of the revolution that we perceive what swilli
and earth-shatiering resulis the young mole has schicved and
just how happily it is undermining the very ground ender the feet
of European bourgeols society, Gauging the political maturity
and revolutionary energy of the working class through electoral
slatistics and the membership of local branches is like Lrying (o
measure Moni Blanc with & ruler!’

She continued on the first of May:
"This is the main point o grasp: we must understand and
assimilate the facy that the screality of 8 revolution in the Tsurist
Empire will provoke & colossal acceleration in the tempe of the
international class struggle 50 that even in the heantlands of *‘ald
Europe'" we will face in the not too distant future revalutionary
situntions and entirely new tactical problems.”

Finally, in a confrontation with reformist syndicalists like
Robert Schmidt at the Jena Congress on 22 September 1905,
she cried out indignantly:

"o far you have sat here and heard many speeches delivered on the
political massstrike. Dossn't it make you feel like putting your head
in your hands mnd esking yourself: are we really living in
the year af the glorious Russian revolotion or 15 it sill decades
awny? Every day you can read the aceounis of the revolution in
the papers, cvery day you can read the disparches, and yet you
gbvipusly have neither eyes to see nor ears to hear...Docsn'|
Robert Schmidt see that the moment predicted by our gremt
teachers Marx and Engels has actually arrived? The moment
when evolution becomes revolution! We have the Kussian
revolution right in front of our eyes. We would be fools if we
didn't learn anything from i’

Looking back we know that she was right. Just as the
victory of the Russian revolution in 1917 would have been
infinitely more difficult without the experience of 1905 and
the tremendous revolutionary apprenticeship that it repres-
ented for tens of thousands of Russian worker cadres, so the
victory of the German Revolution of 1918-9 would have been
far easier had the German workers experienced pre-revolu-
tionary or revolutionary mass political struggles before 1914.
You can't learn to swim withou! getting your feet wet, and
the masses cannot atiain revolutionary consciousness
without the experience of revolutionary actions, Even if it
wis impossible to imitate the 1905 revolution in Germany
between 1903 and 1914, it was at least perfectly possible to
transform completely the daily routine of social democracy,
to reorientate it towards an ever more revolutionary mode of
intervention and cadre formation, and thus to prepare the
masses for the inevitable confrontation with the bourgeoisie
and its state apparatus. By refusing 1o strike out on & new
course and by clinging to increasingly unreal formule about
the ‘inevitable’ victory of socialism, the ‘inevitable’ retreat
of the bourgeoisie and its state in the face of 'the calm and
tranquil strength’ of the workers, the leaders of the SPD
during these decisive years sowed the dragons’ teeth which
sprang up as armed warriors in 1914, 1919, and 1933 as the
German workers reaped the bitter harvests of defeat,

The debate on the mass sirike

It is in this context that we must examine the debate on the
mass strike which unfolded in the SPD after 1905, The main
stages of the debate were marked by: the Jena Conference of
1905 (in & cerlain sense the most ‘gauchiste’ conference
before 1914, obviously due to the pressure of the Russian
revolution); the Mannheim Conference of 1906; the
publication in that same vear of two pamphlets, one by
Kautsky and one by Rosa, both addressed to the problem of
the ‘mass strike’; the 1910 debate between Rosa and
Kauisky: and finally the debate between Kautsky and
Pannekoek. *

We can rehearse the essential points of the debate, cven if
rather schematically, as follows. Having fought the idea of a
general strike as a ‘gencral stupidity’ ("Ceneralstreik ist
Generalunsinn') for decades under the pretext that one must
first organise the vast majority of workers before such a
strike could be successful, the SPD leaders were shaken by
the Belgian General Strike of 1902-3, but approached any
revision of their *quietist’ conceptions only in a very hesitant
way, * In 1905, at the Jena Conference, a clash broke out
between the union leaders and the leaders of the SPD during
which the union leaders went so far as 1o suggest that the
supporters of the general strike should depart for Russia or
Poland post haste to put their ideas into practice. '* With
reluctance, but not without vigour, Bebel entered the arena
and attacked the union leaders, admitting the possibility of a
mass political strike ‘in principle’. However, a compromise
was hammered out between the conferences of Jena and
Mannheim. At Mannheim (190§) peace was restored in the
central apparatus. Thereafter only the union chiefs were to

€. As sarly as Reform or Revolution, Aosa had writlen: ‘it fell to
Bernstein 1o consider it possible that the farmyard of the bourgecis
parliamant would ba called upon to bring aboul the mosl incredible
social fransformation in hislory — (he pessagse from capltaliat ta
soclallst acclety.’

Rosa's critique of parllamentarianiam and her analysis of the
decline of the bourgeols parllament written n 1900 retains a
freshnass and 3 relsvance which no other Maraist writing In
Weaatern Eurcpa bafore 1914 . In the samé vain Rosa
explained the Increasing strengih of revolutionary syndicallam in
France as a rasult of tha llluslons of the French working class In
‘Jaursssist' parlismentarianiam. (Cf. her article published In tha
Sachslsche Arbeiterzeitung of B/8 Decamber 1905 — Rosa
Luxemburg, Auvsgewihite Aeden und Schriflen, Yaol, 1, p.186.)

7. Thess quotations are from an articla published In the Neue Zeit
("Mach dem ersien AKY), In tha Slchsische Arbeilerzaliung |'Im
Fauarachaine der Revalutian') and fram her h at the Jena
Congress (ses FAosa Luxemburg, Auvsge Readen ung
iﬁwm' Vol, I, Dietr Variag, Barlin, 1955, pp. 220/1, 234/5, and
).

B. A good summary of thia debate is given by Antonia Grunanbarg
In her Introduction 1o Ole Massensinelkdabarra (pp.5-44).

§. Eor exampls, In the ariicls 'The Leasons af the Minars” Sirike’
'Die Lehren des Bergerbelterstrelk’) which appearad In the News
Zuit In 1803,

10. Rasa Luxemburg, Speech al the Jana Congrass, 21 September
1905 |Ausgewdhile Reden und Schriften, Vol. Il pp. 240-1).
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be considered ‘competent’ ta ‘proclaim’strike action,
including & mass political strike, after they had weighed up
all the problems of ‘organisation’, the funds available, the
‘balance of forces’, etc. After the untoward intervention of
an actual revolution in Russia, the SPD leaders heaved a
sigh of relief and returned to the familiar and well-trodden
paths of ‘the tried and tested tactic’.

Throughout all this Rosa was, of course, furiously
champing at the bit. She was just waiting for the most
propitious moment to strike a decisive blow for her new
strategy and tactics. The moment dawned with ihe elections
to the Prussian Diet in 1910, when agitation for universal
suffrage was launched, The masses were demanding action
and Rosa organised a dozen mass meelings aided by
thousands of workers and militants. A police ban on the
meetings led 1o skirmishes and finally 2 central demonstra-
tion af 200,000 was organised in Traptow Park, Berlin. But
the SPD leadership hated these ‘disturbances’ like the
plague, and concentrated on preparing the best possible
electoral intervention in the 1912 elections, Consequently the
agitation was stifled at birth and this time it was Kaulsky
himself, the “guardian of arthodoxy’, who took up the
cudgels and led the theoretical and palitical struggle of the
apparatus against the left. He produced countless pedantic
articles and pamphlets which reveal, above all eise, a
complete failure to grasp the dynamic of the mass
movement. ''*

A first sight a reversal of alliances had occurred, At the
turn of the century, Rosa and Kautsky (the lefi and the
centre) had blocked with the apparatus of the party arcund
Bebel and Singer against the revisionist minority around
Bernstein. In 1906, at the Mannheim Conference, the trade
union apparatus went over to the revisionist camp and the
Bebel-Kautsky-Rosa alliance scemed stronger than ever. 50
how then should we account for the sudden reversal in this
system of alliances, which took place within the space of
four vears (1906-10)7 In fact, the social and political realities
of the problem differed decisively from the appearances.
Bebel and the party apparalus were just as much enamoured
of ‘the tried and tested tactic' in 1900 as in 1910. They were
fundamentally conservative, that is to say supporters af the
siafus guo in the heart of the workers movement itxelf
{without having lost for all that their socialist convictions
and even passions, but having relegated these Lo the province
of a distant future). Bernstein and the revisionists threatened
to upset the delicate equilibrium between ‘the tried and
tested tactic’ (that is, the daily reformist practice), socialist
propaganda, the hopes and faith of the masses in socialism,
the unity of the party, and the unity between the masses and
the party. For that reason Bebel and the apparatus opposed
him; for essentially conservative ends so as not to upset the
apple-cart,

However, the revolution of 1905 and the impact of
imperialism on the relations between the classes in Germany
itself aggravated the tensions i the heart of the workers
movement. When the possibility of a split emerged after the
Jena Conference, Bebel, Ebert and Scheidemann showed
that they preferred the unity of the apparatus to unity with
radicalising workers — that is how they interpreted ‘the
primacy of organisation’. From that moment on, the whole
of the party apparatus broke with the left, because il was
now the left who was demanding that ‘the tried and tested
tactic’ be jettisoned, not only in theory but also — horror of
horrors — in practice. The die was cast.

The only question which remained open for a time was
Kautsky's position. Would he side with the parly apparalus
against the left, or with the left against the apparatus? After
the 1905 revolution he momentarily leaned to the left, yet a
significant incident decided his fate. In 1908 Kautsky wrote
his pamphlet The Road to Power. In it he examined precisely
the question that had been left unanswered since Engels’
famous preface of 1895. How does one pass Jrom winning
the majority of the working masses fo socialism (by means of

the *tried and lested tactic’) to the conguest of political
power itcelf? His formula were moderate and did not imply
any systematic revolutionary agitation. The question of the
abolition of the monarchy was not posed (instead he
modestly referred to ‘the democratisation of the Empire and
fts component states'). But even so there were too many
‘dangerous phrases’ in this pamphlet for the small-minded,
conservative and bureaucratised “Parteivorstand’. The
possibility of ‘revolution’ was mentioned, it was even
mooted that, ‘Nobody should be so najve as 1o imagine thi
we will pass imperceptibly and peacefully fram a militarisi
stare... to democracy’. This wis ‘dangerous phrasemonger-
ing’. It might even ‘provoke a law-suit’. And so tha
Paricivorstand decided to turn the pamphlet back into
pulp. H

A tragi-comedy ensued which decided the fale of Kaursky
as a revolutionary and a theoretician. He appealed tn the
Control Commission of the party, which found in his
favour. But Bebel remained unmoved. Kautsky then agreed
to submit to party censorship and 1o emasculale the fext
himseif. He censored anything that might prove controver-
sial and thus rendered the text completely anodyne, emerging
from the whole affair as a completely spineless individual
with no strength of character. Even in this episode one can
see the seeds of his future break with Rosa, his centrism, his
role as an apparatchik in the 1910-12 debate, his base
capitulation in 1914, etc.

It is no accident that the acid test for Kautsky, as for all
centrists, wis the question of the struggle for power and the
reintegration of revolution into a strategy entirely founded
upon a daily reformist routine. Effectively, this had been the
decisive question for international sociel demo<racy since
1905,

An analysis of the first draft of The Road 1o Power reveals
that elements of centrism were present even before the
buresucratic axe fell, For although Kautsky perceptively
analysed those factors leading to increasing class contra-
dictions (imperialism, militarism, reduced economic Ex-
pansion, et¢), his fundamental philosophy was still that of
‘the tried and tested tactic’: industrialisation and the
concentration of capital are working for us, our rise is
irresistible unless something unforeseen occurs... Such was
Kautsky's reazoning, and the idea of abandoning passive
fatalism was only entertained for those instances when ‘our
enemies commit a foolish mistake’ — a coup d'état or a
world war, After all, matters had not progressed one inch
since 1896, when Parvus first formulated the problem.

Revolutionary sirikes and mass explosions were of no
importance in Kautsky's Road ro Power. Even the Russian
revolution was only invoked 1o show that it opened an era of
revolutions in the East (which was correct), and that because
of inter-imperialist conflicts the revolutionary period in the
East would have profound effects on conditions in the West
(which was also correct) and would undoubtedly exacerbate
the tensions and increase the instability of bourgeois society.
Bul no connections were made between the objective effects
of the Russian upheaval in creating instability and the effects
of the revolution on the activity of the prolefarian masses of
Western Europe. Political initiative, the subjective factor,
the active element — these go completely by the board.
‘Awail your enemy’s mistake, prepare for zero hour by

11. See In particular hls sriicle “What Next' (Neue Zait, 1610} with
its gistinctions betwean ‘pre-amptive defensive sirikas’ and "sirikes
ol aggression’ (a distinction which arlginates from lhe book by
Henrietta RAcland-Horst on the mass sirike), ‘sconomic” and
'poiftical’ strikes, ‘strategy of allritian’ versus ‘strategy of
gvarihrow’, mte. (Dfe Massansirelkdabatte. pp. BE-121).

- Translators’ nota — Faor the most recent resumé af this whole
gebate in English, ses Pamy Andarson, The Antinomies of
Antonio Gramsci’, In New Laft Aeview 100, pp. 81-88.

12. See tha aditlon af The Aoad lo Power published by Editions
Anthrapes (Parig, 1989), with an introduction and an appendix af
comespondence which throw some light on this sad aftair.
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purely organisational means, be coreful to leave the iniriarive
to the amemy' — that & the sum total of the centrist wisdom
of Kausky in a nutshell! Later this was (o be rendered still
more profound by the Austro-Marxists — whose catas-
trophic failure did not burst upon the world unril 1934/
Rosa's superiority is clearly revealed in every aspect of this
crucial debate. To the dull rote of statistics with which
Kautsky justified his thesis that “the revolution can never
break out prematurely’, Rosa counterposed a profound
understanding of the immaturity of conditions which each
and every proletarian revolution will know in its birth-pangs:

*,.thess “premature™ advances of the proletariat constilute in
themselves & very important factar, which will create the political
conditions for the finml victory, because the proletarial cannot
attain the degree of political maturity necessary (o accomplish the
final cverthrow unless it is tempered in the flames of long and
stubborn struggles.™

Rosa had written this as early as 1900, and it was here thal
she began to formulate the first elements of a theory of the
subjective conditions necessary for a revolutionary victory,
while Kautsky was still obssessed by an examination of
purely objective conditions, to the extent of denying the very
existence of the problems raised by Rosa! With her deep
sympathy for the life and aspirations of the masses, her
sensitivity to the moods of the masses and the dynamics of
mass action, Rosa was able to raise, as early as the debate of
1910, the erucial problem of proletarian strategy in the 20th
century: the futility of expecting an uninterrupted rise in the
combativity of the masses and the fact that if they were
frustrated by a lack of results and a lack of leadership they
would relapse into passivity. '

When Kautsky asserted that the success of a gencral strike
‘capable of stopping all the factories’ depended on the
preliminary organisation of alf the workers, he pushed the
‘primacy of organisation’ to an absurd point. History has
shown that in this debate he was wrong and Rosa was right.
We have known numerous genergl strikes that have
succeeded in paralysing the entire economic and social fabric
of a modern nation, despite the fact that only a minority of
workers were organised. May '68 Is only the latest
confirmaiion of an old experience.

If Rosa is guilty of a “theory of spontaneity”’ (something lar
from proven) it certainly cannot be gauged from her
judgements on the inevitability of mass, spontanecus
initiatives during revolutionary upheavals (she was 100 per
cent right on this point), neither in some illusion that these
spontaneous initiatives would be sufficient for revolutionary
victory, nor even that such initiatives in and of themselves
would produce the organisation which would lead the
revolution 1o victory, She was never guilty of the infantile
misconceptions so dear to today's spontaneists.

What gave the ‘'mass political strike’ such an exceptional
place in Rosa’s schema was that she saw in il the essenrial
megns to educare and prepare the masses for the coming
revolutionary confTicts (better still: to educate them and
creale the conditions which would enable them to perfect
their education through seif-acrivity). Although she had not
elaborated a strategy of transitional demands, she had drawn
from the sum of past experiences the following conclusions:
that it was necessary to break with the daily practice of
electoral struggles, economic strikes and abstract propa-
ganda ‘for socialism'. For her the mass political strike was
the essential means to break out of that very ghetto.

Confrontation with the state apparatus, raising the
political consciousness of the masses, revolutionary ap-
prenticeship... all this was seen from a clearly revolutionary
perspective which foresaw revolutionary crises in a relatively
short period of time, If it was Lenmin who founded
Bolshevism on the conviction of the actualiiy of the Russian
revolution, if it was he who extended this notion to the rest
of Europe only after 4 August 1914, then it was Rosa who
merits the distinction of first conceiving & socialist strategy

hased on the same imminence of revolution in the West
itself, directly after the first Russian revolution of 1903,

When Kautsky argued against Rosa that ‘sponlancous
movements of the organised masses are always unpredict-
able' and for this reason dangerous for a ‘revoluticnary
party®, he revealed the mentality of a petty jack-in-office
who imagines that a ‘revolution’ will run according to a
carefully worked-out schedule. Rosa was a thousand times
right to stress in opposition to this view that a revolutionary
party, like Russian and Polish Social Democracy in 1905,
distinguished itself precisely by its ability 1o understand and
grasp what was progressive in this unavoidable and healthy
mass sponlaneity in order to harness its enmergy on lhe
revolutionary goals that it had formulated and embodied in
its organisation. '* [t took all the dogged conservatism of the
Stalinist bureaucracy to dredge up again against Rosa the
unfounded accusation that her analysis of the revolutionary
processes in 1905 placed ‘too much emphasis' on the
spontaneity of the masses and 'not enough on the role of the

party’ '*.

The fact that she had a realistic — and unfortunately
prophetic — vision of the role that the bureaucracy in the
workers movement could play in such a revolutionary crisis
eames out in her speech to the Jeng Conference in September
1903

“Previous revalutions, end cspecially those of 1848, have shown
that in the courte of revelutionary sivustions it 15 not the masses
who must be curbed, bul the parfiamentary tribuncs, (o stop them
betraying the masses.""’

After the bitter experiences of 1906-10 she was even more
precise when she returned to the same suhject in 1910

*If the revolationary situarion comes to full bloom, il Hhe wives
of struggles are very advanced, (hen the leaders of the pany will
find no effective brake and the masses will simply push aside those
leaders who stand in the path of the storm. This could happen one
day in Germany. But | do not believe that in the interests af social
democracy it is necessary or desirable to move in this direction. !

The unity of the work of Rosa Luxemburg

In the context of Rosa's ‘grand design’ — 1o lead Social
Democracy Lo ebandon ‘the tried and tested tactic” and 10
prepare for the revolulionary struggles which she judged
imminent — the totality of her activity acquires an
undeniable unity.

Her analysis of imperialism does nol caly correspond to
autonomous theoretical preoccupations, although these
preoccupations were real '*, She was aiming to uncover, in

13, Aosa Luxemburg, Avsgewinhite Redan und Schriften, Vol. N,
page 136.

14, Ibid., pp. 325/6, 330. Thesa ara axtracts from an arficle
published in Dortmunder Arbeiterzaliung entitled "Was Waiter?',
15, It k& simply a slandar, spread by the Stalinists and ‘innocenily’
rapaated by loday's spontanaials, thal Rosa afiributed ‘all the
merits’ of the 1905 eealution ta the ‘unorganised maases’ without
meniianing tha rale of the RSDLP. Here, from & wealth ol others, |s
|ust one quatation which proves quile the cpposite: ‘And even If, In
tha first momenls, the lsadarship of tha uprising fall into the hands
ol chance laadare, even il the uprising was apparently badevilisd by
all sorts of Nusions and tradilions, tha aprising |a nothing but the
result of the enarmous amount of political educetion sprend deep
insida the Aussian working class by the undergraound aglitation of
the men and woamen of Hussian Scclal Demacracy... In Aussia, as
in the rest of tha warld, the cause of libarty and social progress is
in the hands of the conscious praletarial.’ (B February 1905 In Oie
Gleichheil - Ausgewihite Reden und Schiifter. Vol 1, page 216).

18. Gf. the biography ol Rasa by Fred Osissner, Dielz Verlag,
Barlin, 1951 — especially pp. 50-53.

17. Ausgawihirs Reden und Scheilten, Val. 1, page 245.

18. Theoria und Praxis’ (Neve Fei 1810) reproduced in Die
Massansireikdeberte, page 231,

19. Aosa hersell ramarkad that while writing her ‘Inlroduction ta
Polltical Economy’ she stumbled on a theoretical difficulty whan
sha wanied 1o demonstrate the impedimants to the realisation ol
surplus-valua. Hence her project to write The Accumulation aof

Capital'.
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all its aspects, one of the main causes of the worsening
contradictions in the capitalist world and in German society
in particular. Similarly, internationalism was not simply
thought of &s a more or less platonic theme for propaganda,
but as a function of two requirements: the increasing
internationalisation of strikes, and the preparation of the
working class for the struggle against the coming imperialist
war. The internationalist campaign which Rosa waged for
twenty years in international social democracy was guided by
a revolutionary perspective and a strategic alternative, like
her campaign for the ‘mass political strike’ and her profound
analysis of imperialism,

The same s true for her anti-militarist and anti-monarchist
campaigns. Contrary 10 @ widely-held belief, sometimes even
repeated by sympathetic commentators™, Rosa’s anti-
militarist campaign was not only a function of her "hatred’
{or her “fear’ of the war) but was the result of a precise
understanding that the bourgeois state had Lo be smashed for
a socialist revolution to be victorious. As early as 1899 she
wrote in the Lejpziger Volkszeitung:

“The power and domination of the bourgeois State as well as the
bourgeois class is concentrated in militarism. Likewise social
democracy is the only political party which fights militarism for
principled reasons. 5o this principled struggle against militarism
belongs (o the very norure of social democracy. Ta abandon the
fight against the militarist system would simply lead in practice to
the ahandonment of the struggle against the existing social order. ™

In Reform or Revolution one year later, in her commenis
on compulsory military service, she sucecinily repeats that, i
this prepares the material basis for the arming of the people,
it does it ‘under the guise of modern militarism, which
expresses in a most striking manner the domination of the
people by the militarist State, the class nature of the State’.
These erystal clear formule demonstrate the immense gulf
that separated her, not only from the rambling of Bernstein,
but also from the lawyer's phrases of Kautsky on the
‘democratisation [sicl] of the Empire’.

We can therefore immediately understand the terrible
anger that must have gripped Rosa when she saw those very
reformists who had blamed her for ‘risking the workers’
blood® with her ‘adventurist tactics’ ** themselves spill the
blood of the workers after August 1914 on a scale a
thousand times greater, not for their own cause but for that
of their exploiters. This indignation was whal inspired her
bitter verdicts on the SPD: ‘social democracy is nothing but
a stinking corpse’; ‘the German Social Democrats are the
greatest and most infamous criminals that have ever lived on
ﬂ-rlh'. i

So what, then, is the verdict of history on Rosa
Luxemburg? She was to all intents and purposes wrong in
her mutual appreciation of the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks in
Russia. She had simultancously fought against Lemn's
sultra-centralism® whilst toleraling Leo Jogisches' iron
regime in her own underground Polish Workers Party * .
She was inclined to set oo much store by the vanguard's
assimilation of socialist doctrine and thus underestimated
the need to forge working class cadres really capable of
guiding those broad masses who would politicise and enter
the historic siage only on the day of the revolution. For the
same reason she devoted no resources to building a tendency
or an organised left fraction within the SPD after 1907 (the
formation of a new party was of course impossible until the
treachery of the SPD leadership had been irremediably
demonstrated to the masses hy manifest betrayals of an
historic scope). The young Spartakusbund and later the
KPD were to pay a lerrible price for this failure to use the
intervening decade to build a real leadership team; they were
forced to undertake this task in the midst of the revolution.

Yet all these areas were in function of the greal struggle
which had dominated her life. Rosa was actually in
Germany, and as such she developed an increasing scorn and
suspicion for the social democratic apparatus of time

Karl Kautsky

servers and functionaries whose crimes she perceived far
earlier and far more clearly than did Lenin. Mot until 1914
did Lenin adopt Rosa's conclusions on Uerman Social
Democracy. Only then did he deduce the fundamental
historic lesson of the tragedy — that it was completely
insufficient for victory merely te have builh a '‘powerful
organisation’, What was needed was an organsation whose
programme and whose daily use of it to intervene in the class
struggle would ensure that on the day of the revolution the
party would be the driving force of the proletariat and not its
bureaucratic hangman. And not until 1918 did Rosa in turn
reach Lenin®s conclusions. 1t was then thal she grasped the
need to build an organisation of the revolutionary vanguard
and firmly understood that it was not sufficient to have
unbounded confidence in the creativity of the masses, or in
their spontancous ability to jettison social democratic
bureaucrats who had finally nailed their countér-revolution-
ary colours to the masl.

All in all, contemporary revolutionary Marxism owes a
tremendous debt to Rosa Luxemburg. She was the first
Marxist to have defined and begun to resolve the central
problems of revolutionary Marxist sirategy and tactics which
alone can ensure the victory of the proletarian revolution in
the imperialist heartlands.

{Translated from (he French by Yal Graham and Frederick
Lepiat)

20. Motably Anlonla Grunenbarg In her Introduction o Dim
Mossenstrafkdebarte | 43), whora sha maintains (hat
Pannokook was diametrically cpposed o both Rosa and Kautsky (n
formulating strategic concaplions an tha conguest ol power,
posing the quaation of the struggle againsl bourgeols slate power.
21, Ausgewidhite Reden ond Schrifren, Vol. |, page 47,

22. lbid., page 245

23. Speech on tha programme dellvered by Rosa to the founding
conferance ol the KPD (Der Grindungsparteltag der KPD,
Europhische verageanatalt, 1963, 184.). In particular her
hackles wera ralsed whan, after t:n 1918 Armistice, the SPOD
Ieadars tried 10 usa Garman soldiers against the Russian revolution
in tha Baltic countries.

24. Very recenlly Edda Werlel published in Poland the Ross
Luxemburg-Lec Jogisches cormmpondence, which will undoubt-
adly furnish important supplementary matarial for & study of thix
praclical and theorstical attltude of Aosa lo the ‘quastion of
organisation’ Inside her own Polish pany. A parilal transiation o
this corespondence Inte French end German (by Editions
Anthropas and Europdischa Verlagsanstalt) is in the pipaline
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TEEEET U OLEMIC IS

TROTSKYISM
AND

REVOLUTION

Geoff Roberts

[Aestrictions of space have pravented mea from taking up all
the points raised by Tarig Aliand Rabin Blackburn in their Red
Weekiy article. |havaconcantrated, theretors, an what appaar
o me to be the broad, fundamental isaues at stake in this
debate. Evan 50 it has bean nacassary to limit both the scope
of my arguments and their documantation. lam grateful to the
IMG for giving me this opportunity to reply and look forward
to continuing the debate in the future, — G.R.]

Introduction

In December 1976 Red Weekly devoled its monihly “Battle
of Ideas’ supplement to a reply by Tarig Ali and Robin
Blackburn to an article of mine — “The Politics of the IMG
— Aspeets of a Critique’ — which had been published by
Marxism Today in February 1976, The opening of a serious
discussion on the vital and complex issue of revolutionary
strategy between Communists, Trotskyists, and others on
the left is long overdue.' Suoch a discussion will be of
enormous value 50 long as It avolds the caricature, slander
and cheap demagogy which has for so long bedevilled
debates on the left.’ The critical nature of the national and
international conjuncture in which the left finds ilsell al
present underlines the urgency of an honesl and open
discussion through which clarity on the question of siralegy
can be achieved. The publication recently of a new draft of
the Communisi Party's programme, The British Road 1o
Soctalisrm, makes this and other such discussions particularly
opportune. For all the abuse thal has been heaped upon it,
The British Rood fo Sociglism remains the only troly
strotegic document available to the lefi as a whoele for public
comment and discossion, and as such i will no deubt
continue 1o be the axis around which left discussion on the

problems of strategy revolves,

Theory and Politics in Trotskyism
In their reply Ali and Blackburn correctly assert Lhat my

critique of Trotskyist politics is, above all, rooted in a
criticism of the theoretica! tradition of Trowskyism. Such
recognition, however, is not maiched by any sustained
atternpt to confront that criticism or 1o develop an alter-
native account of that tradition. Blackburn and Ali leap over
the guestion of theory and for it substitute what, in their
view, are the key clements of the Trowkyist polifcal
tradition. The result is that neither is adequately deslt with,
for any artempt to analyse and assess the political radition
of Trorskyism ouiside its theoretical context is, inevitably,
forlorn, To say this s not to fall into the reductionist trap af
a form of theoreticism, thal 1, viewing political practices as
expressions of theoretical concepts, but is to affirm the
necessity of mapping out the interconnections between the
two spheres. Ali and Blackburn's failure in this respect

1, Aliand Blackburm suggestad that my articla was the first serious
eritiqua of Trotshyist politics from & Cominunisl positian 16 avald
whet thay call ‘lradilional Stalinis! sianders’. Thia s Incormect. |
draw the readar's attantion ta Monty Johnsione's article ‘Trotsky
and the Popular Front' published in Marxlsm Today OotabarNow-
gmbar 1875; to the sams authors Trolaky — His ideas’ publiahed
in Coglto 1869 — & work which the IMG described at the ime as &
‘thorough end vigorous oriligee of Trotsky's ideas, based on a
political  analysis of their contenl and applicatian’, which
‘meticulously refuled the slandars againat Trotsky' current to tha
Stalin period: and 1o Belty Reid's pamphiet Ultra-Leftiem In Britein,
pubd ighed in 1869

2. Apert from odd palemical axcasses | was impreased by ina
seriousnaas 4l lone mnd epproach throughout the Al and
Blackburn article. The same cannol be sald, however, of Pairick
Camiller's article In the latas! issus of intamationsl, replying fo
Monty Johnstona. The dogmelic end blinkered method af Iha
author does the IMG a greal dissarvica énd |A no way provides a
basis for & continuing and frultful debata, As to the Healyila
mathod aniplovad in tha canclusian, it should recalve the contempt
and condemnation it deserves. | am glad lo hear thal thess remarks
gra o ba withdrawn and & public apclagy made. One can only
wonder, however, why It was that thay wers published at all In &
joumnal In whose editorial the banner ‘Agains! Monolithlsm’ s
ralzad.
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pervades the whole of their enterprise. This pomnl made 1
would, however, admit thal my original article does not
provide an ideal point of departure for such an undertaking
om their part, being wanting in some respects in clarity and
rigour both in structure and content. A recapitulation and
development of my original arguments is therefore
necessary.

Marxism is nothing if it is not a creative saence constantly
developing, renewing, and transforming itself. In this respect
the last decade or 50 has formed a particularly intense period
for Marxists with the proliferation of new and diverse
theories, approaches, and ideas that has occurred. Running
through this novelty and diversity, encompassing all but the
maost neanderthal elements within Marxism, there has been a
thread of unity: the project of ridding Marxism of economic
determinism — the form that has predominated throughout
most of its history.! Such a project has been crucial both in
relation to its liberating effect on Marxist theory and in its
implications for revolutionary political practice.®

What has all thiz got to do with Trotskyism? Everything,
for the Trotskyist theoretical tradition constitutes a species
of economic determinism. Indeed, to give credit where credit
is due, within the broader tradition (more precisely sub-
tradition) of which Trotskyism forms a part, Trotsky himseli
was the representative par excellence of that species. Chris
Arthur, reviewing Geoff Hodgson's book Trowsky and
Fatalistic Marxism in Imterngtional (Vol,3. No.3), [finds it
hard to credit Trotskyism with ‘fatalism’* given its political
characteristic of excessive voluntarism. A most telling paint,
it would seem, until we consider that determinism within
Marxism has always been of the conditional variety. As, for
example, even in the case of Plekhanov, who wrote: 'Social
Democracy considers historical development from the
standpoint of necessity, and its own activily as a necessary
fink in the chain of those mecessary conditions which,
combined, make the triumph of socialism inevitable. A
necessary link cannot be superfluous. IT it were suppressed,
it would shatter the whole chain of events.™

Plekhanov here expresses a view common  to all the main
theorists of Second International Marxism. Whereas for
them the ‘necessary conditions” came evenlually to be
constituted by political practices of the passivist type, in
Trotskyism voluntarism forms the link in the deterministic
causal chain and, concomitantly, the consequénces of a
‘hreak' in the chain are seen as catastrophic in content
{(*Socialism or Barbarism'). In the one cusc a ‘passive
fatalism' predominates; in the other what Hodgson calls an
sactive [atalism’. Hence also Gramsc's comment on
Trotsky's position thal it was a ‘modern form of the old
mechanicism ..., masked by the general theary of permanent
revolution ...."" The economic determinist co-ordinates of
Trotsky's thought find full expression in his concept of the
epoch, which he defines in the following passage: *The
revolutionary character of the epoch does not lie in that il
permits of the accomplishment of the revolution ... &L every
given moment. [ts revolutionary character comsists in
profound and sharp fluctuations and abrupt and frequent
transitions from an immediately revolutionary situation; in
other words such as enable the CP to strive for power.™

What are we o make of such a statement? To argue that it
is an empirical generalisation derived from observation °,
or that it constitutes a subjectivisl excess, is to denigrate
Trotsky's thought. In fact it arises out of a particular
conception of the relation between economics and politics
(more precisely, the moment of class conscipusness within
politics) in the ‘epoch of capitalist decline’. That relation is
conceived in terms of simple causality or, as Denisc Avenas
puts it in her recent reconstruction of Trotsky’s Marxism:
‘In the imperialist stage the dialectics of economics were
expressed directly in politics.' Or again: “Politics is the direct
expression of international economic and social contradie-
tions.”™® Derivative of this in turn is the couplet ecomomic
crises-revolutionary upsurges. And since the imperialist
epoch is characterised by the exhaustion of capitalism's

capacity to expand the productive forces, the system is
periadically beset by intense economic crizes ' which, in the
words of Mandel, ‘mus: pericdically lead to revelutionary
situntions' (original emphasis!). "

Here also is a vision of the movement of the masses
murroring the explosion of contradictions at the ceonomic
level: ‘In all countries the proletariat i racked by deep
disguiet. The multi-millioned masses again and again enter
the road of revolution.” WhyT Because ... ‘The orientation
of the masses is determined first by the objective conditions
of decaying capitallsm ....""

It is within this schema that we can locate one of the two
characteristic expressions of Trotskyist voluntarism
vanguardism, that is, an overestimation of the stale ol class
consciousness and the stage reached in the struggle and
underestimation of the terrain that has yet to be conguersd
by the working class and its allies.'* The other component of
Trotskyist voluntarism is, of course, leadership reductionism
(*The historical crisis of mankind is reduced to the crisis of
revolutionary leadership.'). It is this component which
constitutes the necessary condition of Trotsky’s determin-
ism, for the causal chain of ecomomics and politics is
discontinuous by way of time {‘Politics considered as a mass
historical force always lags behind economics’®) and
blockages (“The chief obstacle in the path of transforming
ihe pre-revolutionary into a revolutionary stage is the
opportunist character of the proletarian leadership®'").
The role of leadership (the ‘Revolutionary Party') is thus to
make good the lags and clear away the obstacles, Let us take
the guestion of political consciousness and view, by analogy,
ils stages of development in terms of progress up the rungs of
a ladder.

In the Trotskyist schema the masses are periodically driven
by economic ¢ircumstances to climb up the ladder Lo the very
top rung (a ‘revolutionary situation’). In a similar vein,

3. Al teast one of our authors — Robin Blackburn — may ba
idantitise with this projsct. See, for axample, his {wilh Garath
Stedman Jones) ‘Louls Althusser and tha Struggle for Marism’ in
O. Howard end K.E. Klare (sds), The Unknown Dimension:
Eurcpaan Marsiam since Lenin.

&, An Interasting phepomanan s the by which practico-
palitical concopts becoma defached fram tha {nsoretical scurce of
thelt moaning and coherenos, and are transmuted inta ‘ravoiution-
ary principles’. At least two resulis of ihig aré worth noting: liretly,
i enables Marcists who have made & ganuine broak with ecocnomic
determiniam at the level af theory to sdherd simultanecusly 1o
a contradictory political pesition; secondly, it causes gonaideratle
canfusion ameongsl those who seak 1o apply such poncepta whilst
not understanding their genesis. A reading of tha IMG Internal
dabates will confirm this last point.

5. |t seema 1o me thal ‘daterminism’ ls a more appropriate term 0
usein ralation to Trotaky's Marxiam.

8. Quoled in L. Collatti, From Rousseau to Lenis, p.70.

7 Guotsd in A, Davidson, Antonlo Gramscl: Towards &n
Inteliectunl Blegraphy, p.252.

B Tha Third International After Lanin, pp B1-2, Pathfinder Prass,
1870,

8. In any casa the siatemant was made belore the majority af ths
so~called 'revolutionary situslions’ soourred.

10. Intemational, Vol. 3, No. 3, p.47.

11 1 zannot deal hers with tha strictly economic analysis involved
in Trotsky's concept of the epoch. For a good critiqua see the
Hodgsan book.

12. The Leninisl Theory of Orgenisation, p.1d, IMG 1971. | must
thank Ali and Blackbum for directing my attenlion to this text. A
re-reading of it considerably clarifiad my criticisma of Trolskylam.
13. Transitional Programme, pp 13,14, SLL 1870,

14. All and Blackburn admit, without specilying, that ‘Trolskyists,
and aven Trotaky himsal! (sic), have been reaponsibla on Gocasion
lor venguardist erors which mis-estimated the readinass of the
miasses to undartake & siruggle againat the bourgecis order.’ Two
points mre in order hera: lirsily, no explanatian, apan from an
implied subjectiviam, |3 advanced (or thosa 6rmors; end secandly,
tar lram such errars baing occasianal, they are the ruls rathar than
tha axception In tha history of Trotskylam. On this latter point 566
M, Johnstone, Trotsky and World Resalutlon. Perhaps All and
Blackburn would like lo comment on the analyses containad in this

work,
16, Cuoted in Avenas, op. cit., p.d4.
1B. Transitlonsl Frogramma, p.13.
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Mandel recalls Trotsky's metaphor of steam (the masses in
revolutionary movement) and g piston (the pariy). The
piston coimpresses the steam at the decisive moment."" Little
wonder that for Trotsky the question of the party was the
‘guestion of guestions'."* Thus it is apparent that Troisky's
economic determinism leads to a political problematic
defined by the notion of preparing for the revolution of
which the most important aspect is the forging of the
instrument of the revolution, the party.

Clearly this schema contains elements of truth, for
capitalism is periodically remt by economic, social and
palitical crises, reformist leaders do obstruct the revolution-
ary process, and revolutionary leadership 15 crucial.
However, the reductionist content of the framework within
which problems such as these are posed impedes rather than
facilitates analysis, distorts rather than clarifies. Within this
model, for example, the concept of ideology as & mediating
level (1o take one instance) between the economic and
political finds no place. This is no academic question, for its
absence distorts analysis of crises in capitalist societies and
disarms revolutionaries faced with the task of developing
appropriate modes of political intervention. The notion of
revolutionary situations arising automarically out of
objective conditions prohibits consideration of how to
make & revolutionary situation, in other words, the question
of a strategy for the preparation of revolution rather than
one of preparing for the revolution. The political conse-
guence of the latter is the condemnation of revolutionaries
to the role of perpetual opposition wirkin capitalism.

Gramsci and Trotsky

Armed with this preliminary consideration of the
theoretical backdrop to the Trotskyist pelitical tradition, we
can now get down to cases. Ali and Blackburn object 1o my
counterposing Gramsci against Trotsky, and after stressing
the difficulties involved in assessing either they go on lo
suggest a major point of convergence in their political
thought which 1 am accused of ignoring. Clearly there are
problems in assessing Gramsci and Trotsky, more so in the
case of the former than the latter. But however ‘dense and
cryptic’ Gramsci's writings may be, there is one point on
which they are crystal clear and on which ell commentators
agree: Gramsei made a decisive break with the deterministic
Marxisms of the Second and Third Internationals. Trotsky,
as we noted above, made no such break; he merely shifted
the deterministic co-ordinates of the passivist Second Inter-
national tradition ta his own brand of catastrophism within
the tradition of the Third International. It is this gulf which
separates Gramsci from Trotsky. We can illusirate this by
reference to the role of economic crises in the strategic
thought of each, For Gramsci, economic crises created ‘more
favourable ground' for revolutionary intervention. For
Trotsky, as we have seen, they play the role of providing the
decisive ground for revolutionary intervention, indeed
Trotsky's strategic thought holds out no effective solutions
without the ground they provide. The difference is not
accidental but arises from the circumstance of Gramsci's
break with economic determinism, which opened the way for
him to investigate those structures in capitalist society which
buffer the effects of economic incursions in the form of
crises and the like,"

What of this convergence in Lthe political thought of
Gramsci and Trowsky? According o Ali and Blackburn, ‘Tor
both, & crucial defining feature of governments in the
bourgeois democratic states is that they rest on the coasen!
of the masses ...."** Agreed. But to say this is not to say very
much, for it would be difficult to find any major figure in
the history of the international revolutionary movement who
did nol accept this truism. The crucial task is the
identification of the mechamsms of production of this
consent and thereby enable a strategy 1o be devised by which
this consent to the capitalist order can be broken, a consent
for a new social order be established, and on this basis a
working class power strong enough lo carry through the

revolutionary process created. In relation to this problem Al
and Blackburn go on to suggest a complementarity between
Gramsci and Troisky, the one concentrating on the
ideological and culiural reproduction of consent, the other
on the political forms that the expression of this consent
assumes in bourgeois democratic states. For Trotsky the
primary ‘political form’ involved is the role of the reformist
workers parties in holding the working class in check. In
truth the complementarity is more apparent than real, for
Trotsky's concern with the role of social democracy
appertains 1o an object wholly different from that of
Gramsci — that is, not as a mechanism of consent but &s an
obstaele in the path of the revolution, Hence, though
Trotsky may furnish us with ‘essential insights’ into the
operation of the bourgeois democratic system, there is @
nolable absence in his thought of any real attempt 10
constitute it as a determinate object of analysis. Any search
for such in his collected writings on the major bourgeois
democracies™ will be in vain.,

A careful reading of those works reveals why this is so.
Trotsky's analytical object throughout these wrilings is with
the comjunciure, whether it be France 1936, Britain of the
General Strike, or Germany in the prefude to fascism. In all
of these cases the conjuncture is characterised as revolu-
tionary or pre-revolutionary, What happens is that the
bourgeois democratic svstem as an object of analyss is
dissolved into an analysis of the conjuncture until all that
remains is an aspect of that system, namely, the role of the
social democratic leaders. Which leads me 1o the general
paint that the Trotskyist political tradition is prefigurcd by
the couplet epoch-conjuncture; in other words, the epoch is
viewed as & series of revolutionary conjunctures and the
object of political analysis is these conjunctures and the
modes of political intervention within them. Omitted here is
any concept of the strategic — the link between epoch and
conjuncture and between conjunctures themselves, What do
we mean by this? Precisely, the delineation of the strategic
prohlems of taking power and making a transition to
socialism in, for example, advanced capitalist societies of the
bourgeniz democratic type. Such a delineation demands
appropriate analysis, different from that involved in
analysing the conjuncture, asking, for example, different
questions such as what is the nature of ruling class power,
etc, Without it you not only end up with no strategy but with
no real knowledge of hew (o inlervens in particular
conjunctures and how to link those interventions with a pre-
cige sirategic line of advance. You end up, as in the case of
the IMG, moving from conjunctural posture to conjunciural

17. Op. cil,, p.0. One may Inquirs, howevar, how the ‘water’ la 1o
be bolled?

18. Leon Troleky on Britaln, p 182, Pathfinder Press, 1873,

18, A malor waakness in Parry Anderson’s essay on Gramsci in
NLR 100 k5 a lailure 1o nole the significance af the thearatical
distance batwaan Gramscl ang tha tradition represented by the
Comintern. This leads him 1o the ourious conclusbon thal
Gramsol's devalopment of @ much wider theory of hegamony was a
function of "tha “desituated” mode of discoursa paculiar to many ol
tha texls of Gramscla imprisonmaent’ (p.20), whareas in fact the
ground ol Gramssl's pdvance and al tha Comintam’s limilations
was thecrstical. Another consequence of this omission in the
Anderson lexl is a confusion betwesn farma and concepts, for
axamplé, in ralation to the ‘United Front”, & term cammon 10 ol
Gramacl and Trotsky, bul whose theomtical constifution makes
apparen! the diffarence in concapt — at least if we ara lalking aboul
tha Gramaci of tha Prizson Nolebooks.

20. There is a slight Inacouracy here becauae for Gramaci the ‘rule’
ol the dominani class rasted on consent — a muoh wider nothan
than that of government.

21. Sow Lean Trotsky on Brilain; The Struggle Against Fascism In
Germany: and Whilher France. Alsc Tha Firsl Flve Yaars of tha
Communist Inlernatianal and The Third Intermnational Alter Lenin.
Significantly, none of the exponents of this viaw of Trotsky as ihe
theorist of bourgeais damocracy — Biackburn and All, Andesaon,
and Germs — provide substantive texiual support for thelr
argument. Tha guotations muslered consist in the main of
fragments |ifted from & contaxt in which Trotsky |s concarned with
g dilfereni object allogather.
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posture, now student vanguardism, now the ‘new” thinking,
now the general strike, and, finally, the present position, a
class struggle tendency in the labour movernent. Whither the
IMG? Whatever criticism one might make of the Communist
Party line over the past period, it at least has had the merit of
consistency — a consistency based on the fact that it has gol
a srraregy.

These last considerations on Trotskyist politics do not
apply to Gramsci. Gramsci, unlike Trotsky, was a genuine
strategic thinker, and in his work we can discern elements of
a sirategic line appropriate to the conditions of advanced
capitalist societies. In my original article | sought not to
appropriate Gramsci's political legacy — how could I, for it
has yet to be constituied — bul to contrast certain of his
strategic ideas (war of position, counter-hegemony, national
road) and contrast these to Trotskyist conceptions and Lo
demonstrate the superiority of the former over the laiter.
However, as Perry Anderson has recently pointed out,
Gramsci shares with Trotsky the absence of any considera-
tion of the system of bourgeois democracy as an ‘ideclogical
linchpin of Western capitalism’.”® Ali and Blackburn also
raise this problem and note its omission from my article, and
argue Lhat the approach taken in the article “denies the real
problems of Marxist strategy in a bourgeois democracy’, The
omission was in part a consequence of the fact that my
critigue was never intended to be more than a partial one®’,
and in part & consequence of what 1 was dealing with, that is,
Trotskyism, which as we have seen is also guilty of such an
omission. The clue to my approach on this question is
contained in Ali and Blackburn's own designation of me as
‘fundamentally orthodox’. For what is the Britisk Road o
Socializm if not an attempt to grapple with the problem of
revolutionary strategy in an advanced bourgeois democracy?
Far from representing a ‘cultural reformism’ (in my opinion
it's not cultural encugh), the sights of the Brinish Rood are
firmly on state power and on the problems of taking a state
power located in & bourgeois democratic framework, In
this respect the unifying concept of the British Road of a
‘democratic road to socialism’ is highly significant. It will
prove instructive to compare and contrast the approach
taken by the Communist Party with that of Blackburn and
Ali,

Bourgeois Democracy and Proletarian Revolution

In essence, the sirategy outlined in the Brirish Road is one
of conquering the bourgeois democratic terrain, of the
working class and its allies appropriating the system of
bourgeois democracy for itself. The instrument of this
strategy is the system's own petard — democracy. Hence the
notion, for example, of the democratic transformation of
Parliameni into an institution of working class power,
Contained within this strategy is also a strategy of dealing
with the State®, for the concept of democratic transforma-
tion extends 1o many of its key seclors — the civil service, for
example. /n @ sense what is proposed here is the
incorporation of these sections of the State amenable to it"
into the system of bourgeois democracy, which is itself the
gite of mass strugeles for democratisation by the working
class. Furthermore, such a strategy creates the conditions for
a successful hegemonic struggle — the importance of which
Blackburn and Ali recognise — on the terrain of civil society,
for, as Anderson argues, bourgeois democracy ‘constitutes
the formal framework of all other ideclogical mechanisms of
the ruling class. It provides the general code in which every
specific message elsewhere is transmitted.’™ Far from
advocating, as Blackburn and Ali suggest | do, a sell-
sufficient hegemonic project which renders ‘revolutionary
politics’ redundant, 1 am arguing for a strategy which can
unify political and ideclogical struggle.

As | understand it, Ali and Blackburn's alternative to the
above approach is as follows. Bourgeois democracy containg
within it elements of proletarian democracy. The task of

revolutionaries is to avert the incorporation of those
elements into the system and to build upon them (o create 8
counter-democratic pole of attraction from which an assault
on State power can be launched. The instrumentalities of this
policy are those developed by the first four Congresses of the
Comintern, Trotsky, and the Fourth Iniernational, namely,
transitional demands, the united [ront, the transitional
programme, workers governments, ete. Tactical excursions
onto the terrain of bourgeois democracy (for example,
electoral intervention by revolutionaries) form part of this
approach.

This argument, repeated by Perry Anderson in New Leaft
Review, contains a number of misconceptions, Firstly, there
is a misunderstanding of the nature of bourgeols democracy
as evidenced by the notion of belts of proletarian democracy
suspended within the hourgenis democratic system. Bour-
geois democracy seeks not to incorporaie the working class's
demoeratic institutions because those institutions are integral
lo it anyway. Indeed, bourgeois dermocracy was itself born ol
the struggle of the working class for political liberty; it is
democralic precisely because those struggles made a reality,
at least in part, of the ideals of the great bourgeois
revolutions. The democratic in the bourgecis system
{elections, free speech, eic.) is nol in contrast ro proletarian
democracy but is (in part) it, limired and subject to
perversion though it may be. Furthermore, bourgeois
democracy is not just a screen behind which lurks the real
power of the ruling class but, within its own terms, a reality
through which the working class has been able Lo exert its
infMluence and extract significant concessions. Also, the
working class has been able to legitimise itself as a political
actor in the eyes of the population as a whole. The real threat
to the working class comes not from a ruling class strategy of
incorporation but from a strategy of the erosion of the
democratic liberties it fought for decades to attain. The
strategic indicative of the foregoing is not the overturning of
bourgeois democracy and its replacement by ‘proletarian
democracy’ but its capture by the working class and the
remaking of it in the working class's own image — a
transformation of bourgenis democracy into socialist
demacracy.

Secondly, the project of a seli-sufficient proletarian
democracy fails to come to terms with the immense strength
of the bourgeois democratic system, particularly in relation
to its legitimating functions vis-&-vis the middle strata — &
section of the population the working class must win to its
side if it is to accumulate enough power 1o deal with the last
line of resistance of the ruling class, the coercive state

22, Op. eit., p.28. All and Blackburn quesiion my attribulion of
primacy 1o Ideclagical/cultural structures In the maintenance al
ruling class power, So long aa we Include baurgecis damacracy as
ana of ihess structures, elbeil ol a special varlaty, then the
designation seems parfectly justifisd. Futher, |deology anvd cultune
s not as Ihey atata an ‘unanchared realm’. byl rooted In the
materiality of real practices and Instilulbons.

23, In tact the first drelt of the article, twice the length of whal was
published, containad & substantial sectlon on tha queation of the
Stala

22 The State is defined here as consalating of the armed forces, the
police services, the judiciary, and tha parmanent civil sarvice, It
makes no sense lo dissalva, as Perry Anderson doss, the system
of bourgeals democracy (elected government, polltical parties, the
system ol bourgeois institutions, elecioral syslama) intc a concept
of tha State. To do so Is to maka & mistake of the same order as
those Anderson criticisas, for abolishing the distinction belween
State and clvil society by defining the former as consisting of all
those Institutlons lunctional 1o the malntenance of ruling class
pawar,

25 Those sections not amenable (for example, the secrel polics)
will hawe, In a very lileral sanse, to ba ‘smashed.
28. Op.ell., p.26,
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apparatus’’. To abjure a real contest with the ruling class on
the terrain of bourgecis democracy is to abandon into the
hands of the ruling ¢lass a potent instrument indeed.

Thirdly, there is an implicit assumption that to take up the
mantle of bourgeois democracy i§ (o become its prisoner.
The example of Chile is often cited in support of this
argument. This misses the point that the working class is
already a prisoner of bourgeois democracy; the need is for a
strategy that will enable the working class (o snap its chains,
The advantage of the strategy of inner democratic
transformation 15 that it tests out bourgeois democracy and
reveals its limitations and in the process creates the
conditions in which those very limitations can be
transcended. The problem with posing proletarian demo-
cracy against bourgeois democracy is that it provides no
solution to the problem of moving bevond the propagandist
level except to say that the masses will learn by experience the
superiority of one over the other. But whar kfnd of
experience is necessary for that o rake place? Given the
extent of integration of the working class into the system, the
only possible experience is precisely that of waging a battle
for democracy on the bourgeois democratic terrain itself.*

Unless, of course, you believe that circumstances will
wrench the masses oul of the bourgeois democratic system
and thereby lay the basis for a real experience of proletarian
democracy. Which brings me to my fourth point, concerning
the suggesled instrumentalities of this project of proletarian
democracy. On this I can only repeat that Trotsky's tactical
prescriptions, such as the united fromt and transitional
demands, arise oul of an economic determinist and catas-
trophic model of the structure and dynamics of the capitalist
social order, and it is from that which they derive their
meaning and coherence. Let us take the example of
transitional demands. A reading of Mandel's Lemimist
Theory of Organisation makes it clear that the function of
wransitional demands is firstly 10 connect the revolutionary
party with the advanced workers in the stage preparatory lo
the revolutionary conjuncture and, secondly, to connect the
pariy/advanced workers with the working class in the
revalutionary conjuncture. All very coherenl so long as vou
accept the dual notion of building the party/preparing for
the revalution and its attendant catastrophic vision. **

Conclusion

| wani to end on a positive note. My assessment of the
Trotskyist theoretical and polilical tradition is a negative
ane, though this is in no way to belittle the historic service
renderad by Trotsky in organising the October insurrection
and in founding the Red Army, nor iz it to belittle the very
positive contributions to the struggle for socialism made by
Trotskyist militanis past and present. 11 is clear to me also,
however, thal there is a forward looking trend within the
Trotskyist movement that is seeking 10 come 1o terms in a
real way with the historic problem of socialist revolution in

Western Europe, and on the evidence of their reply Ali and
Blackburn are part of this trend. We can point 1o their
recognition of the importance of Gramsei and of the
imporiance of ideological and cultural interventions by
revolutionaries within civil society, and, further, to the
expressions of this in IMG practice in the women's
movement and in the recent Red Weekly forums on the mass
media. The problem is thal analvtical and practical
advantages such as these are marred by an attempt to
combine them with an incompatible theoretical and political
tradition. As a result such advances take on a fragmented
character, unintegrated into the main political line, external
1o it and, as a further conseguence, ineffective, Sooner or
later the critical trends within Trotskyism are going 10 have
to come to terms with their movement’s legacy

27. Of ooufss, cosfcion forms an oparational stemant of tha
armoury of ruling class powser ai all times. Howewer, under
conditions ol capitalist damocrecy it becomes tha dominant
slamant anly al particular momaenta; and, morsover, it s nol
Inavitabla that it should becoma sa though It is likely to do s0. Tha
Commuriat Perty’s conceplion of a (ransilion (o Socialiam withaut
civil war does nat repudiate the notion of coerclon attalning
dominance in the st stages of the revolulionary process, but il
does posit i idea thal the popular forces can contaln ruling class
endeavours ic deploy |ts conrcive appamiuses.

28. Although the notion here is primarily one of working class
powed expressing Itsel! thraugh existing Instiutions (8.
Parfiament) the devslopment of new forma of working class powsr,
gven Of Ine Savial type, 18 not praciuded. Indeed, Il would seam [a
me that this should form an Integral part of the stratagy as a whais.
Utilisation 0f existing institytions and the devalopmant of new,
autanamous (from the bourgecis democrafic system) working
class institutions should Da saan as complementary rather than
contradictory. A probiem In the British Rosd te Boclallsm (s that
whilst a mazhanical application of the forms of the Russlan
ravclutionary process s comectly rejected, some of s conlent,
vaalid in the British situation. tends to get thrown aut as wall

28, No doubt on this point Lhe authority of the ‘First Four
Congresses of the Comintermn’ will ba Invoked. Aulhority, however,
ia no proof and tha oriticism remains valld, until shown 10 be
otherwlas, whather it §s Trotaky, the Cominten, or anyona alse
whio argued this position. Within 18 own terma, though, tha
Invocalion ks legilimate, For the Comintarm aharsd with Trotaky an
gxplicht aconomic determinism and catastrophiam. Thia s trus
even for a period after Trotsky's exit lrom tha ranks of (ha
Cominlern. An Inlereating example of ihis concerns the so-callad
Third Period’. Il is normally assumed that al no lime was the
Troisky/! Cominlern divergenoe greater than in tha Third Period. In
may ways this was iha casa, but In ons major respect (hair
positions converged, Ihat is, in Trolaky's acceptance of tha notlian
ol a third perlod, a period of intense capltalls! sconomlic orisls
which wauld be accompanied by majar revolutionary upsurges on a
par with those that had followed the First World War. Trotsky's
disagreamenl wilth the Comintern was over tha lsctics o be
employad during this pariod — as it turnad out, a differance af
historlc proportlons, at least in the case of Germany. Wilth the
Seventh Congresa ol the Comintern we do ses, howevar, 1ha
beginning of a break with seconomic detarminism and catastroph-
lsm, | This poini is developed In an sssay of mine, The Communist
Movament: Pasi and Presenl, to be published by the Communisl
Party's Hisfory Group.) Trotsky pever mads such a break and
nalther, hitherto, have his followers
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2. What is the

‘Democratic Road’

to Socialism?

Robin Blackburn

In his rejoinder, Geoff Roberts has adopted an old
procedure. His original critique of the IMG sought to
establish a link between the tactics of the IMG over the past
few years, the general orientation of the United Secretariat
of the Fourth International in the Seventies, and the
theoretical tradition of Trotskyism. In our reply we defended
the general underlying political analysis and strategic
orientation of the USFI and its British section over the past
period. We also sought to refute the facile counterposition
of Gramsci and Trotsky, and to draw attention to the mejor
contribution which Trotsky made Lo the elaboration of
revolutionary strategy in the advanced bourgenis demodra-
CICS.

Roberts has now chosen to concentrate almost entirely on a
general eritique of the ‘economic determinism’ which is held
(o vitiate Trotsky's thought; to which is appended some
hasty reflections on the previously neglected topic of
bourgeois democracy. We are not at all reluctant to join
igsue with Roberts on these latter questions, but we do object
10 Roberts” method of posing them — a method which
involvesconducting a debateon revolutionary stralegy insome
abstracted realm above and beyond history and politics.
Nalurally we are glad that Roberts has not indulged in petty
point-scoring, or the inflation of every small meident or
accident to historic significance which is sometimes passed
off a polemic on the left. Bul to refuse to engage at all with
the political conjuncture in Europe in this decade — the
ostensible starting point of this exchange — is simply an
evasion. Roberts has chosen nol 1o respond to our defence of
the general orientation of Lhe Fourth International in
capitalist Europe in this decade, nor to reply 1o our specific
criticisms of the CPGB, nor lo comment on ur argument
concerning the vital significance of proletarian democracy.

The sirategic accommodation 10 bourgeois democracy
which is now explicit in European Communism evidently
requires a refusal to investigate the explosive dynamic of the
crisis of the bourgeois order — & crisis which will be
exacerbated by the assumption of governmental power by
Communist Parties. Instead of firmly situating his analysis
on the terrain of class stroggie and capitalist crisis,
Roberts constructs a supra-historical model of bourgeois
democracy peacefully growing over into socialism. The pious
‘democratic’ incantations of the British Road to Socialism
will, il seems, suffice Lo destroy the power of a ruling class
which has accumulated a long experience of repression and
sabotage of popular movements, with the appropriaie
accompaniment of provocation and demagogy.

The Question of Economic Determinism

The first part ol Roberts' rejoinder 15 concerned L0
establish that Trotskyism s a species of economic
determinism: that for Trotskyists pre-revolutionary and
revolutionary situglions are engendered by the economic
contradictions of capitalism; and that they conceive the task
of the revolutionary vanguard as bemg (0 Temove the
obstacles 1o socialist revolution and to make up for ‘lags" in
class consciousness. Roberts outlines all this in Fairly
simplified terms, but at least the caricature has some
resernblance to its object. In fact we are happy, as Marxists,
to plead guilty to many of the charges laid against us by
Roberts in this section.

Let us take first the question of ‘economic determinism’.
According to Roberts, one of the main problems with the
Fourth International is that it shares the economic
determinism to be found in the Third [nternational; and the
economic determinism of the Third International was in its
turn little but an echo of the economic determimsm of the
Second International. Roberts does not say 5o, but we can, I
think, plausibly suggest that the root of this ‘economic
determiniet” heresy is to be found in some of those involved
in the First International — in fact in the work of Marx and
Engels, much of which was devoted 1o examining the
operation of economic determination in human societies. All
scientific activity must have as its aim the establishment of
determinant links between different kinds of phenomena,
Marx and Engels were concerned Lo map out the dynamic of
the successive modes of production and above all of the
capitalist mode of production. They were concerned 1o
establish the different ways in which the contradictions of a
mode of production and social formation can anfold — and
this included the role of idealogy and politics in deciding
which of several rival outcomes would triumph and why. We
do not propose to enler inlo an exposition of the Marxist
conception of the ways in which economic determination
works itself out, since this is a vast subject. We do, however,
strongly contest the implied assumption made by Roberts
that all analysis of the forms of economic determination is
necessarily reductionist, or that it involves diminishing the
relative autonomy of ideology or politics.

In justifying his rejection of ‘cponomic determinism’,
Roberts refers to a ‘proliferation of new and diverse
theories’ in the last decade and the unifying thread within it:
‘the project of ridding Marxism of economic determinism —
the form that has predominated throughout most of its
history”, This way of putting his argument at lzast makes it
clear what he is against, namely most of the history of
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Marxism. But what are we to put in its place? Apparently, the
‘noveliy and diversity’ of the last decade; some quotations
from Gramsci’s Prison Notebooks; and the perspective
offered by Stalin and Dimilrov at the Seventh Congress of
the Cominiern, which (so we are assured in footnote 29)
marked the beginning of a break with this otherwise
pervasive ‘economic determinism’.

We will not undertake here any deiailed examinaiion of the
new and diverse thearies that have erupted within Marxism
in the last decade, We certainly would not deny that some
valuable advances have beem made, but what has been
valuable certainly cannot be assembled onder the rubric
‘against economic determinism'. There have for example
been some notabhle advances in Marxist historiography —
including from the pen of those who are members of the
CPGH. But part of what has been valuable in them has been
an uncovering of economic determination in the age of
capital with its unfolding class struggles. As for the trends in
Marxist philosophy that have acquired a néw currency aver
the past decade, what has been of most value here has been
the beginnings of an cmancipation from Sralinism.
Unfortunately this has been imcomplete. As Sebastiano
Timpanaro has argued in On Maferiglism, it hac been
accompanied by not a few concessions (0 fashionable
varieties of bourgeois idealism (phenomenology, structural-
ism, etc.). And as Perry Anderson has argued in
Considerations on Western Marxism, Lhe ‘Western Marxists’
systematically neglected history, politics and economics,
which is no way to establish a valid critique of ‘economic
determinism’,

It seems likely that Roberts is primarily thinking of the
work of Louis Althusser and his followers when he refers io
the advances of the last decade in Marxist thought. 1n some
of Althosser's work there is a materialist concern 10 establish
the hierarchy of determination and ‘over-determination’ in
history. But Althusser's work has been utterly disoriented by
an unhistorical critique of Stalinism in the light of the
Chinese Cultural Revolution. The latter event was supposed
to make possible an emancipation from the economic
determinism of the Second and Third Internationals. It led
directly 1o a species of cultural determinism in which
ideological apparatuses decide the character of a society,
‘political revolutions’ can be made within the education
system, the family is a crucial component of the state
apparatus, and the Sovier Union is a capitalist country
becanse intellectual labour supposedly dominates manual
labour. This dangerous series of theoretical and political
errors was altractive 10 some simply because it enabled them
to equate Stalin and Trotsky, and to evade the devastating
critigue of the Stalinist system to be found in The Revolution
Betrayed. Having briefly indicated how dubious and
factitious we believe Roberts' alternative theoretical stand-
point to be, we will now turn to his political critique of
Trotsky's 'catastrophism’,

Trotsky and the Nature of the Epoch

Revolutionary Marxists maintain  that August 1914
inaugurated an epoch of wars and revolutions. In the
mid-Twenties Trotsky insisted that the stabilisation of
capitalism would not last for ever, and that a new and deeper
capitalist crisis would bring in its train a crisis of the
bourgeois order throughout Europe, He predicted ‘profound
and sharp fluctuations and abrupt and frequent transitions
from an immediately pre-revolutionary situation’. In
different ways the events in Austria, Germany, France and
Spain were (o bear out this perspective. So long as bourgeois
democratic regimes survived, the workers parties were able
to make striking advances; the widespread social misery
caused by the depression was certainly a historical condition
of this radicalisation. In three of these states the growing
strength of the workers movement produced a counter-
revolutionary bourgeois mobilisation which eventually
smashed the workers parties; in France the Popular Front

disoriented and demorslised the workers movement and
helped pave the way for Petain.® We would accept that
Trotsky advanced a ‘catastrophist’ view in the sense that he
predicted that catastrophes would ensue if the Communist
Parties did not fundamentally revise their strategy and
tactics, He was right.

Since, as Roberis concedes, Trotsky was an economic
determinist, we may be sure that he would not have
projected the possibility of imminenl pre-revolutionary
situations inta the Europe of the post-war boom. For more
than two decades after 1948 the locus of wars and
revolutions was the *Third World'. As we pointed out in our
ariginal critique, Trotskyists have sought to analyse this
post-war capitalist boom, ils consequences for the working
class and the new contradictions which it has generated, nt
the ideological and political as well as the economic level. 1T
capitalism in Western Europe had not achieved renewed
economic dynamism bui had plunged back into depression,
there would certainly have been stormy class strugeles. Bul
acknowledging the post-war stabilisation of capitalism does
nol mean any neglect of the decisive events which made it
possible: the victories of fascism, the frustration of the
anti-capitalist dynamic within the Europeun resistance
movements, the Cold War. Until the post-war stabilisation
was achieved, the course of events corresponded to a view of
the epoch involving ‘profound and sharp fluctuations and
abrupt and frequent transilions from an immediately
pre-revolutionary situation’ in many parts of continental
Europe. The exhaustion of the post-war boom has again
begun to thrust the bourgeois order in Europe into &
prolonged period of danger and uncertainty. Very often iL is
precisely those questions which were evaded or suppressed in
the period 1945-8 that are now resurfacing; the fale of Spain,
Greece and Portugal, the posmbility of Communist-led
governments in Italy and France, the alternatives to British
Labgurism, the ravages of Stalinism in the European workers
movement, Lhe corruption of social democracy.

Political Conjunciures and the Neglect of Ideology

A refrain of the Roberts article in Marxism Today was that
Trotsky substituted a catastrophist concept of the epoch for
a concrete analysis of the ‘current momens’. This line of
criticism seems to have been abandoned. We now learn that
Trotsky did analyse many polilical conjunctures, and that
this was his error, since he did so without paying due
attention to the crucial structural role of ideology. Roberts
apparently denies that the study of particular conjunctures
will often have to precede a full or adeguate structural
analysis. This is not simply because the class struggle is
pressing and cannot wait for all the ideal conditions of
analysis to be assembled. It is also because a ‘conjunctural’
analysis or intervention like Marx’s Eighteenth Brumaire,
Lenin's Left Wing Communism or Trotsky’s writings on
Germany often proves to be & mecessary preparation for a
more systematic theary (of the capitalist state, parliamentar-
ism, fascism, etc.). The historical and practical fesr to which
such concrete analvsis is necessanly subject is a condition of
theoretical advance which cannot be maiched by even the
best generalised statements of a theoretical and political
posilion.

In his fascination with ‘cultural’ determination, Roberts
has again managed to avoid the awkward question of
history. Yet anyone who reads Results and Prospects or
Where is Britain Going? can see how important historical
development was for Trotsky in deciding the ‘'specific

* Clearly we cannot do justice to this historical record here,
but see Fernando Claudin, The Communisi Movemenr,
London 1976, and Emnest Mandel, Peaceful Coexistence and
Warld Revolution, New York 1972,
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gravity” of a given social formation within world economy
and world politics, and for shaping the predominant forms
of national culture, It is, of course, a pure myth that Trotsky
failed to address himsell to the relative autonomy of the
domain of ideology and culture. In Russian conditions he
wis often concerned to vindicate the positive contribution
which bourgeois cultural traditions could make to the
proletarian revolution (for example, in Probiems of
Everyday Life and Literature and Revolution). But this
certainly did not make him insensitive to the oppressive and
limited character of bourgeois cultural forms. These aspects
of bourgeois ideology and culture are, of course, invariably
rooted in social and economic structures of inequality and
domination. Combating bourgeois idealogy is thus insepar-
able from a struggle against the source and roots of that
idenlogy.

Thus in the Treasitional Programme an important place
wis given to the struggle against the oppression of women
and blacks, and in The Revolution Betrayed there was a
whole chapter on the re-emergence of bourgeois family
norms in the Soviet Union under Stalin. Trotsky had this to
say about the struggle for women's rights in the Soviet
Union: ‘To establish the political equality of men and
women in the Soviet State was one problem and the simplest.
A much more difficult problem was the next — that of
establishing the industrial equality of men and women
workers in the factories, the mills and trade unions, and to
do it in such a way that the men should not put women at a
disadvantage, But to achieve the actual equality of men and
women in the home is an infinitely more arduous problem.
All our domestic habits must be revolutionised before that
can happen. And yet it is quite obvious that unless there is an
actual equality of men and women within the home, in a
normal sense as well as in conditions of life, we cannot speak
seriously of their equality at work or even in politics. As long
as woman is chained to her house work, the care of the
family, the cooking and sewing, all her chances of
participating in social and cultural life are cut down to the
extreme’ (Problems af Everyday Life, London 1933, p.21).

The recent emergence of an independemt women’s
liberation movement has evidently transformed the possibili-
ties and conditions of the struggle against women's
oppression, and has produced & valuable debate on its forms
and underlying mechanisms. But it would be absurd to claim
that Trotsky's conception of politics was deeply incompati-
ble with such a development. In fact, every section of the
Fourth International has had @& far-reaching internal
discussion on the questions raised by the women's
movement, with the formation of women's caucuses and
the involvement of the whole membership. Likewisc every
section has incorporated the fundamental demands of
the women's movement into its programme — the comrades
in lran, Mexico and Portugal as well as those in the United
States, Britain and France, where a stronger women's
movement has made this easier,

While Roberts had much to say about the Trotskyist
neglect of the role of ideclogy and culture in bourgeois
society in his original article, he said nothing about the
specific political mechanisms of bourgeois democracy. In his
rejoinder he secks unsuccessfully 1o remedy this deficiency.

‘Consent’ and the Origins of Bourgeois Democracy

Geoff Roberts claims that there is nothing very novel in
Troisky's observations concerning the role of popular
consent within bourgeois democratic regimes. In that case we
must ask why there has been no theoretical or historical
study of this gquestion for decades within the orthodox
Communist movement? Roberts seems to have lorgollen
the dark shadow thrown on Marxist political theory by
Spalinism and the reluctance of orthodox Communist
theoreticians to face up to the reality of bourgeois

democracy in the West and the denial of proletarian
democracy in the East. Thus the source of the ‘new thinking'
to be Tound in the British Road ro Sociglisrm waz not an
analysis of the workings of capitalist democracy bul a
dubious analogy from the ‘People’s Democracies” of Eastern
Europe (as James Klugmann points out in his article on the
origing of the British Road in Comment, 5 February 1977).

Roberts suggests thal in a bourgeois democratic regime nol
only does the governmental system rest on popular
content, as Troisky maimtained, but that the whole social
order rests on popular consent. We think this is a confused
and misleading formation, since bourgeols democracy is @
much more limited affair than this would imply. As Morman
Geras has observed: ‘Bourgeois democracy obtains the
consent of the masses not by revealing their subordination to
them, but by concealing it from them, much as the wage
form conceals their exploitarion. lt throws up & screen
{which is not just a fiction, however, bul a real structure with
real effects) of elections, parliamentary legislation and
debate, equal democratic rights, etc. behind which the
central executive apparatuses of the State and their points of
contact/access to the capitalist class are obscured’ (Norman
Gieras, The Legacy of Rosa Luxemburg, p.59), While Trotsky
insisted that the governmental system rested for support on
the masses, he could emphatically declare: ‘Anyone who
would say that in England, France, the Uniled States, and
other democralic countries, private property is supported by
the will of the people would be a liar. No one ever asked
the consent of the people’ (Leen Trotsky on Britain, p.72).

To argue that the governmental system — g real structure
with real effects — resis on popular consent is mot to
minimise its significance. In order to claim this popular
support the bourgeois regime must permit important
democratic rights of expression and association in addition
to a universal suffrage. Roberts is right in asserting that the
workers movement historically fought for these democratic
rights and for universal suffrage — and that it did so in large
measure ageinst the hourgeoisie. But he is wrong 1o argue
that the installation of bourgeois democracy was purely or
predominantly the work of the working class. There were, in
fact, very few successful proletarian campaigns for universal
suffrage. In the United States the introduction of manhood
suffrage in the North pre-dates the emergence of an
industrial working class in the modern sense, As George
Novack has argued in a valuable historical study, Demacracy
and Revolution, the petty bourgeoisie and urban artisans
played an important part in democralic agitation — and in
some Instances slave-owners like Jefferson and Jackson
played a crucial role. In Britain the great popular movement
for universal suffrage — Chartism — was defeared, and a
decisive enlargement of the [ranchise was made by a Tory
leader, Disraeli. In France the first stable bourgeocis
democratic regime was established after defeat in the
Franco-Prussian War and the crushing of the Paris
Commune. A not dissimilar partern ensued in many other
BEuropean states in the twentieth century following the two
world wars. The initial conditions for this spread of
bourgesis democratic regimes were certainly established
during the great bourgeois revolutions. But it would be
thoroughly anachronistic 1o ascribe these first shoots of
bourgeois democracy to the working class in any modern
sense. Subsequently, waer and frustrated revolution have made
a decisive contribution.

Roberis’ conceplion of the scope and origins of bourgeois
democracy clearly impels him to view it as being essentially a
product of the working class and in principle amenable 1o its
wishes, Yet if bourgeois democratic institutions were
installed usually without the direct intervention of the
working class, and if their operation normally excludes an
effective command of the state apparaius, then the
formation of a workers government upon the terrain of
bourgeois democracy is a much more perilous and explosive
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undertaking than Roberts is prepared to admil.
The Workers Government and Revolutionary Leadership

The strategy of the Britlsh Road envisages the
establishment of a government composed of workers
parties and with a programme of transition to socialism within
the parliamentary regime. Such a conception is essentially
similar to that of the Union of the Left in France or the
Popular Unity in Chile; it is different from the ‘historic
compromise” proposed by the lalian Communist Party,
which calls for coalition with a major bourgeois party, While
the historic compromise — if it can be pursued — implicates
the Communists in the decay and repressive involution of
lialian bourgeois society, the formation of a workers
government in the ‘weak’ sense provokes an exira-
parliamentary mobilisation of all layers of society.

In normal times governments formed on the terrain of
bourgeois democracy have considerable powers in the
sphere of economic and social policy 50 long as they observe
two crucial taboos: that they do not encourage or permit any
fundamental challenge 1o private property (expropriations,
workers control); and that they do not encourgge ar permit
any undermining of the efffective monopoly of organised
violence claimed by the bourgeals state (i.e. warkers militias,
soldiers councils, #t¢.). A workers government in the weak
eense arrempls a partial and piecemeal dismantling of
bourgeois power, with the decisive acts coming from above
with all the ‘force’ of governmental aothority. This
invariably provokes an extra-parliamentary mobilisation of
the bourgenisie (economic sabotage, police provocations,
military conspiracies, media demagogy, manipulation of the
petty bourgeoisie, etc.). Every historical experience bears out
the revolurionary Marxist contention that only a superior
extra-parliamentary mobilisation of the working class and its
allies can meet such a challenge and desiroy the
counter-revolution before the counter-revolution smashes
the organised workers movement along with the workers
government. A workers government in the 'sirong" sense
would anticipate and exploit the bourgeoiz mobilisation,
using it to impose more comprehensive measures of
expropriation and democratisation, goaranteed and im-
plemented from below through the formation of revolu-
tionary committees and militias.

Whatever the type of workers government, there can be no
socialist revolution without that gualitative break in which
the bourgenis repressive apparatus is dispersed and full
sovereignty assumed by organs of workers power. In
relatively backward conditions the socialist fransition can be
effected by a workers and peasanis government that is not
squarely based on political organs of the soviet type (e.g.
Cuba, Yietnam). But in the conditions of an advanced
bourgeois democracy only a full development of proletarian
democracy can release all the energies thal are required Lo
destroy the social power of a more developed antagonisi.
The ‘democratic road’ to socialism is not, in Roberts'
curious and revealing phrase, “the working class and ite
allies appropriating for fitself the system of bourgeoic
democracy’, but the suppression of all the limitations and
restraints imposed on the masses by the bourgenis regime in
an act of prolelarian insurrection.

At one point in his rejoinder (fooinote 28), Roberts himseif
makes a critical comment on the Brifish Road to Socialism
which, if taken seriously, could only lead to the rejection of its
fundamental ‘strategic’ conception. Roberts writes:
‘Although the notion here 15 primarily one of working class
power expressing itsell through existing institutions (e.g.
Parliament} the development of new forms of working class
power, even of the soviet type, is not precluded. Indeed, il
would seem to me that this should form an integral part of
the strategy as a whole. Utilisation of existing institutions
and rthe development of new, autonomous (from the
bourgeois democratic system) working class institutions
should be seen as complementary rather than contradictory,

A problem in the British Road fo Socialism 15 that whilst &
mechanical application of the forms of the Russian
revalutionary process is correctly rejected, some of its content,
valid in the British situation, tends to get thrown out as well.”

It is odd, to say the least, that Roberts, who embarked on his
critique of Trotskyism declaring his faith in the Brifich
Road, should now choose to make such a8 commeni as an
aside, literally in a foormafe. And it is no doubt significant
that the hesitant, 1ypically centrist phrasing of this remark
fails 10 make clear whether ‘new, autonomous... working
class institions' will be permitted to assert their soversignty
against the bourgeois regime in any version of the Brifivh
Road re-written 1o suit Roberts' prescription. A strategy
oriented to the victory of organs of workems power —
whether in the context of B ‘strong” or ‘weak® workers
government — will ceriainly require a revolotonnry lesder-
ship.

Cantrary 1o Roberis’' apparent belief, Gramsel always
inzsisted on lhe role of revolutionary leadership in the
struggle for workers power. Oramsci’s central strategic
canception in “The Modern Prince’ is that warkers councils
must be forged from the spontaneous reaction of the
exploited and oppressed to capitalist crisis. The spontancous
mass responze must be ‘educated, directed, purged of
extranepus contaminations’. He recalled that the Turin
workers council movement ‘gave the masses a *‘theoretical
conscipusness** of being creators of hisfoncal and institu-
tional walues, of being founders of a Siate. This unity
between “‘spontaneity’’ and “conscious lemdership" or
“discipline"' 15 precisely the real political action of the
subaliern classes and not merely an adventure by groups
claiming to represent the masses.” In this same passage
Gramsci issues a warning to all those who, like the lamer-day
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Communist leaders in Chile, ltaly or France, simultansously
reject mass spontaneity and the need for organs of workers
power:

‘Neglecting, or worse still despising, so-called spontansons
movements, i.¢. failing to give them a comscious leadership
or o raise them to a higher plane by inserting them into
politics, may often have extremely serious consequences. Itis
almost always the case thal a sponianeous movemen! of the
subaltern classes is accompanied by a reactionary movement
of the right wing of the dominant class, for concomitant
reasons. An economic crisis, for instance, engenders on the
one hand discontent among the suballern classes and
sponianecus mass movements, and on the other conspiracies
among the reactionary groups who take advantage of the
objective weakening of the government in order o attempt
coups d'état. Among the eflfective causes of the coups must
be included the failure of the responsible groups to give any
conscious leadership to the spontaneous revolts or o make
them into a positive lactor * (Prison Notebooks, pp.198-9).

Roberts will no doubt find distressing symptoms of
economic determinism, calastrophism and vanguardism in
this text of Gramsci. He will also note that Gramsci did not
espouse the apparently super-revolutionary view that the
task of the hegemenic party was, as Roberts puls it, “the
preparation of revolution rather than one of preparing for
the revolution’. Gramsci well understood that this spuriously
radical notion involves neglecting or despising the sponta-
neows creativity of the masses, and imagining that the eniire
historical process can be brought under the supervision and
control of an omnicompetent Party centre.

MWMMWIHFMU

in his discussion of Trotskyism and bourgeois democracy,
Roberts simply fails to grasp some of the most basic points.
While Trotsky himself did not elaborate a systematic
account of the workings of bourgeois democracy, his work
does offer 8 number of crucial insights and watchwords.
Thus it is quite wrong to say that he regarded the elements of
‘proletarian democracy’ in bourgeois society as being
entirely outside the political system. Likewise it is false Lo
maintain that Trotsky considered social democracy Lo be
purely and simply an obstacle o proletarian revolution.
Having failed to understand these questions, Roberts is
naturally incapable of comprehending the revolutionary
Marxist conception of the united [rent, transitional
demands, or workers government, arriving finally at the
ahsurd conclusion that Trotsky and the Fourth International
lack a strategic concept of socialist revolution.

Let us invite Roberts to consider again what Trotsky had 1o
say about social democracy and the “elements of proletarian
democracy” in bourgeois society:

‘In a developed capitalist society, during a *democratic’’
regime, the bourgeoisie leans for support primarily upon the
working classes, which are held in check by the reformistz. In
its most finished form, this system finds its highest
expression in Britain during the administration of the
Labour Government as well as during that of the
Conservatives... In the course of many decades, the warkers
have built up within the bourgeois demacracy, by utilising it,
by fighting against it, their own strongholds and bases of
proletgrian democracy: the irade unions, the political
parties, the educational and sports elubs, the co-ooperatives,
etc. The proletarial cannot attain power within the formal
limits of bourgeois democracy. but can do so only by taking
the road of revolution: this has been proved by theory and
experience, And these bulwarks of workers democracy
within the bourgeois state are absolulely essential for taking
the revolutionary road.’ (Trotsky, The Strugele Against
Fascism in Germany, New York 1971, pp.158-9).

As we have earlier shown, Trotsky certainly did not regard
reformism as the only ideological weapon of the ruling class
within @ bourgenis democracy — nationalism, racism, male

chauvinism and many other ideologies spawned by bourgeois
society are extremely important ideological expressions/sup-
ports of capitalist social relations. But at the political level,
reformism and economism within the workers movement
play a decisive role in preventing the working class from
struggling for the leadership of society. And reformism 1s
invariably more or less collusive with these ideclogical
poisons and the repressive structures which generate them.,
In Europe today the traditional workers parties are playing,
or are about to play, an absolutely central rale within the
politics of every single state in capitalist Europe. That is to
say, social democratic or Communist parties are in the
government or are the most significant apposition grouping
in every European state except Switzerland. Evidently
Trotsky was quite right Lo stress that bourgeois democratic
regimes rest on the working classes, and that the function of
reformisim is to hold the latter in check. Until now social
democracy has carried out this function well enough, with
anly minor splits and strains; it remains o be seen whether
the militants of the Furopean Communist Parlies will prove
more recalcitrant. At all events, it should be clear from the
passage from Trotsky quoted above thal he =aw social
Jdemocracy not only as an obstacle but also as the residue of a
historical conquest by the working class, and furthermore
that the bulwarks of proletarian democracy within bourgeois
society were inside as well as ourside the political institutions of
abourgeois democracy.

Because social democratic parties represented in part an
historical gain of the workers movement the goal of
communists, according to Trolsky, must be Lo engage in
united action with social democrats, wherever this was
possible. The programmatic basis of such united action could
be either immediate demands (for example, a wage rise),
democratic demands (such as trade union rights) or
transitional demands. United action with social democracy
was not only permissible, it was mandatory. Trotsky
formulated this question in 1933 in the following limpid
formulas:

‘et us for & moment Lransfer the problem to Great
Britain, where the Communist Party {as a consequence of
the ruinous mistakes of Stalinist bureaucracy) still comprises
an insignificant portion of the proletariat, If one
accepis the theory that every 1ype of the united front, excepl
the Communist, i5 " cpunter-revalutionary””, then obviously
the British proletariat must put off its revalutionary
struggle until that time when the Communist Party is able to
come to the fore. But the Communist Parly cannot come 10
the front of the class except on the basis of its own
revolutionary experience. However, ils experience cannat
take on a revolutionary character in any other way than by
drawing mass millions into the strugale. Yet non-Communist
masses, the more so if organised, cannot be drawn into the
struggle except through the policy of the united front, We
fall into a vicious circle, from which there is no way out by
means of burcaucratic ultimatism. But the revolutionary
diglectic has long since pointed the way out and has
demonstraied it by countless examples in the most diverse
spheres: by correlaling the struggle for power with the
struggle for reforms; by maintaining complete independence
of the party while preserving the unity of the trade unions;
by ﬁahﬁnaanhmhebnurgmhreghncmd gl the same time
atilising its institutions; by relentlessly criticising parlia-
mentarism — from the parliamentary tribunal; by waging
war mercilessly against reformism, and at the same Lime
making practical agreements with the reformists in partial
struggles.’ (Trotsky, The Struggie Against Fascism in
Germany, New York 1971, pp.169-70)

United action to defend the interests of the waorking class is
not only valuable in itself, it also lays the basis for
autonomouns working class prganisalion and & pole of
anti-capitalist politics — as Trotsky put it, organisations of
the soviel type are the highest form of the united [ront, For
Trotskyists the united front with social democrats is thus a
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tactic within an overall strategic orientalion towards workers
power; il is not in itself this strategy. We certainly reject any
concept of strategic wnity with social democracy. Where
social democracy is actively promeoting class collaboration
and pro-imperialist politics, as it is prone to do, and as the
Labour Government is doing in Britein today, then there is
no hasis for united action with the whole of social
democracy. Indeed in these circumstances the task of
developing an independent pole of proletarian, anti-capital-
ist politics requires a strugele against social democracy. I
becomes a priority (o develop a socialist alternative, basad
on class struggle and prepared 1o contest social democracy
on itz home ground — rhe elecioral orendg.

In Britain today this is the burning task presented to us by
the ‘curreni moment' — Phase Three of the Social
Coniract, the Lib-Lab pacr, the hopelessness of the Labour
lefr, cuts in social expendirture, falling living standards,
massive unemployment, the electoral advance of fascism, the
repressive invelution and decay of bourgeois civilisation in
Hritain and of its tradftional state forms. In such 4 situation
all those within the labour movement who are commitied Lo
anti-capitalist class struggle should unile Lo present the
socialisi alternative in the electoral arema. Bourgeois
democracy claims to embody populer soversignty and
normally it does wield certain real powers and rest on mass
consent. That is why the national and local apparatus of
elections and assemblies are a crucial arena for presenting a
socialist alternative to the crisis and decay of capitalism,
Because bourgeois democratic institutions focus the political
attentionand aspirations of themasses, an  interventionatthis
level is essential 1o any strategy which aims 10 release their
independent political initiative and capacity.

Workers Power and Waorkers Government

The underlying strategic goal informing the tactics of the
Fourth International in capitalist Europe is that of working
for the emergence and victory of institutions of dual power.
This entails striving to develop a revolutionary alternative lo
reformism in the working class movement and thus
educating and preparing the working class for the creation of
their own instruments of power. There is, of course, little
that is specific to Trotsky in these conceptions. Lenin, or for
that matter Gramsci, were equally concerned to find the road
to workers power. To seek (o counterpose Gramsci (0
Trotsky (and also presumably to Lenin) on this question is a
very misconceived exercise. Gramsci's writings on the Turin
warkers councils furnish, in fact, a more detailed and vivid
portrait of the emergence of a workers power than anything
to be found in either Lenin or Trotsky (see the recently
published volume of Gramsci's Political Writings). However
the defeats of 1919-20 impressed on all three Marxist leaders
that the victory of workers power in the bourgeois
demecracies would require a strategy that took into account
the strength of bourgeois power in these states. Hence Left
Wing Communism, hence the Prison Notebooks, and hence
Trotsky's writings on the united front and the transitional
programme, on Germany and France, on Britain and Spain.
But as Lenin made perfectly clear the theses of Left Wing
Communism did not cancel out the imperatives indicated in
Staie and Revolution and, as we have argued above, workers
councils remained at the core of Gramsci’s strategic thinking
in the Prison Norebooks. It is no disrespect to Lenin or
Gramsci o point out that Troisky's writings on Western
Furope have greater scope and concrefeness. Because
Trotsky wrote much, much more about the actual course of
class struggle in the advanced countries than either Lenin or
Giramsci, his writings contain many more precise concepls
and formulas for understanding and intervening in thal
struggle than are to be found in their writings. For that same
reason there were also more errors of inlerprefation and
mistakes of prescription in Trotsky’s work, but these are
errors and mistakes from which much can be learnt.

As we have seen, Trotsky declared that parliamentarism

should be denounced from the parliamentary tribunel. In
Left Wing Communism Lenin also urged the British
Communists to address themselves to the task ‘of getling
pro-Soviet politicians into parliament.’ The early Comintern
conducted a very important debate on the mmense
apportunities and the mortal denger that would face any
workers movement that was in a position to form a
government on the terrain of bourgeois democracy. But at
this time there were very few concrete reference pounis. At
that time, social democratic parties had formed governments
sither as & consequence of revolution (in Central Europe) or
on & minorily, coalition basis. In the Thirties there was a
prospect of workers parties dominating the gavernment ina
series of European states. Trotsky's writings an Belgium,
France and Spain for this reason furnish a more concrete
indication and elaboration of the menning of transitional
demunds, an Action Programme, the perspectives of a
workers government, than is to be found in the curlies
discussions. Thus Trolsky's analysis of the French
conjuncture may have contained peremptory of false
estimates of the tempo of events, or of the precise character
of some of the French political parties {important questions
which we cannot go into here). But they certainly contain
some novel developments in proposed revolutionary tactics.

Thus Troisky, in the Action Programme which he
proposed 1o the French Trotskyists, suggested that they
agitate for ‘a more generous democracy” {abolition of the
Senate and Presidency, etc.) since this would facilitate the
struggle for workers power. This programme declared that if
the social democratic SFIO ‘were to gain the confidence of
the majority, we are and always will be prepared 1o defend
the SF1O government against the bourgeoisie. We waat 10
altain our objectives not by armed conflict between the
various groups of toilers but by real workers democracy, by
propaganda and loyal criticism, by the voluntary regrouping
of the greal majority of the proletariat under the flag of true
communism. Workers adhering lo democratic socualism
must further understand that it is not enough to defend
democracy; democracy must be regained... We can defend
the sorry remains of democracy, and especially we can
enlarge the democratic arena for the activity of the masses,
only by annihilating the armed fascist forces that, on &
February 1934, started moving the axis of the state and are
still doing 50." (A Programme af Action, June 1934).

As is well known, Trotsky opposed the political formula of
the Popular Front that was subsequently formed in France.
But this did not stop him from calling for its transformation
inte & force that could achieve a durable victory over the
fascists and their collaborators; ‘Is the Popular Front
intended for the defence of *‘democracy’'? Then let it begin
by applying it te ils own ranks. This means: the leadership of
the People’s Front must be the direct and immediate
reflection of the will of the struggling masses. How? Very
simply: through elections. The proletariat does not deny any
one the right 1o struggle side by side with it againsi fascism,
the Bonapartist regime of Laval, the war plot of the
imperialists, and other forms of oppression and violence...
The last Congress of the Communist International
in its resolution on the Dimitrov report expressed itself
favour of elected Committees of Action as the mass support
for the People's Front, This is perhaps the only progressive
idea in Lhe entire resolution. But precisely for this reason the
Stalinists do nothing to realise it. They dare not do so for
fear of breaking off collaboration with the bourgeoisie. To
be sure, in the election of Commitiees not only workers will
be able to participate but also civil service employees,
functionaries, war veterans, artisans, small merchants and
small peasants. Thus the Committees of Action are in closest
harmony with the tasks of the struggle of the proletariat fer
influence over the petty bourgeoisie. But they complicate lo
the extreme the collaboration between the workers
bureaucracy and the bourgeoisie.' (Trotsky, Whither
France?, London 1974, pp.100-1),

The course of the class struggle was to show that the
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possibility of such Committees of Action was no figment of
Trotsky's imagination; but in France, az later in Spain, the
momentum of workers committees was broken when the
large workers partics denied them a democratic character.
The strategy and tactics which Trotsky and the Fourth
International elaborated in the Thirties have been further
developed in debates and practical experiences {most recently
concerning Chile and Poriugal). However we believe that the
class struggle in prospect in Europe today differs in one
decisive respect from that which prevailed in most European
states in the Thirties and Forties. During that epoch social
democracy and Stalinism exercised an almost complete
hegemony over the workers movement, Political develop-
ments in Furope since 1968 have shown that social
democracy and Stalinism are in crisis and decay, and that
there exizts a newly radicalised layer of workers who are
drawn to revolutionary socialism. In the recent French
municipal elections the united far left slale obtained an
average of more than § per cent of the vote and in some areas
(for example, Orleans) they obtained over 10 per cent of the
votes, [n Britain over the last decade the far left has grown
into a stronger force within the working class than at any
time since the early days of the CPGR: the latest evidence for
this iz the votes gained by the far left in a number of union
elections,

The fact that there is now the beginnings of an open debate
between members of the CPGH and the organisations of the
far left is in itself @ welcome sign of the new climate within
the workers movement. Roberts in his conclusion declares
that *the critical trends within Trotskyism are going to have
to come 1o lerms with their movement’s legacy’, We would
paint out that Trotskyists have every reason to be proud of
their legacy, since it is the legacy of a movement which held
fast to the best traditions of revolutionary Marxism in
appallingly difficult ¢ircumstances and confronted, in all
their enormity, the dire consequences of the ascendancy of
Stalin. There are certainly ‘critical trends’ within Trotsky-
jsm. Indeed there is a comtinual debate within the Fourth

International on many important questions, since this 1
integral to the democracy that characterises a healthy
revolutionary movement. Until members of the CPGB like
comrade Roberts undertake a thorough settling of accounts
with the legacy rhey inherit, especially its rejection of
proletarian democracy, their politics will lack the essenoal
foundation for a victorious nssault nn capitafism, and will be
smothered by the superior strength of bourgeois political
forms and forces.

MARXISM AMD BOURGEQIS DEMOCRACY: A NOTE ON THE
LITERATURE

Sinca this exchange has largely cantred an the Murzis! analysis of
bourgeois demoscracy, the recent lerature on ihis toplc should be
tirlafly summarised,

Two receni major stedies of the oaplbalks! atala — Mices
Boulantzas, Poifticel Power and Soclel Cless; and Faigh Miliband,
The State in Capilaiisl Socialy — contaln muoh valuahla material on
thi modatities of capitalist power bul ara nat focused on the
contradictions of class atruggle in the framework af bourgeaia
democracy. The clansical Marxist debales on thase guasiions aru
m-oonsldared in Lucie Collettl, Fram Aoussesu fo Lenin; Norman
Garas, The Legacy o/ Rosa Luxemburg; and Pary Andaerson, The
Antinomjes ol Antonla Gmampoi’, New L&l Haview 100. Tho
historizal aniecedents and devalopments of polilical demacracy are
traced In George Movack's ploneering work, Oemocracy and
Aavelution, Mew York 1871,

Eor the discussion within the Faurth International an the workars
povernman! gss Michel Pable and othars, Tha Waorkers and Farmers
Governmeni, SWE Educatian lor Soclalists’ series, Maw Yaork 1974,
For the axpertence ol the Allends gevernmant in Chile seé FRegls
Debray, Convessations with Alende, Landon 1871; Tarig All. The
COnly Aoad lo Socisiism and Workers Fower, Lenden 1873; Ralph
Miliband, The Coup in Ghile' in The Socielst Register, 1973. For tha
experience in Fortugal see Pobin Blackburn, 'Tha Teat in Portugal’, In
New Left Revigw 3T-B8, and the sxchanges between Joseph Hansan,
Emast Mandel and others In Intercontinentsl Press (New York)
betwean August 1875 and January 1978, For the currant stralegic
arientation of the Fourth Internatianal in Eurapa see Ernesl Mandal,
'Revalutionary Strategy in Europe’, in New Leff Reviaw 100; and the
impeoriant stalament of the Fourth Interratianal, "On Boclalist
Democracy and the Dictatorship of the Praletarial’ (o be published
in lnprecor In June-July 1977.
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Comintern
and Indian

Nationaliym

Jairus Banaji

‘When the objective conditions for a deep political
crisis have developed, the smuallest conflicts, which,
seemingly, are the least related 1o the actual seat of
revolution, may have the most serfous significance as a
starting poini .... The Proletarian Party is, before all,
uncondinionally bound o utilise all and every conflict,
{0 unfold these conflicts, to widen their significance,
to connect with them the agitation jfor the revolu-
tionary slogans, fo carry the knowledge of rhese
conflicts to the wide masses, 1o rally them to an
independent open action with their own demands ...’
LENIN

“The first quality af a truly revolutionary party is the
ability ro_face realities.’
TROTSKY

‘In the evem: that the Indian bourgeoisie finds itself
compelled ta take even the tiniest step on the road of
strugele againsi the arbitrary rule of Great Britain, the
profetariar will naturally support such a step. Bui they
will suppaort it with their own methods: mass meetings,
bold slogans, strikes, demonstrations and more
decisive combal actions, depending on the relationship
af forces and the circumstances. Precisely to do this
must the proletgriat have its hands free. Complete
independence from the bourgeoisie is indispensable 1o
the proletariat, above all in order to exert influence on
the peasaniry, the predominant mass of India’s
populgtion.”

TROTSKY

Lenin once remarked shortly before his death that the out-
break of socialist revolutions in Hussia, China and India
would sertle the halance of class forces on 3 world scale. In
the earlv decades of this century these nations comprised the
bulk of humanity. In each of them there existed &n enormous

mass of impoverished peasants, of which only & minor, if
unequal, proportion found employment as a (actory
proletariat, In sharp contrast to the expansion of capialism
in Eurape and the white colonies, in Asia, including *semi-
Aciatic” barbarous Russia, capitalism, when it did develop,
merely superimposed itzell on a primitive agraran base.

But the three narions experienced this combined develop-
ment through the refraction of quite different modes of
imperialist domination. Whereas French and Belgian capital
rapidly indusirialised Russia, without, however, recon-
sritufing the peasaniry of the Black Earth region as a
proletariat, China's semi-colonial domination left more
raom for the emergence of a national industrial bourgeoisie.
In India capital exports were of no great significance in the
industrial sector, which remained confined, befare 1914, to
cotton fextiles in Bombay and juie texfiles in Calculla.
Foreign capital flowed mostly into productive sectors with a
low organic composition of capital, into non-productive
sectors like trade, banking and insurance, and finally mito
the comstruction of infrastrocture based on the export
requirements of imperialism. On the other hand, in
contrast to China, India was directly dominated by a
colonial state. Any revoluiion which might develop thus had
to face 4 more imposing, a berter orgamsed machinery of
repression than anything the Chinese landowners and
capitalists had established.,

It was in fact India’s national peculiarity that of the three
pations her nascent working class faced the least Favourable
internal balance of forces. The rapid growth of this warking
class during the First World War and its aftermath was
coterminous with an expansion of national capital; the
complementary pole of its existence was a narional
bourgeoisie without any umbilical ties 1o foreign capital.
Unlike the liberalism of the Russian bourgeoisie which, in
Trotsky's description [¥], was stillborn, that of the Indian
bourgenisie was strong enough to impose its hegemony aver
the whole nation. Whereas the Russian bourgeonisie had
singularly failed o establish a stable coalition after

1. L. Trotsky, Results snd Prospecis, cf. 1805 (lranslaied A.
Boslock, Allen Lana, 187F)
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February, and the Chinese bourgeoisie could omly establish
its rule lor some two decades and chiefly in the cities, the
bourgeoisie of Indla not only won political independence but
successfully prevented a proletarian or agrarian revolution in
the process.

The dilemmas of the Comintern vis-a-vis the revalution in
India sprang essentially from this difference, though wt no
stage in the 1920= did any of ils rapporieurs or
representatives concerned with India — M.N. Ray, G.K.
Luhani, ©. Kuusinen, R.P. Dutt, V. Chattopadhyaya —
show the slightest awareness of this fact. Even belore the
rapid internal degeneration of the Comintern under the
pressure of bureaucratic distortions within the Soviel Union,
there waz no attempt (o grasp the essential national
peculiarities of the Indian Revolution, to establish, for
example, the decisive differences betwesn Chine's semi-
colonial domination and India’s domination, lor a longer
historical period, by a colomal state. There was even less
incentive Tor this sort of analysis once the Comintern began,
with the Third Period, 10 impose a more or léss uniform
sirategy on the countries of Europe, Asia and Larin
America, regardless of their infernal vanations, the
particular balance of forces prevailing within them, and so
an,

Rut sirategy, as Trotsky maintained, both in this period
and subsequently, springs from national peculiarities. No
hiztorical sequence is ever an exacl replica of the next.

In this article we shall attempt first to d#lineate the main
features of the national conjuncture, shifting the focus
progressively from this plane to that of the Comintern’s
understanding of the conjuncture and reactions 1o il. We are
concerned mainly with the Twenties,

The Growih of National Capitalism in India

Before 1914 the cotton and jute industries dominated the
industrial sector, During the war both industries experienced
substantial expansion due 1o abnormally high rates of profit
reflecting disruptions in the international economy — a
sharp fall in the volume of raw jute exports and shifting
terms of trade between raw jute and jute manufactures
— and, secondly, a fall in the imporis of cotlon piccegoods.
The expansion in textiles reached a peak in 1919-22, when
the volume of investment rose from an annual Rs 395
crores® to Rs 726 crores. It is significant, however, thal in
this period the level of investment in collon lextiles,
produced mainly by national capitalists, grew in relation to
the level of investment in jute Lextiles, where there was a
greater involvement of British capital. As against a pre-war
figure of 356, the total number of newly registered
companies wis 948 in 1919-20 and 1,039 in 1920-21. It is true
thai the boom coincided with, in fact atiracted, sharp
increases in the volume of capital imports, which reached Rs
55 crores in 1922, but there was simultaneously a shifi in the
relative proportions of national and British capital. 'The grip
of European businessmen on the economy of Indis was
loosened by the impact of the First World War®, writss
Bagehi. *Many Indian concerns sprang up in engineering and
other trades supplving the army and the navy... In other
fields also, such as iron and steel, paper and cement, India
began to supply mare and maore of her own requirements.’
[2] By the Twenties new Indian industrizl groups had begun
o emerge.

The basic determinants of this early post-war expansion
were not primarily the shifts in policy on the part of British
imperialism, significd in the setting up of the Industrial
Commission in 1916, or in the policy of differential
protection advocated by the Fiscal Commission in 1922 {for
instance, the raising of the import duty on collon
piccegoods). In Fact, as Britain re-cstablished her commer-
cial grip during the boom and & new phase of ‘relative
stagnation' emerged [3], lasling from 1922 to the

*A crore = 10 millian

Depression, the policy of imperialism again hardened.
Protection was offered only piecemeal, and ‘no general
policy of industrialisation was ever adopted by the Govern-
ment al this time® [4]. ln short, while a shift in policy did
play & cernain role in encouraging industrial expansion, it
was a secondary Tactor based on shon term conjeneiural
requirements due o the war. The hasic faciors in the
expansion of industry related to the growth of demand for
certain products and the shift in India’s commercial relations
with the external world, in particular the phase of
import-substitution which this permitted. Irwas a remporary
medification in India's stroctural role in the world market
which provided the real stimulani behind the first spurt of
expansion. Already in 1921, in presenting his “Theses to the
Third World Congress of the Comintern’, Trotsky had
grasped this phenomenon: 'The transoceanic countries which
export raw materials, including the purely colonial
couniries, heve m er tum ulilised the ropture of inter-
national ties for the developmentof their natdve industries." 151

AfTrer 1922 comon, iron and steel entered a period of
stagnation. ‘Praduction continued o creep upward, though
registering considerable excess capacity. Moreover, there
was a severe [all in profits... The reinforcement of
integration with world capitalism not only led 1o the loss of
the momenium gained during the war but threatened Lo wipe
out the wartime gains." [6] During this period of *waiting for
the growth of Indian industrial capitalism’ [7], imperialism
reduced the export duly on leather and skins, defeated the
proposal to reserve the coastal traffic of India for Indian
shipping, fived the exchange rate at 1s 6d as against the
desired 1s 4d, and, between 1930-32, proceeded to adopt
wholesale the policy of Imperial Preference. British capital
imports shrank to an annual average of around £2 million in
the middle Twenties. 1927 saw one of the lowest levels of
new investment since the war, While the policy of
differential projection did not affect the wolume of
investment substantially il the 1930s [8], the major
consumer goods industries only came to enjoy tanff
protection after 1929-30, [t was not till the relative stability
of the international economy was again jolted, this time
more sharply, by the Depression thai national capitalism
entered a new period of expansion. The level of aggregale
industrial invesiment in real rerms showed a ‘surprising’
stability during these years. The advance made in this period
was 'decisive’ and ‘irreversible’, according io one writer, [9]
“The sugar, cement, matches and even steel industries were
firmlyestablished only during the 1930s ... These are the years
when several major groups of modem Indian capitalists —
the Birlas, Dalmia-Jains, Singhanias, Thapars — ventured
into the industrial field.' [10] By the beginning of the 1940
the Indian industrial bourgeoisie had strengihened its
economic base enormously — due to the protracted nature
of the world crisis and the intervention of the Second World
War,

The particular rhythm of expansion which Indian
capitalism experienced was decisive in al least one respect:
the reinforcement of Britain’s siranglehold on the economy
following the post-war boom, and the significant slowing

2. A.K. Bagchl, Private Invesiment in india 1800-39 (Cambridge
University Preas, 1872)

3. Cf. Bipan GChendra, 'Golonialism and Modemisation’, Indisn
History Congreas, 28-30 Dacambaer 1970, whera the rhylhm of
industrialization Is linked to shills in the intemational economy.

4. Bagehi, ep. cil., p.45.

5. L. Trotsky, ‘Theses ol the Third Waorld Congress on the
Intarnational Situation and the Tasks of the Cominlarn’, adopted at
the 16th session, July 1927, reprinted n The First Five Years ol the
Communist international [Flonaer Publishars, 1948).

6. BipanChandra, op.cil.
7. Bagohi,op.eh., p 438,
8. Bagchl,op.ch., p.BE.

9. Bagchi, op. eil., pp.438-8,
10. Chandra, op. clt.
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down in the pace of industrialisation which this induced,
gave Lhe struggle for independence an unduly protracted
character. Had the Indian capitalist class entered the
Depression with the strength with which it left it, it could
conceivably have achieved independence several years

carlier.
The Rhythm of Working Class Consciousness

The early phase of industrial expansion unleashed by the
First World War was accompanied, inevitably, by a growth
in the size and organisation of the working class. The sccond
factor was as important as the first, for no sooner was the
Indian proletariet born than it had to strugale for survival,
In 1919 the level of foodgrain prices was 93 per vent higher
than its pre-war level, and that of home-made textiles 60 per
cent higher. An official report [11] admitted thal since the
war the general level of real wages had fallen considerably.
The movement of strikes closely murrored the rhythm of
inflation.

The strike wave reached its climax during the boom and
thereafter declined conlinuously in the perind of stagnation.
When prices rose towards the end of 1921, there was a [resh
outhreak of strikes after the previous climax of 191%/20. In
the whole of that year aver & lakhs* of workers were
invalved in strikes, and some 6.9 million working days were
lost. In carly 1922, when prices fell, the proporion of
unsuccessful strikes rose, and throughout that year the
number of strikes and proportion of working days lost
declined in relation to the previous year, Thereafter the
decline was sharp and continuous, reaching a low cbb in
1926-27. In this period there was little increase in
employment, and both the main sectors of Lextiles
production  experienced stagnation, In the coal mines
employment shrank from 184,355 1o 165,213, The struggles
of this period were of a defensive character [12], launched to
ward off wage cuts and fight retrenchment. Around 70 per
cent of the strikes in this period were unsuccessful, this pro-
portion reaching 82 per cent in 1926, The retreat reflected it-
self in the composition of the sessions of the All-India
Trades Union Congress. The first session in Bombay in 1920,
and especially the second at Jharia in 1922, had been marked
by the presence of a large working class element. At the
Lahore session in 1923 the middle class element was more
prominent. “This was more or less the case also at the next
congress, Calentta 1924, and at the next three congresses...”
113]

Official reports attempting to  explain  the sudden
explosion of class conflicts in the factory focussed on the
seminal role of the war. *“The war had done much 1o educate
the Indian peasantry regarding condilions and methods in
other couniries’, wrote one reporl. [I4] “Conditions
particularly as regards working hours, which had formerly
been accepted as inevitable, were no longer regarded as
tolerable... The wvalue of concerted action was rapidly
realised.” A Memorandum of the Royal Commission on
Labour similarly noted: “The industrial worker has become
maore class conscious as a resull of the economic and political
influences which have come into play since the war...' [15]
One index of this nascent class consciousness was Lhe distinct
tendency for localised disputes to spread rapidly (o other
sections of the industry, hence the large size of most of the
important strikes, asshown in Table I

Year Strike Numbers involved
1918 Bombay cotton textile workers 125,000
1919 Cawnpore woollen mills 17,000
1919/20 Jamalpur railway workers 16,000
1920 Calcutta juie workers 35,000
1920 Jamshedpur sieel workers 32,000
1920 Sholapur rexile workers 16,000
1920 Bombay textile workers 60,000
1920 Madras textile workers 17,000
1920 Ahmedabad rextile workers 25,000

1923 Ahmedabad 1extile workers a6, 000
1925 Bombay textile workers 145,000
1923 Northwestern Railway workers 22,000
1927 K haragpur railway workers 15,000

The bitternass of some of thess strikes is sufficiently indicat-
edbytheexample of the strike of workers on the Northwestern
Railways, which lasted three months and ended with the
victimisation of several thousand workers; or of the Bombay
mill strike of 1925, launched against a wage cut of 114 per
cent and lasting 2% months; or of the strike of Ahmedabad
textile workers, due 1o a 20 per cent wage cut and lasting 3
mioriths.

The growth of the more elememary forms of proletarian
class consciousness was thus simulinneons with, and in many
instances even preceded. the birth of organised trade
unienism, which from its modest beginnings in Madras in
1918 spread rapidly to embrace the Bombay and Calcutia
proletariat by 1922, when there were some 113 unions. [18]
Lo the period 1921-27 the Bomhay cotton mills experienced a
higher intensity of strikes than the jule mills of Bengal —
both in terms of the number of disputes and the workers
invalved. While the latter were badly hii in 1922, when there
were some 40 strikes involving a loss of aver 1 million
working days, the Bombay testile factories were badly hit in
1921, and again in 1923, 1924 and 1925, The following year
the intensity of the strike wave fell sharply, coinciding with
the Jow point of the recession.[17]

Shifits in the Political Conjuncture

The years following the First World War were crucial on
another level too. It was in this period that the political
character of Congress shifted from that of a small
liberal-constitutional body to that of a movement with a
‘mass’ charscter rooted more firmly now in an active petly
bourgeoiz cadre and capable of a sporadic mobilisation of
sections of the peasantry. This shift was accompanied by
another ome, which would prove equally decisive in
subsaquent conjunciures — as Nehro wrote later in Toward
Freedom: "The Amritsar Congress 1919 was the first Gandhi
Congress. The slogan Mahatma Gandhi ki jai bean to
dominate the Indian political horizon.” In another work he
returned ro this theme, dating the birth of the ‘Gandhi era in
Congress politics” to the special session of Congress at
Caleutta in the autumn of 1920, ‘A new class of delegate,
chiefly drawn from the lower middle classes, became the type
of Congressman... Now the peasants rofled in, and in its new
garb Congress hegan to assume the look of a vast agrarian
organisation.” [18] Thus the middle classes and peasaniry
made a more decisive entry into the political arena precisely
as the leadership of Congress passed to Gandhi. To some
extent the connection was a direct one. ‘He (Gandhi) sent us
to the villages...', wrote Nehru.

It was at the Calcutta Special Congress in 1920, thar which
inaugurated the *Gandhi era in politics’, that the
arganisation adopted the form of struggle characteristic of it
in subsequent periods. ‘Non-violent nom-cooperation” for
the first time provided a framework in terms of which the
Congress leadership could mobilise its political base and
simulianeously keep it firmly within its control. As such, it

11, The Bullelin ol indian Industries and Labour, guoted in V.B
Kamik, Strikes in India {Bombay, 1887}, p.E2

12. Karnik, op. cit., pp.128-32.

13. Communisis Challenge lmperialiam from the Dook. Maarul
Conspiracy Casa 1920-33 (Calcutta, 1967), p. 267,

14, Cf. Kamik, op. oil,, p.&2.

15. ibld., p.74.

16. Cf. 5.C. Jha, The indian Trade Unicn Movement (Calcutta,
1870), pp. 104-7.

17. ©f. Bagehl, op. ail., pp.142-1.

18 D Horman (sditor), Nehre: The First Sixty Years, volums one
{London, 1985), pp. 58 52,84

* A lakh = 100,000
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was the form which best corresponded to the stralegy of
Congress [19], which Subhas Bose later described as the
‘method of periodical compromise’ [20]. The essence of this
strategy consisted in the anempt to consolidate the political
and economic position of the Indian bourgeoisie by forcing a
series of concessions from the colonial state through the
periodic mobilisation of mass pressure. These purely
shori-term concessions were not, however, Lhe final object
either of the Indian capitalist class or of the Congress
leadership. Their final objective was a smashing of the entire
framework of direct colonial dominution which, in the
consciousness of the rising bourgenisie, specifically its older
established professional strata from which the class derived
hoth its orgamic as well as its traditional intelligemsia, acred
as the chiel constreint on the rapid capitalist development of
the nation.

The lefi-democratic leaders of Congress, particularly
Bose and Mehru, who combined in their persons the roles of
organic and traditional intellectual, were guite conscious of
this long-term contradiction between Lhe interesis of
national-capitalist developsent and British imperialism. In a
letter to The Tribune written in 1928, Nehru wrote of Bri-
tain and India, ‘our economic interests conflict all along the
line'. Bose was even more explicit: ‘From the
economic standpoint, India is to  Britain a
supplier of raw materials and a consumer of British
manufactures., On the other hand, Indin aspires 10 be a
manufacturing nation... The industrial progress of India is
against Britain's economic interests.” [21] Thus the frequent
short-term compromis~s effected between imperialism and
sections of the Indian bourgeoisic were in mn semse an
‘abandonment’ of the goal of ‘independence’. They were in
1o sense a ‘betrayal’. Rather, they were the means by which
the Indian bturgeoisic gained in strength and confidence
before reformulating its demands vis-d-vis imperialism.
This, however, was a poinl which practizally none of the
major Comintern figures directly understood. It was
precisely the point that to the bourgeoisie’s relative ECONOMIc
antonomy there was no corresponding political autonomy
that was missing in the debate at the Sixth Congress, as we
shall see,

OFf 1921 Mehre wrote: ‘There was a strange mixture of
nationalism and politics, and religion and mysticism and
fanaticism. Behind all this was agrarian trouble and, in the
big cilics, a rising working class movement,’ (23] These
evolutions were largely separate, though they coincided in
the empiy space of time. There is little doubt that the most
decisive intervention in this period was not that of the
peasaniry — the Moplah rebellion in Malabar, the
Midnapore No-Tax campaign, or the experiment in Bardoli
— but the massive wave of strikes in which some 600,000
workers were involved, It was this massive upsurge in
working class militancy barely two years after the birth of
trade unionism in India which had the greatest potential
significance in terms of the anti-imperialist struggle. But
Congress remained aloof, on the whele. To Bose and Nehru,
despite the bourgeois radicalism of the first or the bourgeois
republicanism of the second, the working class remained an
external object, a somhre mass on their horizon, acting at a
distance, Thus the social connections which were made in
the first great upsurge of the post-war aftermath were nol
between ‘the rising working class movement' and Congress,
but between Congress and the peasantry, 'Our thinking
hecame more and more conditioned to the peasantry’, Nehru
wld a foreign observer, ‘nol so much to the industrial
workers'. [23] Again, ‘the advanced sections of lsbour
fought shy of the National Congress. They misunderstood its
leaders, and considered its ideology bourgeois-reaction-
arv...' [24] Thus the strange atmosphere of 1921 which
Nehru describes merely reflected the ideclogical amor-
phousness of the mass base which Congress acquired in that
year. *About our goal there was an entire absence of clear
thinking.® [25]

For lack of the only social force capable of counterposing

to it its own scientific rationalism, the conservative
semi-obscurantist, ethico-political pacifism which Gandhi so
dramatically imposed on the mass movement with the
Bardoli retreat of early 1922 was never seriously challenged
gs the dominant mass ideclogy of the national movement,
The weak intelleciual Fahianism of Nehru was never in any
position to constitute the chief ideclogical link betwesn the
Congress lendership and its mass base. At best It provided
the framework in terms of which the Indian bourgeoisie
would attempt 1o work out its early Plans after the seizure
of power. Gandhi wat the linchpin of the national
movement, Withour Gandhi there was no ideological basis
on which the Congress lerdership, from Motilal Nehru to
Subhas Bose, could mppeal o and attract the vast
backward peasant masses and the volatle urban muddle
class.

The Rele of Gandhi

The strategy of Congress was a dual one. It had not only
to mobilise its mass base to win concessions from
imperialism. It had also 1o ensure that no ‘transformation’
occurred in this process, that the internal rendency, of all
national-revolutionary struggles 1o acquire a certain ‘per-
manence’, to rapidly oulstrip the framework of bourgeois
democracy, to shift the terrain radically from & purely
netional struggle to a social one — that this tendency, this
inner logic would have no room to come into play. Thus the
second himb of the Congress strategy was the blocking of the
permanence of the national-revolutionary process, the task
of ensuring that the movement was constantly deflected
from its ‘natural® elementary directions. Faced with the inner
working out of this logic, the Chinese bourgeoisie in the
same decade delegated to Chiang Kai-shek the task of
brutally suppressing the Chinese working class. As the strike
wave of 1925 began to affect not only the foreign-owned
factories but the ‘national’ ones as well, a rapid shift occur-
red within the Kuomintang towards the right, leading in that
year to the assassination of a prominent lefi-Kuominlang
leader, and in the following year 1o Chiang's first coup. The
Comintern, without in the least understanding this logic, of
which Trotsky continually warned, continued to subordinate
the Chinese Communists to Chiang, In India sucha situation
was never reached, except much later and in different
circumstances. Here Gandhism provided the strategic and
ideological framework in terms of which the various sections
of the bourgeoisie could contrel the mass movement. The
fact that this was possible for so long reflected not merely the
greater internal cohesion of the Indian bourgeoisie,
and not only the relative backwardness of the
Indian Communists, but glso the fact that the working

class was never drawn directly into the political vortex. 15
political strikes tended 1o be symbolic actions, hartals® of
shart duration. The working class thus played a peripheral
role in the national struggle, and its fierce combativity in the
Twenties was a reflex of the economic recession rather than a
symptom of growing peliticisation.

Gandhism was in fact of decisive imporiance in this
period, for in India idenlogy displaced force as the dominant
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instance. In Nehru's words, ‘non-violence was the moral
equivalent of war and all violent struggle’. [26] Only
non-vielence could ensure that in a given conjunciure the
mass movement, even if confined to symbolic actions of the
peasantry and working class, would not surpass the limits of
a bourgeois democratic struggle. Though there are many
statements by Gandhi to show thar this was how he
understood the question, his obscurantist idealism obscured
the fact. It was Nehiru’s self-conscious pragmatsm which
brought it out more clearly. Thus at the Lahore Congress in
1929 he would say, *Violence too often brings reaction and
demoralisation in its train, and in our country especially It
may lead to disruption,.. The great majority of us, 1 take it,
judge the issue nol on moral but on practieal grounds and
if we reject the way of violence it is because it promises no
substantial results.” [27] There were occasions when Gandhi
was more explicit, Thus in 1922, in justifying the Bardoli
relrent before Nehru, he wrote, ‘1 assure yvou that if the civil
resistance movement had not been suspended we would have
been leading not a non-violemt struggle but essentially e
violent struggle... the foetid smell of violence is still
powerful, and it would be unwise 1o ignore or underrace ir."
[28] 1t is well known that the retrear was triggered off by the
fact that at Chauri Chaura peasants had stormad and burned
the local police station. Two years earlier he had referred, in
similar circumstances, after the calling off of the satygraha®,
to ‘the recrudescence of violence on the part of those who
might not have understood the doctrine of awil
resistance ...." [29]

At the Amritsar Congress, ‘his’ Congress, in Nehru's
words, Gandhi was adamant that ‘mob violence’ in the
Punjab and Gujaral should be formally condemned. The
Subjects Commiittee had thrown out the resolution. Gandhi
responded with a characteristic piece of blackmail. 'He
firmly but politely and respectfully expressed his inability to
attend the Congress, if the Congréss could nor see it way 1o
accepting his viewpoint.' [30] When the resolution was
successfully moved the next day, Gandhi remarked, “There is
no greater resolution before this Congress than this one ...
Two years later at the Ahmedabad Congress the ideclogy of
Gandhism was stripped of its outer layers of myslicism:
*This Congress is further of the opinion that Civil
Disobedience is the only civilised and effective substitute for
an armed rebellion...” [31] It is in this light that Gandhi's
apparently trivial inlerventions at subsequent Congresses on
the guestion of vielence assume a certain 'pragmatic’
significance. Thus in 1929 the Congress passed a resolution
condemning the bomb ‘outrage’ on the Yiceroy's train,
‘reiterating ils conviction that such action... results in harm
being done to the National Cause’. [32] Again, at the
Karachi Congress in 193], Gandhi’s amendment dissociating
Congress from Bhagat Singh's *political violence’ performed
the same role of ideological reinforcement, though on this
occasion the fight was a more difficult one. To large sections
of the Indian masses Bhagat Singh had momentarily become
more of a ‘national hero' than Gandhi.

It would be wrong to underrate the effects of what Ray,
writing in Inprecor in 1923, called the ‘deadening inactivity
imposed by the authority of ethical dogmas™ [33], MNehru
would describe these effects with a certain  'inside
knowledge': “fificen years' stress on non-violence has
changed the whole background in India', he wrote, “and
made the masses much more indifferent to, and even hostile
{0, the idea of terrorism as & method of political action. Even
the classes from which the terrorists are usually drawn, the
lower middle classes and intelligentsia, have been
powerfully affected by the Congress propaganda against
methods of violence.” [34] In the decade preceding its
transformation into a ‘mass’ party, the decade in which
Gandhi had returned to India, Congress had lived in the
shadow of revolutionary violence. In the war years
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dacoities® and assassinations had increased sharply; dozens
of terrorists had been sentenced to long terms of
imprisonment or hanged. There had been the Masik
Conspiracy Case, the Gwalior Conspiracy Case, Howrah
Conspiracy Case, Dacca Conspiracy Case, Bansal
Conspiracy Case, Lahore Conspiracy Case. Copics
of Jahan-i-kslam which advocated the extermination
of Englishmen were [Ireely  circulated in
Lahore and Calcutta [35]. In this situation an early
independent development of the working class movement on
a puolitical basis would undoubledly have drawn such cur-
rents into itself, As it was, there was no working class party
till the middle Thirties, and by thar stage Gandhi had effec-
tively neutralised some of these currents. Bose wrote later
that there had been a possibility in the carly stages, at the
time of the first Civil Disobedience campaign, that the ex-
revolutionaries ‘as a class would go against the Congress ow-
ing to ideological differences’, but that in 1921 they had been
won over by Gandhi [36] under the illusion that ‘swaraj'*
would come within a vear

The disintegration of the petty bourgenis terrorist current
was, however, only one of Gandhi’s early tactical victories.
The other was the neutralisation of the ‘left' current within
Congress, specifically Nehru, which, after the death of Tilak
and later Das, remained the only potential source of
apposition 10 his leadership. Nehru's deliberate promotion
by Gandhi 1o the presidency of the Lahore Congress in 1929
had the function of reinforcing an already strong emational
bond between the wo men. ‘Mo-one has moved me and
inspired me more than you', Nehru had written 10 Gandhi
the previous year. [37] *Am 1 not your child in politics?”
CGandhi saw the manoeuvre in more rational terms: ‘He is
undoubtedly an extremist, but he is humble enough and
practical enough not to force the pace to the breaking point”
[38]. To those who disputed the choice of Nehru,
Gandhi gave the assurance that it would be like having
himself in the chair. [39] '"The Lahore Congress was & great
victory for the Mahatma', Base wrote some years later, not
without some hitterness, [40] The Working Commillee
elected in January 1930, with Mehru's assistance, was
dominated by a solid pro-Gandhi bloc. 'With a subservient
cahinet, it was possible for him to conclude the pact with
Irwin in March 1931, to have himself appointed as the sole
representative to the Round Table Conference, 1o conclude
the Poona Agreement in September 1932..." [41] Nehru's
neutralisation had a certain relative effectivity. Though his
initial reaction to the Gandhi-Irwin Pact had been one of
dismay, he finally came round to accepting it. Helplessly he
wrote in Toward Freedom, ‘even if we disagreed with him,
what could we do? Throw him over? Break from him?
Anncunce our disagreement1” [42]

But Gandhi's role was not confined Lo paralysing the
ensrgies of the masses with an ideoclogy of pacifism or (o
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disintegrating the two 'left” currents within the nationalist
struggle. His sudden and apparent shifts to the lefl, such as
the resumption of Civil Disobedience ai the Lahore
Congress, signified an actempt to move with the broader
shifts in the mass movement, to co-opt and radically block
the logic of a permanent transition from the terrain of
bourgenis democracy and anti-imperialism to rocial revolu-
tion. In defending the resumption of Civil Disobedience he
staled, “Civil Disobedience alone can save the country fram
impending lawlessness and secret crime, since there is a party
of violence in the country which will not listen to speeches
and resolutions,.. but believes only in direct action’. [43]
Just as Stalin did more to disintegrate the monale of the Lefi
Opposition by his manoeuvre nf an apparent wholesale
adoption of their policies than by outright coercion, Gandhi
in 1929, in that same decisive year, "took the wind out of the
sails of the Extremists hy himselll advocating independence
at the (Lahore) Congress and divided the ranks of the
opposition by winning over some of the left wing leaders'
{Bose). [44] In a penctrating analysis Bose refers to Gandhi’s
‘capacity to assimilate other ideas and policies. But for the
latter factor, Gandhism would have ceased to dominaie the
Congress long agoe' [45).

Gandhi, then, was the guiding personality in the national
movement in these years. Without an analysis of his role, it is
impossible to grasp concretely how il was possible for the
Congress leadership not only to bring pressure Lo bear on the
colonial state through sporadic mass mobilisations; but also
to thwart the independent development of a mass peasan|
struggle or workers” revolt within the framework of these
mobilisations.

Symptoms of Renewed Hadicalisation 1928-30

This role of unleashing a mass movement and simulta-
neously restraining it assumed the greatesl imporiance
towards the close of the decade, with a renewed upsurge in
mass consciousness. The five vears from 1922 (o 1927 saw &
reireat on almost all fronts. Industry entered a period

of stagnation and even crisis, strikes became purely
defensive, the proportion of unsuceessful strikes increased
sharply, the level of unemployment rose, while politically the
national movement fell to a low ebb. Gandhi retired from
politics, and the leadership of Congress passed to the
Swarajisls under Das, The tactic of mass mobilisation was
replaced by the tactic of contesting elections and fighting
from within the legislatures. The arena and character of the
struggle shified to & more constitutional plane. Simul-
taneously, and starting as carly as 1923, there was a
progressive deterioration in Hindu-Muslim relations, and in
1924 Allahabad saw serious communal rioting.

The first signs of & renewal of radicalisation after this
slump came with the sharp upswing in the curve of industrial
sirikes beginning in 1928 or late 1927, In the course of that
year the strike wave reached a new intensity, with more
workers involved in strikes than at any time
since 1921, and with a total loss of working days far exceed-
ing anything previously wilnessed — 31 million
as against an earlier peak, in 1925, of 13 million.
An official report stated of the strikes In 1928, ‘a
significant feature of the disputes during that year was the
growth of picketing and intimidaticn which in some cases
resulted in viokence and bloodshed. In the general strikes in
the Bombay textile mills and also in the strike on the East
India Railways, the South Indian Railway and in the Fort
Gloster juie mills, Bengal, the police were compelled to
resort to firing." [46] Again the size of many of the strikes
was significant, as is shown in Table I1.

Year Strike Mumbers invalved
1928 East India Railways 16,315
1929 Calcutta jute mills 200, ()
1929 Bombay textile mills 140,000
1930 GIP Railway strike 22,608

The East Indiz Railway strike was lriggered off by
dismissals and retrenchment, the Calcutia jule strike by the
employers” ‘attempt o mcrease the working week and
introduce a single shift system, the Bombay textile strike by
victimizations m the Wadia group of mills. One writer says
of the strikes in this period that ‘they were more bitter (than
carlier ones) and fought with a determination and vigour
which were not 80 much in evidence during the earlier
periods* [47].

HBuoi the process was noi merely ome of radicalisation. It is
true that the circulation of political ideas was much wider
in this period than in the earlier one, thal many workers were
becoming acguainted with the idens of cliss struggle, that the
split in the trade union movement between a reformist and
revolutionary wing was bound to affect the consciousness of
the more udvanced layers. Bul this was also a period of a los
of bargaining power on the part of the working class, with
wage cuts being enforced in practically all the major cenires.
“Given the excess supply of labour, concerted action by trade
unions was very difficull. Further, the Trades Disputa Act
of 1920 made it o punishable offence to strike without
sufficient reason.” [48] Alrcady by October 1928, in a lamar
te Challopadhyeyn in Berlin, Nehru was writing, ‘labour
alter & succession of struggles is exhausted ... [49] 'In
Bombay Lhe strike of 1928 was followed by a long perind of
dwindling trade union membership and generally ineffective
univn resistunce (0 wage cuts in the face of a dwindling
volume of employment...” [50] The following year in Bengal
soime 130,000 jute workers were thrown our of work, It is
interesting that the Communists on trial in the Meeorut
Conspiracy Case themselves pointed out that ‘st the end of
1929 a certain exhaostion became apparent” [51].

A second early symptom of radicalisation was the victory
of the *left’ current &t the national Congress held in Madras
in late 1927, where the independence resolution was put and
carried under Nehru's influence. Bose saw this victory as
‘standing for a definite orientation towards the left’, though
that was not the analysis given in the pages of the Comintern
weckly, as we shall see, [52] When, in May 1928, Bose wenl
to preside over the Maharashtra Provincial Conference al
Poona, the ‘enthusiasm® he met there was “striking’. 'L urged
that the Congress should directly take up the task of
organising labour...' [53] That a new mood of militancy
pervaded sections of the Congress rank and file even before
the year had begun is brought oul by Luhani’s report in an
issue of Inprecor in July 1927, in which it was stated, ‘since
the beginning of this vear the Magpur Committee of the
Indian National Congress has been showing great disaffec-
tion with the official leadership. On 25 April this year this
Committee adopted a resolution censuring the Congress
leaders for their recent policy of co-operatlion with the
British Governmeni in the legislative assemblv..." The
president of the Committee is reported to have started a
small movement called the Magpur Republicans, which
began to develop ‘as a rallying point for all the left elements
within and without Congress'. [54] Finally, towards the end
of 1928, at the national Congress, ‘'Lhough the left wing
leaders were inclined to avoid an open split, the rank and file
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of the left wing would not think of a compromise’ [55].
Gandhi's attempt to defeat the independence resolution at
this Congress was only narrowly successful, with some 73
delegates voting against. ‘The voting showed that the left
wing was strong and influential’, writes Bose. [56]

Bose, however, notes that the Congress leadership made
no efforts to intervens in the working class struggles which
erupted in 1928, and that by 1930, when the Civil
Disobedience movement was launched, this current of
struggle had subsided. [57] Outside Congress there were
other more distant signs of & shift 10 the left.
Thus in January 1929 the Workers' and Peasants'
Party (WPP) contested the municipal elections in
Bombay., winning some 12,453 votes. Roy wrote
in Inprecor, ‘the eclection result indicates the general
radicalisation of Lhe entire political sitation™ [SE].
The following vear saw the resurgence in Bengal ol the
sporadic individual terrorism of the petty bourgeoisie,
signified most conspicuously by the Chinagong Armoury
Raid. But ot that stege the Civil Disobedience movement
was in full swing, Corresponding to the shift 1o the left in the
entire political situation of the country, imperialism intensi-
fied its repression. By June the Congress had been declared
illegal, and some 50,000 men, women and children jailed.
Towards the close of the year the Linited Provinces were on
the brink of agrarian revolution, though it was only several
vears later that the peasant movement acquired any
organisational shape.

The impression conveved by these years is of a series of
disconnected upheavals, of a massive current of radicalisa-
tion, but without any internal order or coherence; of an
upsurge in mass consciousness fragmented by its own uneven
rhythm and dispersed by the discontinuities of space.
Congress was in no position, in fact, to lead this struggle
forward along revolutionary lines, to utilise and develop its
inherent potential, for its own framework of thought did not
include the organisation of either the peasaniry or the
working class on an independent class basis. But witnessing
this upheaval from afar, a series of Comintern writers
vigorously denounced Congress for failing precizely to carry
the srrugale forward in a revolutionary direction, as if its
leadership had ever proclaimed this as one of its objectives.
But the illusion was not entirelv withoul some basis in
reality, for Congress was a series of paradoxes, a fusion of
apparently contradictory elements. In fts leadership it
included such conspicuously left elements as Nehru and
Bose, hoih of whom understood that even within the womb
of colonised India a society had grown up divided into
classes: that in India, as in advanced Europe, there were
capitalists and workers. Yel these petty bourgeois radicals
led an organisation which articulated the class interests of
the Indian Bourgeoisie, even when their sympathies lay
with rhe working class. The leadership of Congress, a party
of bourgeois democracy, lay with elements drawn from a
sacial stratum with no immediate connections with business
or the ownership of the land, and even critical of capitalists
and landowners. Congress more than any other orgamsation
in that period symbolised the ‘organic’ function which
Gramsei attributed to intellectuals in the subordinate tasks
of ‘social hegemony and political government'.

Bul a second peculiarity sprang from the fact that
Congress comhbined the characteristics of a class-party with
those of a mass movement. In ils periods of intensified
activity, as in 1921 or 1930, it gave the appearance of an
unorganised spontaneous force, the mere skeletal framework
of the most disparate currents of opposition (o British rule,
One Comintern writer remarked, with obvious despair, ‘the
masses do not yet believe in the treachery of the Congress
hecause {hey (hink that they are the Congress..." [S9] In 1920
Gandhi had referred to Congress as a *national organisation
providing a platform for all parties to appeal to the Nation®
[68], and later Nehru would reiterate a similar conception
when he wrote: ‘The Congress was a party in some ways; it

has also been a joint platform for several parties.” [61] This
complex ambiguous character, directly reflecting the fact
that in Indie alone of the major colonial countries an
indigenous bourgeoisie was successful in leading a mass
movement against imperialism, was a source of considerable
intelleciual confusion in the Comintern, in which two
contradictory conceptions of Congress co-existed: on the one
hand, of Congress as a narrow class party of Indian
capitalism and semi-feudal interests, analogous to the
Kuomintang in China or the Tory Party in Britain; and on
the other, of Congress as an implicitly or potentially
revolutionary movement resirained from developing accord-
ing toits internal logic by an accidental play of forces — for
example, the illusions of the petty bourgeois elements in ils
leadership, or the charismatic fascination of Gandhi. The
Comintern’s failure 1o understand that the peculiarity of
Congress was precisely that it combined both these moments
was, however, only complementary to its failure to grasp the
sirategy of bourgeois nationalism in India.

Slow Formation of the CP1

Crucial to the ability of the bourgeoisie, including its
professional-intellectual strata, (o impose its hegemony on
the national movement, and guide it according 1o its own
strategy of periodic compromise, was the exceptional
backwardness of the Indien Communist Pary in iis carly
phases of attempted formation. Due ro this backward
development the working class was lefi politically leaderless
in & period (1919-30) when it was time and again forced into
the sharpest conflicts with British and Indian capitalists and
when it demonstrated its own capacity for political
interventions, as when it demonstrated against the Simon
Commission, or when it imerrupted the Calcunta Congress
lite in 1928 with a symbolic occupation of the platform for
somie Lwo hours [62]. For while it lacked the leadership of a
firm Communist Pariy, the working class had not been
integrated, either ideologically or organisationally, into the
framework of Congress.

The CPI in fact did not begin to grow t1ill 1934, by which
stage a shift to the Popular Front was already visible. In that
vear the size of the party increased from 20 members 1o 150,
[63] In the previous six years the Comintern had voiced
frequent complaints about the practical insignificance of a
Communist Party in India. Most of these complaints began
to be made in 1928, when the phase of political recession
gbruptly ended with the announcement of the Simon
Commission. Al the Sixth Comintern Congress in the middle
of 1928, one of the delegares stated that no definile sieps had
been taken ‘during the last nine years to bring about the
formation of a CP in India." [64] At the same Congress,
in presenting his ‘Theses on the Revolutionary Move-
ment...', Kuusinen had described the ‘union of all
Communist groups and individual Communists scattered
throughout the country into a single, illegal, independent
and centralised party’ as the ‘first task of Indian
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Communists’. [65] Later in 1928 an BCCI document stated
that as the existing Communist Party of India showed no
signs of revolutionary life, it had ‘no grounds to consider
and even call itsel f Communist®. [66]

It is true that at this time, December 1928, after the
conference of the Workers' and Peasants’ Party held in
Caleutta, the WPP leadership constituted itself as the CPI,
elected a Central Committes and applied for admission Lo
the Comintern. But this atiempt proved as futile apparently
as the others had been, for shortly before the July Plenum of
the ECCI the following year Manuilsky wrote thai there was
still no independent Communist Party in India67] The same
was said by R.P. Dutt as late as the end of the next year,
1930, [68] The situation within the CP in that year is
revealed by the following interesting comment of one of its
early members, ‘chaos and disorgenisation in the Party all
aver the country appeared in an acute form. Comrades in
Calcutta had been carrving on the wark of the Party under
the name **The Calcutta Committee of the CP1"'. In spite of
repeated requests from the Calcutta Commitiee L0 give an
all-India shape to the CP, there was no response from the
Party leaders in Bombay.' [69] In fact, in an aricle which
appeared in a German magazine in February 1931, Raoy
dismissed the CPl ‘as of little consequence and hardly
exisling outside of Bombay and Calcutta. He reported rhat
the Party consisted largely of students and functioned more
as a student group than anything else.” [T0] It is perhaps not
surprising then thal in the same month Inprecor carried an
article by the All-lndia Anti-Imperialist League
which called for the establishment of this body in India on
the grounds that “it is only through this organ... thar the
tazke of the national revolution can be carried through'. The
programme it advocated included the establishment of a
Workers' and Peasants' Republic. [71] In June 1932
Inprecor published an ‘Open Lerter’ from the Communist
Parties of China, Britain and Germany appealing to the
Indian Communists to ‘undertake the formation of the
Communist Party’. [72] The CPC reiterated this appeal the
following year in July, [73] After this, and following the
release of some of the Meerut prisoners, a secrel conference
of the Party was held in Calcutta in December 1933 at which
a new political resolution and party constitution were
adopied. [74]

‘There is ample evidence, then, for the fact that in this
crucial period of mass struggles from 1928 1o 1932 there was
no centralised, effective, functioning Communist Party in
India. Trotsky had described similar situations in Europe &s
'a crisis of leadership’. In India, however, this *crisis’ did not
assume the same staggering proportions as for example it
had in Italy in 1920, or would do in France during the
Popular Front, It was nevertheless a real. if invisible, factor
in the situation of that period, and one which contrasied
sharply with the development of the Chinese Communist
Party, which already by July 1926 had a membership of
30,000 and by the spring of 1927 a membership of 58,000; or
with that of the Indonesian Communist Party, which in 1926
claimed 3,000 members, controlled several trade unions, and
had successfully infilirated leadership positions in Sarekat
Islam. In fact, as early as 1923 one estimate put the
membership of the Perserekat Kommunist di Indonesia at
13,000.[75] In that year in India there were probably not
more than 50 Communists, let alone an organised
Communist Party.

An official Gavernment circular from Whitchall provides
some information on the strength of the Indian Communists
in 1922 [76]. According to its report there were small
communist and semi-communist groups in Bombay,
Madras, Lahore, Bengal and the United Provinces. Late in
1922 Roy had instructed the Bombay, Madras and Lahore
groups 1o contact each other, which indicates that they were
working in isolation. The organisation of the Bengal group
was described as ‘rudimentary’, although they were said Lo
produce a considerable amount of propaganda. Finally, it is

clear from the circular that all these groups, with the possible
exception of the Madras one under S, Chertiar, were mainly
propagandist. That is, they had not made the fmnsition Lo
agitation.

A few years later, in December 1925, Mugaffar Ahmad
and some others had formally constituted an all-India
Communist Party, but this attempt proved abortive, for
when in March 1927 the EC of the CPI met 1o discuss Roy's
request that the party be dishanded and replaced by an
All-India Workers' and Peasants' Party, the comminee
members decided that in view of the party's inactivity no
formal dissolution was required. [T7] Mevertheless, some
sart of Central Committee apparenily continued to meet, ‘in
$0me years ... even four times' [78].

The Workers' and Peasanis’ Party

I'he reason for this apparently odd state of affairs wus that
although no centralised Communist Party was founded in
this period, by the end of 1928 an All-India Workers' and
Peasants’ Party had successfully been estublished. The first
provincial WPP was established in Bengal early in 1926,
following a peasant conference at Krishnanagar in Nadia, A
vear later a WPP was established in Bombay and another
one in Punjab. Finally in 1928 a fourth one was founded in
the United Provinces, Ir iz clear that the intervention which
the Communists made in some of the strikes of 192§ was
through the medium of these organisations, and aot
formally as members of a Communist Party. Ahmad states,
‘although the CP1 was not illegal, it was difficult 10 work
under its name openly. What we used 1o decide in the CF was
actually put into practice from the plaiform of the WPP.
The manifectos of this party were all drafed by the CC of
the CPR." [79] Hence, presumably, the need to maintain a
Communist Central Committee even when there was no
Communist Party as such.

There is sufficient evidence to indicate that the various
Waorkers' and Peasants' Parties were in fact quite active in
the massive upheaval of 1928, In May that year Luhani
wrote in Inprecor that the WPP had taken a ‘prominent
parl' in organising strike action, in forming strike
committees and carrying on ‘incessant propaganda by daily
etrike meetings’ [80]. Ahmad states that members of the
WPP *wholeheartedly participated® in the struggles of 1528,
It is equally clear, however, that the social composition of
the various provincial organisations differed guite signifi-
cantly, particularly as between the Bombay and Bengal
sections, Thus, while in the course of 1928 the Bombay WPP
was said to dominaie the *Congress organisation in
Bombay', to have organised the demonstrations of workers
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against the Simon Commission [81] end to have been invol-
ved 1n several sirikes, in Bengal, according (o one repord i
the Sixth Comuntern Congress, the WPP was said (o be
‘falling into the hands of philanthropic petty bourgeoisie’
[82). Ahmad also implies this with his remark that ‘in
Bengal, non-Communisls were more numerous in the WPP?
[83]. Finally, Bose noted and tried (o explain the difference
with the theory that ‘class dilferentiation' was more ‘acute’
in Bombay than in Bengal, and that conseguently the petty
bourgeois element was not so strong or influential there as in
Hengal. [84)

Al any rate, it is clear that insofar as Communists were
engaged in mass siruggle in this period this was primarily
through the Workers' and Peasants’ Party, which, if we
accept the reliability of one Comintarn reporter [85], could
even attract ‘thousands of poor peasants’ to its provincial
conferences in early 1929, As we shall see, this greater ‘mass’
character of the WPP was an important factor to
Communists working in India, although the Comintern,
from a distance, had informally abolished it in the middle of

1928.

The Decolonisation Debate 1928

At no time did the Comintern discuss the question of India
in greater detail than at the Sixth Comintern Congress from
July 1o September 1928. By that stage Chiang's two coups
and the dizastrous adventure of the Canton Commune had
left the Stalin-Bukharin line advocating alliance with the
Kuomintang in shambles. But even six months after Stalin
had shed the precious blood of the Canton warkers with the
putsch he organised (o coincide with the RCP Congress in
December 1927, there was a profound silence on the subject.
The cpisode was referred to as a ‘rearguard action’ which
had nevertheless been ‘correct’. The question of China,
though of prime importance after the defeats of 1927, was
nenetheless convepiently pusched into the background ar the
Sixth Congress by an apparently (and in many ways in fact)
guite academic question, the ‘decolonmisation debate’.
According 1o Roy, it was S. Tagore who, in the course of
1927, first emphasised the rapid development of industry in
Indiz and rriggered off the discussion. To most of the
participants, however, the word ‘decolonisation’ was
assoclated with Roy himzell, and it is true that as early as
1921 Rov was promulgating the theory that with the First
Warld War the policy of imperialism had changed radically
on the question of India’s industrialisation. At this time Roy
argued, curiously, that if after the war the Government had
resumed its old policy of checking Lhe country's develop-
ment, this would have compelled the bourgecisie to take its
stand at the head ol the national movement. To Roy the
Montagu-Chelmsford reforms had forestalled this possi-
bility. Of course, in the seven or eight years following the
appearance of Roy's article and book Indin in Transition,
imperialism hardened its policy considerably despite the
partial concessions it made on the tariff question, thus
precisely forcing the bourgeoisie to renew the struggle for
further concessions and more concréte prospects of accom-
modation.

Al the Congress it was Kuusinen who proposed the
‘treditional’ view, The early concesslon: granted hy
imperialism had been due to 'fear of the revolutionary
movement during the war'. Once this movement was
‘betrayed’ by the Indian bourgeoisie in 1922, imperialism
‘once more reverted to its policy of hindering Indiz's
industrial development’. Kuusinen argued, correctly, that
“the specific colonial forms of capitalist exploitation ....
the final analysis hinder the development of the productive
forces of the colonies .... Since, however, colonial exploita-
tion presupposes some encouragemenl of colonial produc-
tion, this is directed on such lines and promoted only in such
a degree as correspond to the interests of the metropolis ...
Pari of the peasaniry, for cxample, may be encouraged ta
turn from grain cultivation to the production of cotton,

sugar or rubber (Sudan, Cuba, Java, Egypt) .... Real
industrialisation of the colonial country, in particular the
building up of a Mourishing engineering industry which
would promote the independent development of its
productive forces, is not encouraged but, on the contrary, is
hindered by the metropolis.' [86] At an early session of the
Congress, Bukharin had endorsed this view. Kuusinen came
back to the question much later, at the Twenty-Minth
Session: ‘Industrialisation means the transformation of an
ggrarign into an industrial country, it means a general
thorough industrial development, above all development of
the production of the means of production .... Thisis not a
guestion of whether any industrial developmeni has taken
place in India — this has certainly been the case — it is rather
a question of whether it is the policy of British imperialism
ta industrialise India.” [B7] According to Kuusinen, gl most
10 per cent of British capital exports to India at the height of
the boom went into manufacturing; mosi of the invesiment
in that perind was non-productive. Some sessions later the
counter-atiack began, based sometimes on gquite astoni-
shingly abstract arguments. Thus Cox, who described the
‘transTormation of the colonies into spheres for industriali-
gation on the parnt of the imperialist bourgecisic® as a
‘fundamental law of impernialism' [88]. At the next session
8. Tagore took the Indusirial Commission of 1916 as
signalising & 'turn in the policy of British imperialism in
India’. The framework of the argument was provided by the
madel of a fully developed neo-colonial relationship: ‘The
sole purpose of the Taxation Commission was to adjust the
burden of taxation in order 1o expand the internal market.
The scheme for modernisation of agriculture was formulated
for the purpose of ralsing the purchasing power of the
peasantry.” [89] Arnot thoughe it was sufficient (o refer Lo
Lenin on the export of capital to make the point that Britain
was now industrialising India. [W)] Bennett went even
further in a mechanical understanding of the question: he
referred to the ‘law’ which Marx had postulated according to
which railways in India would usher in an epoch of rapid
industrialisation. [91] Rothstein, ancther member of the
same delegation, had apparently gone to the exteni of saying
that due to imperialism the colonies would be transformed
into ‘serious competitors” of the meiropolis. Replying to
these interventions, Kuusinen made the obvious point that it
was too simple to identify capital exports with indusiriali-
sation: ‘Loan capital is being exported by England to
Australia or Canada, or by America to Germany. This can
promote industrialisation and in fact does .... (In Indiz) as is
clearly to be seen from the statistical material, British export
capital serves for the greater parl unproductive purposes ..."
|92].

Underlying this apparently academic prohlem was a
political one, the problem of the alignment of social forces in
rerms of which the national movement would develop. But
the politics deduced from the orthodox position in
Kuusinen's ‘Theses* were nol those which corresponded o it
logically. No sharp political differentiation divided the
delegates who argued for and against the notion of & British
NEP, For while the British delegation and Tagore argued,
quile logically, thal the Indian bourgeoisie had now 1o be
regarded as a counter-revolutionary force, ‘in the same
camp' as imperialism politically becauvse their short and
perhaps even long lerm economic interests converged around
the goal of industrialising India, neither Kuusinen nor any of
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his supporters in the dehare ever argued that the sharpening
of the conteadiction between imperialism and the [ndian
bourgeoisie implied in imperialism’s reversion to the old
anti-industrial policy would produce necessary political
effects in driving the bourgeoisie to the left, even if
periodically and with vacillations, The furthest they went
was 10 argue, as Kousinen did, that the bourgeoisie was a
national-reformist force, in other words ‘vacillating and
inclined tocompromise” [93].

But even this position was not argued in terms of a
characterisation of the sirategy of bourgeois nationalism,
The apparently ‘ambiguous’ role of the colonial bourgeoisie
in the national movement was not expleined from the
standpoint of the specific forms of struggle corresponding to
the interesis of that bourgeoisie as an independent class, but
in terms of economic divisions within the bourgeoisie. “The
national bourgeoisie in these colonial countries do not adopi
@ uniform artiude to imperialism’, Kuusinen argued. 'One
part, more especially the commereial bourgeoisie, directly
serves the interests of imperialist capital ... The other part
... especially those representing the intercsts of native
industry, support the national movement; this tendency,
vacillating and inclined to compromise, may be called
national-reformism, ' [94] *Mational-reformism’ was thus the
political reflection of an economic incoherence within the
baurgeoisie. The ‘vacillations' of the colonial bourgeoisie
sprang nol from the immanent logic of its strategy but from
internal contradictions due to relatively distinet economic
interests, But if this had in fact been the case in India, a quite
different process would have occurred. The bourgeoisie
would have split organizationally into its comprador and
national sections.

The position was a confused one, to say the lesst. Murphy,
the only British delegate to suppont Kuusinen, argued
correctly against a crude lumping together of imperialism
and the national bourgeoisie, but argued simultancously that
there was no hope of the latter carrying through a policy of
indusirialisation in the colony, [95] Kuousinen was more
hopelessly confused on the important political guestions:
*The nationz! bourgeoisic are not significant as a force in the
struggle against imperialism. Nevertheless this bourgeois-
reformist opposition has a real and specific significance for
the development of the revolutionary movement ... insofar
as it has any mass influepce at all.’ [96] The same incon-
sistencies were apparent in the statements of the Indian
Communists on trial in the Meerut Case: “The conclusion
which follows from these facts is that British imperiahs
policy is generally directed towards the restriction of Indian
industrial development .... The reactionary policy of
imperialism in relation to industry .... all go 1o determine
that the policy of the bourgeais class must be one of hostility
i Imperiatism ... Mevertheless, we consider thar the Indian
bt peoisic iz not objectively capable of pursuing a revolu-
tionary policy ... Tt is (oo weak and ils interesis are
bound wp Ivo closely with both British Imperialism
[emphasis mine — JB] und Iodipn feudalism.' [97] They
went on to argue that the Indian bourgroisie was not
seerious’ ubput independence, and cited as evidence the fac
that neither ihe Non-Cooperation Movement [1919-22) nor
the Civil Disohedience Movement (1930-1) had demanded
complete independence. As for Nehru's Independence for
Indis League, ‘the formation of this organisation was simply
i demagogic device, having Do serious purpose 1o seoure
Independence behind il". 98] ‘lodependence for the

Congress leaders is s 'phrase"".

The position of Tuagore and the Rritish delegates was
internally consistent, though wrong. The logic of decoloni-
ention was expressed in the sharpest terms by Tegore wihen
he said &t the Congress, ‘1o the same degree as the hindrance
in the way of the capitalist development of India has been
removed by Hritish imperialism, the bourgeoisie is sliding
mare and more towards cogperation and one group after the
other is capitulating lo imperialism® [99]. This onc-sided
understanding of the dialectics of the national movemenl

was nonetheless consisient with the assumption that in %
new policy Briish impenalism sought only to further rhe
capiralist development of Indian. Kuusinen, on the other
hand, while maintaining a formally correct position on the
characier of imperialist policy, was driven to uphold an
absurd position on the role of the bourgeoisie in the national
movement. His confusion was brought out in his conclding
remarks: ‘The fact that there exists an objective and ¢ven
profound contradiction between the class interests of the
national bourgeoisic and imperialism, and that this
bourgeoisie has its own politicel main line which is not
without significance, does not i all mean that it is capable of
representing ils objective class interest in 4 mare consistent,
more independent manner. The nutional bourgeoisie of the
calonies is not able to do this ..." [100] i

These confusions were symptomatic. They offer a first
insight into the ‘theoretical’ mistake of the Sixth Congress
on the question of the political character of the Indian
bourgenisiz. Without exception all the delegares and
speakers, from those with the sophistication (in such
matters) of Bukharin to others with the mechanical dullness
af Arnot, sought 10 deny either the economic or the political
autonomy of the Indian boorgeoisie. Of course Lhis
aitonomy was only a relative one, but it was real
nonetheless. 1t was the one underlying factor which not only
made it posihle for the Indian bourgeocisie (0 impose its
hegemony on the national movement but even compelied ir
1o do so. As long as the national capitalists retained and even
expanded their own autonomous base within the economy —
and during the Depression and Second World War there was
considerable expansion in this direction — there could be no
guestion of the bourgevisie finally compromising with
imperialism, betraying the national movement, giving up the
gonl of independence. For the independence at stake was
precisely the future of the Indian bourgeoisie as an
independent ruling class with the politieal means 1o
determine its economic destiny. Independence, in the
consciousness of this class, signified a radical shiftin its class
position, from dependence on a stale apparatus reflecting
metropolitan interests and pelitical subordination 1o this
apparatus, o control of its own state appanitus.

The Question of the National Bourgeoisie

In fact there were several factors which precluded this
almost obvious vision of the Indian bourgeoisie, For one
thing, the mein phase in the consolidation of its economic
pawer was still to come. However, the intitial determining
circumsience was the fect that the criminal ineptitude of the
Stalin line of ulliznce with the Kuomintang was dramatically
exposed by the course of the class struggle in China itself.
When first published, Palme Dutt's Modern Indis had
advocated a regroupment of the lefr-nationalist elements
within Congress and the Swaraj Party arcund a ‘popular-
national programme’, In the English edition issued late in
1926, after the official policy imposed on the CCF had
bepun o disintegrate, partly under the strain of Trotsky's
attacks, Dutt declered, ‘the Indian bourgeoisie is today a
counter-revolutionary force; they fear the social revolution
that would follew on national indepandence maore than they
desire independence' [101], This kind of totally pragmatic
valie fuce would of course become guite characteristic of
Uit and his sort in later years. Here was an early example of
it, coused not by any sharp turn of events within India during
1926, but hy the shifts and vacillations of Comintern policy
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under the pressure of events in China. Monetheless, it was
still possible as late as December 1927 for Luhani to predict a
sharpening of the contradiction between imperialism and the
bourgeoisie: ‘The political concessions which British imperi-
alism is in a position 1o make are not of a nature to satizfy
the Indian bourgeoisie” [102].

It is ¢lear that the hardening of attitudes which could be
wilnessed through 1928 was determined primarily by the fact
that in China a ‘national’ bourgeoisie, which al one slage
had even received the support of the Comintern, had by that
stuge ‘deserted’ the revolution and left Stalin's pelicy in
ridicalous shambles, at the cost of the ligmdation of the
proletarian vanguard in Shanghai and Canton. In India no
decisive swing to the right on the part of the bourgeoisie
could be deciphered either in 1926 or in 1927 to justify Dutt's
new characterisation, Nor were the events of 1922 of any
determining significance, for even after the retreal there had
been no question of denouncing the bourgeoisie or Congress
as ‘counter-revolutionary’. Thus in 1922 Roy had written to
Indian Communists advocating penetration of Congress
on an entrist basis; they were told not to ‘part company with
the National Congress but bid for its leadership' [103]. In
June 1923 Roy wrote to C.R. Das calling on him to ‘rally all
the available revolutionary elements within and withou
Congress” [104]. In the same month, more significantly, the
ECCI sent a message to the projecied WPP which stated,
‘the political party of the workers and peasants must act in
cooperation with, and give fullest support to, the bourgeois
parties insofar as they struggle against imperialism in some
way or other’ [105]. Again in March 1925, in its report to the
Fifth Plenum of the ECCI, the Colonial Commission argued
that it was ‘necessary for the Communisis o continue
working in the National Congress and in the left wing of the
Swaraj Party ..." [106] Finally, late in 1926, a ‘Manifesto to
the All-India Mational Congress’ published on behalf of the
CP1 appealed 1o Congress o adopt a radical programme.
Also late in 1926, Petrovsky, the Comintern representative in
London, had apparently told Spratt to write a pamphlet on
China urging India to follow the example of the
Kuominiang. [107]

This kind of statement was of course no longer possible
after July 1927. That was the month in which the ECCI
decided finally that the ‘revolutionary role’ of the
(left-KMT) Wuhan Government had been “played out'; ‘it is
becoming a counter-revolutionary force'. ‘In Canton,
Shanghai, Chansha, and now in Wuhan, the standard
bearers of the “revolutionary Kuomintang'' had changed
from sterling allies of the revolution into croel buichers of

the revolution.” [108] The transposition of this shifi 1o a quite
different conjuncture in [ndiz — where all the signs were that
the bourgenisie would move the other way — took time to
unfold. In January 1928, some six months afler the ‘desertion’
of the left Knomintang, Roy, whose own role in China was of
no small significance, wrote in Inprecor that the bourgeois
nationalist partiesin India were not only ‘politically bankrupt’
but ‘counter-revolutionary” as well. [109] In June the same
year, now almost a vear afier the decisive turn in China, Palme
Dutt wrote: ‘In general, and on all fundamental
questinns, the role of the Indian bourgeoisie since
the collapse of the MNon-Cooperation Movement has
evolved in the direction of becoming more and more
clearly counter-revolutionary'. [110] Why, in that
case, had the ECCl advocated the “fullest support’ 1o
‘bourgenis parties’ in 19237 Why, even three years later, had
it bothered 10 appeal 1o Congress to adopr a radical
programme?

Al the Sixth Congress the following month, Duti's
transposed ultra-leftism was encountered quite frequently.
Al the Twenty-Fifth Session one of the delegates described
Candhi as an *agent of British imperialism’ [111], Amaot al a
later session concluded his speech with the view that the
Indian bourgeoisic must now ‘be regarded as & camp of
counter-revolution’ [112], and Dutt in his intervention
referred to the ‘presemt bourgeois counter-revolutionary

revolution (!) in India’. As no recent events were al hand to
substantiate this strange view, he went back in time 10 the
bourgecisie's ‘historic betraval at Bardoli in 1922° [113]. "It
is our primary task to expose and cxplain the counter-
revolutionary character of the nationalist reformist Indian
bourgeoisie.” This description now acquired the character of
a ritual incantation. Bennetl followed Dutt, also referring to
the ‘counier-revolutionary role of the Indian bourgeoisie'
[114]. An Indian delegate at the next session excelled even
these pathetic interventions: ‘We most not attach any
considerable importance o the so-called nationalist move-
menis in the colonies, as the history of this movemnent is the
history of sarvile capirulation before the inperialist forces!.
This delegare zaw no inconsislency in going on to stare a few
lines later thai as long as India was miled by Britain there
could be *no free development of the natural resources of
India, much less of indusicy' [115]. Two sensions laicr,
another member of the same delegation argued, ‘the
bourgeoisie are nol  revolutionaries (1) but decdedly
counter-revolutionary because thev betray even the political
independence movement'. Gandhi was again described as
‘an agent of impenalism’ [116]. Finally. Luhani asseried,
with an admirable grasp of “dialectics', that the Indian
bourgeoisie was ‘a potential if not already an actual
counter-revalutionary force..." [117].

But if this shift had been determined in irs initial stages
by the events in China and the revised conception of the
Kuominiang, in its later stages it gained a certain ‘credibilily’
from events in India itself. For it was at the Calcutla
Congress in 1928 that the demand for ‘complete independ-
ence’ of the previous year was temporarily displaced by talk
of ‘Dominion Status', The ECCI described this in July 1929
as ‘an undisguised betrayal of the cause of national
independence by the Indian bourgeoisie’ |118]. Towards the
end of the same vear the League Against Imperialism wrote
in the Comintern press that “British agents still dominate the
Congress'. The following month a letter was published
addressed 1o the vouth, workers and peasants of India:
‘Sever your ¢contact with the National Congress and the
League for Independence... Disclose their falseness and
treachery... Show them up for what they are as assistants of
British imperialism in India.’ [119] Around the same time Duti
denounced Gandhi as ‘s police agent of British
imperialism in India’ [120), and towards the end of
the year the ‘Draft Platform of Action of the CPI’
characterised Congress as ‘a class organisation of the
capitalists’ and called for *ruthless war on the lefi-nationalist
reformisiz’ [121]. Eardy the following year this line was
developed even further, An article in the Comintern's
theoretical journal wrote that even Communisis were
confused about the Congress, whose programme, however,
‘compietely corresponds 10 the interests of British imperial-
ism" [122]. Only two months before, however, Inprecor had
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garriad an articke in which it hasd been stated, for
information, that some 40,000 Congressmen were al that lime
languishing in overcrowded jails. And, of course, from the
middle of 1930 imperialism had brotally intensified its
physical gssaults on the followers of Lhis party, whose
programme was supposed (o commespond only Lo its own
interests! Again, in February 1931, before the Gandhi-Irwin
pact, Inprecor described Congress as ‘developing in the
direction of passing over to the side of imperalsm and
counter-revolution’ [123]. Afler the pact with Irwin and the
Second Round Table Conflerence, it seemed almost “obvious'
that the directing commitiee of the Congress had become ‘an
open agent of British imperialism’, as the League Against
Imiperialism announced [E24].

Bul neither the events in China nor the vacillations of the
Congress  leadership before imperialism by themselves
explain the pronounced, elmost exaggerated character of the
wlira-leftism of this period (1929-31), for the new policy of
regarding Congress a5 ‘in the camp of the counter-revolu-
tion® was part of the general shill in policy (o the ling of the
Third Period insugurated by the ECCI's Tenth Plenum in
the middle of 1929, On the analogy of dencuncing European
social democracy as the ‘lefi” face of fescsm, the theory of
‘social fascism’, the nationalist parties in the colonial world
were transformed into the “left® face of imperialism. This
elimination of political frontiers would have especially tragic
consequences in Germany, where it precluded the only basis
an which the working class could have fought and defeared
fescism in the carly 1930s — through the policy of a united
front between the Communist and Social Democratic
workers which Trotsky tirelessly sdvocated. In the ozsifisd
braing of the Comintern’s propagandists  (Molotov,
Manuilsky, Pyainitsky, Toghawi, Thorez,  Cachin,
Kuusinen) Germany, in 1931, was ‘already living under
fascist rule'; *Hitler could nol make matters worse than they
were under Bruning...! Trotsky wrote: ‘Beneath this
peeudo-radical verbigge hides the most sordid passivity. ..
You are blundering disgracefully bevause vou are afraid of
the difficultics that liz ahead. ' [125]

The distinguishing Teature of “Third Periodism’ in India,
however, was that in a sense it had stared already almost
two years before the Tenth Plenum. Already late in 1927 Roy
was writing that, ai the nexi National Scssion, Congress was
going ‘o declare peace with British imperialism. The
bourgeoisic is not only withdrawing themselves from the nat-
jonal revalution; the withdrawal is but a prelude to a definite
stand sgainst the national revolution..' [126] In April 1928
Rov repeated, ‘the bourgeoisie with all its elements from right
o left are drfting away from the main current of the
mutional-revolutiodary stroggle’ [127]. As we have seen, by
thee rmitddle of 1928 this position was a consolidated one:
speaker after speaker denounced Congress as an agent of
imperialism and the bourgeoisiz as coumter-revolutionary.
[hus the formael announcement of the Third Period with the
palicy of imminent collapse of capitalism and the theory of
social fascism merely prolonged the wurn o ultra-lefdsm in
India. Mor were its pructical effects us openly disasirous as in
Cermuny or in China, where Lhe policy insugurated a period
of putschism under Li Li-san’s leadership. For one thing, the
Indian Commumsts were not enywhere as well organised or
as sirong os the KPD and CCP. As a cenlralised organisation
they were non-gxistent, wnd even (heir “indirect” hold on
sections of the working class through the mediom of the
WP was not of very great significance. 11 became of even
less significance once the latier organisadon. already

denounced at the Sixth Congress by Kuousinen and others, wis
formally wbolished ul the Tenth Plenum and effectively ceazed
Lo exist onee its leadership was interned by the Meerut District
Magistrale. Nevertheless, the Third Period policy merely
accentuated the already backward development of Indian
Communism, and thus helped to postpone ts expansion for
about seven vears, till 1935,

The Comintern and Hourgeois Nationalism

Corresponding to the Comintern's failure to grasp the
relative but resl economicand political autosomy of the Indian
bourgeoisic wias its radically misiaken undersiending of the
strategy of bourgeois nationalism in India. These errors were
strictly complementary, for a correcl understanding ol the
latter presupposed some understanding of the former. Anearly
example of this incomprehension was an article by E. Roy in
Inprecor in 1925, where she wrote: “So strong is the spirit of
class interest and so selfish the leadership of the movement
[emphasis mine — JB] that the prospects of freedom are
deliberately jeopardised by & policy of compromise and
concession. The Indian bourgeoisie is selling the birthright of
the Indian people for a mess of pottage secured to themselves
by bargaining with the Imperial overlord .... " [128] Almost
with despair several years later, when on trial, the Indian
Communisi  leadership would asserl, with reference
to Congress, ‘the real situation is that they do not
want that which could be oblained by violence,

namely, the averthrow of British rule' [129]. In keeping with
this motion it was sometimes argued, whenever there was a
£hift in the balance of forces within the Congress leadership
to the lefi, or a resumption of the mass movement, that these
were empty pestures, manoeuvres of hypocrisy. Thus, early
in 1928, Roy wrote of the ‘independence resolution’ passed
at the previous Congress that it had "no practical value'
[130]. Coming back to the subject in August, he said, with
reference to the same resolution, ‘those with a better
understanding of the situstion and of the class composition
of the Congress leadership were sceptical. In this resolution
they saw only a manoeuyvre of the bourgeors leaders (o retain
therr comirol over the radical peity bourgeoisie.” [131] Wiih
reference to the same subject, Kuusinen declared at the Sixth
Congress, ‘pressure from below makes the bourgecisie
indulge in oppositional gestures” [132]. Likewise the Meenu
prizoners with reference to another Congress two years later:
“At the Karachi Congress the Independenceé Resolution was
again passed. But the line taken by the Congress leaders since
then, and especially their attendance at the Round Table
Conference, has shown again that it was nol serinusly meant
[emphasis mine — JB]... It is obvions [emphasis mine — JH|
that people who can vote for Complete Independence one
vear and Dominion Status the next year da not atiach any
sericus meaning at all to “Independence'’... Independence
10 the ordinary Congress leader is a “'phrase’” with which 10
keep the rank and file contented, and pethaps to threaten the
Government..." [133] Finally, there was the notion thar even
il the bourgenisie was *serious” abour independence. it could
never win independence. Again Roy and the Meerut
Communists exemplified this view. Roy argued, ‘the policy
of imperialism is economic concessions but political suppres-
sion. Imperialism can afford to make some concessions. .. onky
incase it maintains the monopoly of political power ... ithasbe-
come brutallyclear thai the reformist programme of bourgeois
nationalism is mot realisable. The penry bourgeois Congress
Party... stands exposed in iS5 naive impotence. The
resalution of the Madras Congress is only a strategem 10 hide
this total political bankruptey.” [134] During the Mesrut trial
the leadership argued similarly that, ‘the general line of
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policy of imperialism is sech as (o give no basms for a
compromuse at all satisfactory tothe desires of advancemenl of
the Indian bourgeoizie.. We conclude that there iz no ohjective
basis for a lasting compromise really satisfactory to the
aspirations of the Indian bourgeoisie... There iz no objective
basis for a final compromise.” [135] In short, in addition Lo
all their other mistakes, they also thought that bourgeois
independence was impossible.

In none of the analyses we have cited was there the slightest
uace of a Marxist analysis. The determining ‘theéoretical’
concepts sprang from a problematic of psychological subjects
—the Indian bourgeoisie was ‘selfish’, it allowed the 'spirit’ of
class interest to interfere with its leadership of the national
movement, it was not really ‘serious’ sbout the goal of
independence, iix shifts to the lefi were ‘sham® gestures,
‘hypocritical” strategems, and finally it was a ‘naive’, even
‘stupid' bourgeoisie. Thus Freier discussing Kuusinen's
report: ‘In India the industrial development of the country has
reached a paint when further progress is possible only by des-
troying the imperialist-feudal fetters which shackle the produc-
tive forces of the country. Even the native bourgeoisie is begin-
ning to understand this, atleast to a certain extent.’ [136] Here,
then, was 5 bourgecisic which according lo Kuusinen was
incapable of representing its own objective class interests;
according to Freder, in the first stages of realising thar India's
economic development presupposed the expuliion of
imperialism; according to Koy, naive enough to imagine that
bourgeois independence was possible; and according to Hoy's
wile, selfish enough to make il impossible!

The dominant model which provided the framewaork for the
Comintern’z analyses of the Indian bourgeoisie was, however,
a Chinegse one. 11 was the experience of the national movement
in China which guided Roy and others when they sought to
understandthesignificance of shifisinthe Indian conjuncture.
It was the ‘treachery’ of the Indian bourgenisie which
impressed them most. The archetype of this bourgeoisie was
Chiang Kai-shek the ‘traitor’. The motif is easily traceable. In
July 1930 Inprecor claimed Lhat the Congress under the
direction of Gandhi was *just like the Kuomintang of China.
Both are the tools of imperialism.’ [137] The CP leadership in
the same period argued in court: "Our estimate of the position
of the Indian national bourgeoisie is conflirmed also by the
events of the Chinese Revolution, which affords in some waysa
fairly close parallel to Indian history [emphasiz mine —JB]".
[138] In Movember of that year (1930), V. Chattopadhyaya,
displacing Roy in the pages of Inprecor, said, “the presemt
policy of the Congress is to become a Kuomintang with the
object of establishing an Indian Manking with the blood of the
workers and peasants’. [139] The following year an appeal
from the organisation Chattopadhyaya ran in Berlin, the
League Against Imperialism, repeated, ‘the Congress has now
abandoned the fight against the foreign imperialists, just as
Chiang Kai-shek had done in China...”. [140] Some months
later, Smeral referred to ‘the complete going over of the Indian
bourgeoisie to the path of Chiang Kai-shek®, referring to the
Karachi Congress. [141] The same writer & few months later
again made the analogy: 'There iz no poing back for the
CGandhisis after the agreements which Gandhi concluded
with the Yiceroy... They must follow the path of betrayal up to
the end, just as the Kuominiang and Chiang Kai-shek have
done in China.' This, according to Smeral, was a *historical
law”. [142]

Failing o grasp the stralegy of bourgeois nationalism, the
Cominlern took every short-lerm compromise as a “‘final®
abandonmeni of the national struggle, everytemporary shift 1o
the right as the last act of treachery against national
independence. Conversely, a shift to the lefi no longer had any
credibility, This could only be the reflex of ‘pressure from
below’ ora'sirategem’, a ‘manoeuvre’ of its*false’, "insincere’
leaders (all these phrases wers used), There was, then, aradical
misunderstanding of the depih of the contradiction which had
developed berween imperialism and the Indian bourgeoisie
after the First World War, and a failure to keep the long-term

character of this contradiction in mind when aitempting to
interpret the vacillatory movement of the nabhonal struggle.
The methodology of the Third Period was profoundly
empiricist, and supported now by a psychological problematic,
now by &8 mechanical analogy. The abandonment of Marxist
method was integral to the political retreal signified by the
Third Period.

The Cominternand the Solidity of Indian Nationalism

Confronted hy the irapic spectacle of this retreal before the
jackboots of Nazism, Trotsky had written: “The first quality of
atrulyrevolutionary party is the ability Lo [ace realities. " At oo
stage did the Comintern pose the guestion of the specilie
sirength of bourgeois nationelism io India. This would have
reguired an apalysis of “pational peculiaritics” for which,
however, there was no room in a methodology of pragmatic
reactionsand transposed solulions.

[tistruethat Trotsky himself, for example in 1924, had been
prone 10 4 similar impressionism. At the Filth Comintern
Congress he had said of the situation in Indis, ‘the parties of
national liberalism and petty bourgesis utopias arc melting
into the void..." But in 1924 such an illusion was excusable.
This, alver all, wasthe low point of the recession, the period of
iransition from mass struggle 1o constitutional enlry, the
period of Gandhi's retirement from politics. At this stage the
backwird development of the Communist Party might have
been excused, it might have been taken as a birthpang. On the
assumplion that such a party would grow rapidly in the next
three years, as indeed it did in China, the simarion was
promising. In Inprecer, E. Roy referred 10 the ‘complete and
final defeat of arthodox Gandhism® [143], and rhere was
indeed no means of telling &t that stage that this was not 50, The
guestionof who would lead the working class and peasantiy in
the next stage of strugglestill hungin the balance.

One or two years later the Comintern theoretical journal
contained an article which made reference to ‘the continnous
processof the political decomposition of bourgeois nationalist
organizarions’, referring specifically to India [144]. In 1928,
however, this type of analysis was no longer feasible.
Mevertheless, M. N. Roy stated that ‘the cutstanding feature of
thenationalisi movement during this year has been the process
of class differentiation’ and, developing this line of thought,
wrode early in 1929 that, despite the defeat at the 1928 Con-
gress, this process was bound to result in a struggle for leader-
shipofthe narionalist movement and thai the rank and file were
‘pound tomove still furthertothelefi —towards the formation
of a revplutionary democratic anti-imperialist united front'.
[145] But 1929 was precisely the year when Gandhi blocked
such a process with an easy display of tactical skill — winning
Mehru over and simultaneously coming forwerd as the champ-
ion of ‘independence’. Bose wrote that "by this process of
assimilation the Gandhi movement was able lo maintain ils
progressive character and prevent the emergence of any big
lefi-wing development'. [146] Again, if werevert 1o 1928, in the
middle of that vear an ECCI report had said, in the section on
India, “itisno longer possible for the bourgeois parties o farce
themselves on the masses as the leaders of the national-revolu-
tionary struggle’. But it was, as Congress proved several times
inthe following years, [147]
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The tendency tounderestimane the strength of Congress, the
solidity of its relationship 1o the masses — particularly the
urban pedty bourgeoisieand peasantry — was distinetly visible
inthe “Thesis" of the WPP issued at 15 national conference late
in 1928, This document saw the Nehru Report as a ‘retrear”
before imperialism, and rook it to signify “a consolidarion of
the whole bourgeods class... into a single reactionary bloc,
completely diverced from the masses’ [148], 1t is paradexical
that this document was published in an issue of Labour
Monthly which reprinted one of Roy's articles in which Bipan
Chandra Pal was quoted as saying, “itis no longer possible 1o
describe the Congress asa demonstration of mere middle class
discontent. .. 1tcan nolonger besaid that the educated classesin
India have no backing in their political strugele from the
masses of the people’. Perhaps because by this stage he had
been discredited, Roy's articles were not read very carclully.
The conclusion seems inevitable, for harely four months later
in the same journal Clemens Dutt was writing, ‘taken as a
whole the bourgeois nationalist movement is on the decline,
bacauseit can no longer lead the struggle of the whole nation’
[149]. Dutt too had in mind the Nehru Report, which he
described as a ‘reversion to liberalism’. As Rov had done in
1928, Dutt in 192% emphasised the growing 'cleavage’ within
the ranks of Congress beiween its ‘pro-bourgeois’ and
‘pro-working class” wings. This theory of "differentiation”’ was
repeated. yet again the following vear, this time by
Chattopadhyava, who wrote with remarkable optimism.
‘there 15 no doubr thar the official leaders will soon find
themselves isolated” [150], More significant, however, was a
contribution 1o Inprecor which appeared nine months later,
sipned G.5.: "Some comrades think that the overwhelming
preponderance of the Congress is @ wall which cannol be
broken down..." [151]). This parenthesis refllected s truer grasp
af the sitvation than the detailed analvses of Rov and
Chattopadhvaya.

Parallel to this, but less importantly, there was a lendency
to underestimale the economic streagth of the [ndian bour-
geoisie, s relalive autonomy in the sphere of investment.
Thus s early as 1921, in his repont 1o the Thind Congress,
Trotsky argued thatl the native bourgeoisic’s siruggle against
imperialism could not be “either consistent or energelic inas-
muach as the native bourgeoisie itsell s intimately bound up
wilh Toreign capitsd and represents (0 & large measurc &@n
agency of foreign camal” [152). This may have been true of
same of the nascent hourgemsies of the colonial world, and
was partially troe of the Chinese bourgeoigie, but 115 applica-
tion 10 the Indisn bourgenisie was more remote. Troasky
never [osi this illusion, for as late as 193% 1n his leiter 1o the
workers of India he explained the 'eompromising” characier
of the Indian bourgenisie in terms of the fact that they were
‘closely bound up with British capitalism® [153]. The CP
lerders stated in their trial that the Indian bourgeoisie was
too weak to lead the siruggle against impenalism because
their interests were ‘bound up too closely with .... Brtsh
impenalism” [154]. A curious final example 15 NMchru him-
sell, wha in his speech ar Calicut in May 1928 made a similar
assertion: "The Indian capitalists are bound hand and fool
with British capiraiists and Indian industries are undoubtedly
run with %) per cent of Brivish capital and 10 per cent of
Indian capital. Protection of Indian industry means protection
of British capital.’ [155] This statement in itself says more ab-
out thestrength of thenational movement in India than any ar-
gument one could propose. It demonstrates the margin of
autonomy which bourgeonis demaogcracy possessed vis-d-vis
the ‘narros interests of the capitalist class,

The pages of Inprécor are literad with another illusion,
the réverse of the first one — the illision that the fierce com-
bativity of the Indian working class in 1928 was the prelude
to its mpid politicisation and assumption of a hegemonic
role. This illusion was especially harmiul ss it failed 1o focus
on Lhe special characterstics of the posiion of the working
class in that period — its economic weskness in the Tace of
retrenchment and the fact that there was no centralised

M.N. ROY

functioning CP to which it could turn. Ironically the first of
these facis was brought out by Luhani in an article on the
strike situation in India in 1928: *By coming out on strike,
workers face instantanenus dearh from bullets or slow death
from starvation in the distant villages (o which they must
return in default of wark.' [156]. The lollowing year
Clemens Dumt was writing in Labour Monthly in the
foliowing terms: "The trial of the 31 Indian working class
leaders at Mearut remains the most important event of
the perind in India, giving the troest indication of what is
happening there ... The Meerut frial reveals and expresses
the new stage of acuter class antagonksms ... The big strike
movemnent in India during the last 18 months has been anly
one sign of the new period characterised by the emergence of
the proletarial as an independent politheal force ... In spite
of the hammer blow directed against it, the Indian profe-
tariat is not only unsubdued but is still advancing.’ [157]
Two months earfier Spratt had written that the Indian prole-
tariar were ‘in the front rank’, but did not specify of what
exactly [158].
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Such ultra-optimistic reports recurred time and again in
1929-31. P. Sch writing in March 1929: “The Indian working
class has reached such a level of maturity that the Whire
Terror will not be ahle to gel the better of it ... The
revolution in India is developing quile in accordance with

“‘prescribed rules” *. [159] Arnot in April 1929; 'The heroic
five-month textile strike ended in October with the
workers undeleated in spirit and ready 1o resist any attack of
the emplovers.” [160] Kuusinen in July: “There are un-
mistakable signs of the maturing of a revolutionary siius-
thon’ (let us recall Lenin's definition of such a situation)
[161). Lozovsky at the same Plenum: “We can see the
approach of revolution there', referring to India [162].
Chabr in April 1930: *The futility of Gandhi's tactics of
non-violence becomes obvious to the masses.” [163] The
All-India Anti-Imperialist League in February 1931: ‘The
disillusionment of the masses is progressing rapidly. They
are rapidly realising that whatever sham fight the Congress is
putting up is only (o serve the class interests of the capitalists
and the landlords .... They now understand that they cannot
overthrow the system of British imperialism with the
weapons of Gandhism ...." [164] Smeral in April 1931: ‘Asa
result of the executions in Lahore [of Bhagat Singh and his
comrades — 1B] large and important sections of the popula-
tiom are heing freed [rom Gandhism and broughl lo
revolutionary consciousness ... Everyhody in India can now
see that everything that Gandhi and Nehru have done in the
past year .... was nothing else but a preparation for the deli-
berate betrayal of the Indian national revolution.” [165]
Clemens Dutt in September 1931: “There are clear signs thar
the masses are already in increasing measure escaping from
the ideological ascendancy of the Congress leadership.” [166]
Clemens Dutt in October: ‘In spite of Gandhi, in spite of the
National Congress, the mass struggle in India cannot be
subdued.’ [167] This strange mentality persisted vigorously
from 1928 to the end of 1931, Not only was il not based on
any concrete undersianding of the balance of forces in India
or of the strategy of hourgeois nationalism, but it reflected
the crodest impressionism and bad faith, Tt is perhaps not
pecidental that none of these writers had ever had any direct
experience of a strike struggle in the factories of Bombay or
Calcuttaduringthetradedepression when, as Luhani had said,
the alternatives were starvation or the firing squad, when
resistance to wage cuts was generally ineffective and redun-
dancies on the increase.

The Degeneration of the Comintern

'‘For them the Congress leaders really do not wani the
British to go away', wrote Nehru of the Communists in
India, ‘It is surprising that able Communists should believe
this fantastic analysis, but believing this as they apparently
do, it is not surprising that they should fail so remarkably in
India. Their basic error seems to be that they judge the
Indian national movement from European labour standards;
and, used as they are 1o the repeated betrayals of the labour
movement by the labour leaders, they apply the analogy to
India.’ [168] The framework in terms of which the nascent
Communist Party in India approached and understood the
national movement during the renewed radicalisation of
1928-32 was a rtransformation of the theory of ‘social-
fascism’. Both in Germany and in India in this period,
despite their radically different conjunctures, the absence of
any significant political intervention by the proletariat
resulted from an hdemtical emission: in both instances what
was missing was any Leninist concept of the united front. Al
the Third Congress of the International in 1921, Lenin and
Trotsky had had to defend the concept vigorously against the
ultra-radicalism of the German, lialian and Dutch parties.
For the European parties in that period of temporary
stabilisation of capitalism the concept implied that
‘marching separately Communists and reformists should
strike jointly &t the bourgeoisie whenever they were
threatened by it or could wrest concessions from it ... the

main arena of the united fromt lay outzide parliament ...
the Communisis had lo pursue a double objective: they
should seek to secure the immediate success of the united
front, and af the same tinie assert their own viewpoint within
the united front ...." [169] In the Third Period Trolsky alone
defended the application of this strategy to the siluation in
Giermany — against the pseudo-radicalism of the Stalinists.
But the ‘fighting unily’ which he advocated through the
temporary alliance of Communist and Social Democratic
workers did not materialise, *One of the decisive moments in
history is approaching’, Trotsky said, ‘when the Comintern
as & revolutionary factor may be wiped olT the political map
for an entire historic epoch.” Such an epoch was in the
process of dawning,

The concept underlying Lenin's theses on the bourgeois
democratic movement in backward countries was in all
essentials the united front concept, ‘Patiently Lenin replicd
to Roy, explaining that for a longer or shorter period of time
the Indian Communist Party would be p small party with but
few members, having only weak resources, incapable of
reaching, on the basis of its programme and by means of ils
own activily, & substantial number of peasants and workers,
On the other hand, on the basis of demands for national
independence it would become possible 10 mohilise large
masses ... and it was only in the course of this struggle that
the Indian Communist Party would forge and develop its
organisation Lo the point where it would be in a position ...
o attack the Indian bourgeoisie.’ [170] To Lenin it was
inconceivable that the tiny Communist Parties of the
colonial countries could find any circuit of expansion outside
the struggle for independence, outside the sphere, in other
words, of the bourgeois liberation movements in the colonies
— as long as such an opening exisied and the exponents of
those movements (for example, Congress in India) did hot
‘hinder cur work of educating and organising the peasantry
and the broad mass of the exploited in a revolutionary spirit’
[171). There is no douht that in the |ate Twenties, as subse-
quently, such an opening existed in India. In January 1929, a
month after the WPP conference, Nehru had written to
Chattopadhyava complaining that ‘the WPP at their meeting
in Caleutia decided not to permit their members to join the
Independence for India League. This was nol a very wise
decision, T think. Various other factors too have gone to
weaken the League.’ [172] Bose regisiered a similar com-
plaint. [173] Of course, neither Bose nor Nehru were revo-
lutionary Marxists, nor was Congress an organisation cap-
able of carrying through a revolutionary fight against
imperialism. But this had never been the basis on which a
front with the various currenls of reformism, in their
imperialist or colomal refractions, had been justified. The
sole justification was that only through soch an alliance
could the party of the proletariat expand its own resources,
estahlish a wide platform for its views, and make significant
interventions in mass struggles. The function of the united
front had never been the strengthening of (imperialist or
colonial) social democracy, but the atilisation of the possi-
bilities it offered in a given conjunciure (o further the
independent class standpoint of the proletarial.
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Bul in India there were othér weaknesses, not the least
importanl being the absence of any implantation in the
countrvside. Again Lenin had insisted in the amended
version of his theses that ‘it would be utopian to believe that
proleiarian parties, if indeed they can emerge in these
backward countries, could pursue communist tactics and a
communist policy without establishing definite relations with
the peasant movement and without giving it effective
support’. But if the Indian Communists were weak in the
cities, they were even weaker in the conntryside. Their links
with the peasantry were non-existent. It was left to Nehru to
point this out: “Communists in India .... have little know-
ledge of, or contact with, the rural areas ..., Congress
woarkers, on the other hand, have spread all over the rural
wreas,” [174]

Confronting an already strong bourgeoisie and & colonial
stale apparaius, mizguided by Cominiern policies whose
shifts they barely understood, and isolated from the
peasantry, the Communists in India were doomed to remain
a backward insignilieant force throughout the main course
of the nationgl movement., When their Forces did begin a
slow expansion in the middle Thirties, thiz was no longer on
the basiz of any independent class policy, For the sirategy of
the Popular Front, officially adopied ar the Sevemih
Comintern Congress in 1935, was In no sénse an application
of the united front concept. The latter had presupposed that
within the alliance with reformism rhe proletariat wonid
mainitain its class independence; the essence of the Populsr
Front line was the subordination of the ciass interests of the
proletariat to bourgeois democracy, rhe threatened bour-
geois democracy of France and England and the nascent
bourgeois democracy of the colonies. In India the shift was
visible quite early. Thus in June 1932 Inprecor had referred
to the ‘turning point” in the national movement, admitting
that “the bourgeois National Congress has so far succeeded
in maintaining influence over fonsiderably wide masses of
the workers®. The CP's biggest mistake was that it ‘stood
avide from the mass movement of the people againg: British
imperialism® [175). In February the following year the same
point was repeated. By 1935 the reversal was open. At the
Seventh Congress it was the hardline Stalinist, Wang Ming
{alias Chen Shao-yu), who emerged as the chief spokesman
on colonial questions. Recommending to the TPl the
example of the Brazilian and British CPs, he added: "Our
comrades in India have suffered for a long time from lefi-
sectarfan errors; they did ol participate in all the mass
demonstrations organised by the National Congress and
affiliated organisations.' [176] The following year Inprecor
puhlished an article written jointly by Palme Dutt and
Bradiey which saw in Congress ‘the united fromt of the
Indian people in the national struggle ... It is even possible
that the National Congress, by the further transformation of
its orgamsation and programme, may become the form of
realisation of the Anti-Imperialist People’s Front ...." [177].
weedless to say, there was no aempt to explain how the
character of this organisation had undergone such a radical
change since 1928 or 1931, when the leadership of Congress
were called ‘agents of imperiglism® and ‘counter-
revolutionary’.

But by this stage io the history of the Comintern such
reversals were a common pccurrence — they required no
justification. Stalinists like Dutt could always refer 1o shifts
in the objective situation to justify any and every grotesque
turn dictared by the Kremhn bureaucracy. There were fow
parries in the world which went in for such turns with a more
nauseating display of blindness and loyalty 1o Stalin than the
British and Indien Communist Parties. The entrenched
character of Stalinism in the politics and thinking of the
latter party were due, in fact, to its late formation. By the
time the various Communisis in India had finally established
a centralised Functioning party in 1934-35, the assanlt against
the Left Opposition was already an historic fact. It had
occurred between 1925 and 1928. Those events — Trotsky's
opposition to Stalin over China, the Left Opposition's

promulgation of an economic programme which the right-
centre bloe successfully resisted, the formartion of the United
Opposition, the heroic demonstration on the Revolution's
Tenth Anniversary, attacked by the police, the expulsion of
Trotsky and Zinoviev from the party in late 1927, Trotsky's
exile in January 1928 — had not the least repercussions on
Indipn Communism. When the latter constituted itself as o
centralised party, it was comparatively homogeneous in its
political affilintions. There was no siruggle against Trot-
skvizm within the parly, as there was in China az late ax 1930
and even later during the front with the Kuomintang.
Outside the party Trotskvism was an insignificant force.
Thius the chiel source of challenge to the shifts and turms of
the CP leaderships in the 1930< and 19405 was absent in
Indie.

By 1939 the party had come around lo attribuling a
‘progressive role’ to Gandhi. The pariy's labour policy was
made to conform io the policy of cooperating with and
supporting the Congress Committees. Any attempt 1o farce &
militant stand on non-Communist trade union leadershps
was described as ‘nothing short of disruption” [178]. When
the war first broke, the stand was against it as an imperilist
war. Three years later, the CC of the CPl would issue &
manifesto titled ‘India for the Allied Cause', canvassing
support for the democratic imperialism of the allies against
the fascist imperialism of Germany, while most of the
Congiess leaders were in jail for their opposition to Indian
involvement,

Already in the late 1920s the degencration of the
Comintern was an open fact. By that stage all blunders and
mistakes resulting in a defeal of proletarian forces were
automatically blamed on the various national leaderships,
An early example of this sickening dishonesty relates to
Indonesia. When in the spring of 1925 sirikes and
disterbanees erupted in that country, the ECCI drew up a
detailed programme for the PEIl urging it to advance
nationalist rather than proletarian slogans. In November
1927, after the defeat of these upheavals, a further statement
wis issued by the ECCI condemming the PKI on the
following grounds: ‘The entire course [of the revoll of
1926-7] showed the lack of serious political and organisa-
tional preparation of the movement as a whole. It is highly
characteristic that the revolt was conducted under the
general slogan of fighting Dutch imperialism, without con-
grete political and econpmic slogans ...." [179] I s well
known that in the history of the CCP this kind of imverted
substitutionism became a common occurrence — with the
dismissals of Chen Tu-hsis, Chu Ch'iu-pai and Li Li-san for
‘errors’ which resulted from a loyal application of the
Comintern line. India too offers an example, The Fifth
Plerum of the ECCl in 192% had advised Indian
Communists to work inside the National Congress. Later,
however, when this organisation had become ‘counter-
revolutionary’, Inprecor published the following attack on
Roy: ‘From 1919 till 1928 Mr Roy was in charge of the
communist movement in India .... Mr Roy, instead of giving
proper sdvice and instructions, misled the workers' repre-
sentatives by wrong instructions, such as working within the
Congress .... His policy of the Communists working within
the Congress was calculated to make them a tool in the hands
of the compromising and betraving bourgeoisie.” [180]

The degeneration of the Comintern was, however, only a
reflection of the collapse of soviet power within Russia
itself, of the defeal of those political forces which repre-
sented the true interests of the Russian working class —
above all, the Left Opposition. Afier 1925 pracrically no

174, Narman, op. oft,, p283.

1758, Owaratraat and Windmiiler, op. eit., p. 151,
176, Ibid., p.158.

177. tbid., pp.158-80,

178, ipdd., pp.168-8.

175. Degres, op.cit.. vol 2, pp.311 £13.

160, inprecor, 28/10131.
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Congress leaders Nehru and Gandhl

Oppositionists were allowed Lo slate their positions within
the forum of the Comintern Congresses. Debates at these
Congresses became increasingly stage-managed shows. They
no longer reflected the sharp clash of ideas which proletarian
democracy inevitably unleashes. It was al this stage in the
history of the Comintern that most of the early CP leaders in
India established any significant political contacts with it.
Before that most of these had been mediated through Roy,
who was himsell a centrist, unable ro break with a politically
incorrect line except by relapsing into incorrect and even
completely un-Marxist positions. Thus the leadership of
Indian Communism had no conception of what the Comin-
tern had been like in the days of Lenin, no conception of its
glorious revolutionary past, of its heroic early years, when
the whole political outlook and intellectual level of the
organisation were radically different from 1928. They had
not breathed the aimasphere of those early Congresses when
internationalism had still to lnd its *Socialist Fatherland®.

POSTSCRIPT

The arilcla above was writtan Iin 1972-3. Il | had o develop
tha thema today, the basic framework of the analysis would
remain, that is, the critique of the Comintern and of s
undarstanding of the logic of the national movement.
However, a central thesis thal underiies this critique, 11 only
implicitly, namaly, the nation that tha Permanant Hevolu-
tion formed a historically viable alternative programme in
that period, would have to be drawn out and re-examined
much maore critically. This notion assumes thal the Indian
working class of the 19308 and 'd40s was sufficiently
developed to lorm the soclal core and political keadership of
a revolutionary movement. When we survey the history of

Indian capitalism in ratrospect, taking in the years after
Independenca, this essumption becomes much mone
problamaltic. To start with, the history of the nalional
maovement In India provides not a single axampla of a
genaralised working class intervention on the model of
Shanghai 1827 oreven of Argentina 1845. Of course, working
class struggles did erupt periodically, notably in the strikes
ol Ihe Twenlkes, bul they retained a predominantly
economic end local charactar. in the second place, a sub-
stantial modern proletarial would emerge only  aller
Indepandencea, with the new period of capital expansion
that started in the Fifties. Yet a notable charactaristic aven
of this phase of its development remains its relative
political passivity. | do not want to deny, and in lacl it
would ba absurd 1o do 50, that Indian Staliniam played &
role, aven & major one, In accounting for thia prolonged
gulescence. |l ramains true, nonethelass, thal Lhe struggles
launched, tor example, by the railway workers, both belore
and after Indepandance, constitute an exception canfirming
an otherwise bleak pattern, and that a properly historical
Marxist analysis would have to proba much deepear o draw
out phenomena nol Immediately svident in the straight-
forward ‘politicist’ critiques of Stalinism — phenomena
connected with the historical constitution of the class and
with the specilic leatures of Lhis process thal were detar-
minad by the ganaeral avolution of capitalism in India and by
tha nature of the sort of caplialisi democracy (=ic) that
evolved post-1947. In this sense, the coritigue of Indian
Staliniam proposed in the article remains, lo some axient,

‘subjectivist’” and ahistorical. (Finally, | should like 1o

acknowledge tha fairly radical Influance exeried an my
conception ol Indian nalionalism by he more recent
writings of Bipan Chandra, one example of which is his
‘Jawaharlal MNehru and tha Capltalist Class, 1938,
Econamic and Political Weekly, Special Numbear, August
1975.)
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40 Theses on
Imperialism

and

Permanent
Revolution’

Jacques Valier

I. The theory of permanent revelution is the political
expression of the analysis of capitalism as a world reality
created by the law of uneven and combined development.
The intensification of uneven and combined development
during the imperialist stage of capitalism reinforces the
objective premises of the strategy of permanent revolution.

PROCESS I8
STRUC-

1. THE CAPITALIST PRODUCTION
WORLDWIDE AND HIERARCHICALLY
TURED

The productive process is worldwide

2. Under the capitalist mode of production the class struggle
and inter-capitalist competition createé a tendency (o
accumulation. The capitalists can survive only by accumula-
ting and by constantly transforming their instruments of
production. This transformation presupposes and at the
same time brings about the developmen: of the division of
labour.

Foreed ceaselessly to extend the base of their accumulation,
the capitalists have internationalised their production,
bringing every nation into the sphere of their activity:
‘Capitalist development — not in the abstract formulas of
the second volume of Capirel, which retain all their
significance as a stage in analysis, but in historical reality —
took place and could only rake place by a systematic
extension of its base, In the process of its development, and
consequently in the struggle with its internal contradictions,
every national capitalism turns in an ever-increasing degree
to the reserves of the “‘external market”, that is, to the
reserves of world economy.”’

Capitalism has thus created a world productive system
characterised by @ definite internal division of labour.

1. Flowing from this international division of labour, the world
sconomy cannot be conceived of as a simple addition
of national economies but only as a reality which dominates
the national markets. The specificities of national economy,
imporiant as they are, “¢nier as component paris and in
increasing measure into the higher reality which is called

world economy’ ', These specificities are not ‘mercly
supplementary to the general features’, but ‘the national
peculiarities represent an original combination of the basic
leatures of the world process.” ?

4. Proletarian internationalism is not based on the
existence of ‘general features’, of the different national
capitalisms. * Its scientific basis is the interdependence of the
national aconomies and the existence of a higher unity — the
world economy. ‘If we take Britain and India as polarised
varieties of the capitalist type, then we are obliged to say that
the internationalism of the British and Indian proletariats
does not at all rest on an identity of conditions, tasks and
methods. but on their indivisible interdependence’. ' The
interdependence of the national economies unites the
interests of the bourgeoisie on an international scale to the
degree that all class struggle in a particular part of the world
necessarily affects all the capitalist countrizs, Thus the class
struggles in the different countries, while each display their
own specific characteristics, are closely interlinked.

The productive system is hiernrchically structured

5. The world productive system is hicrarchical: it is
structured into dominant and dominated economies. This
structure results from the historical conditions of the

* This article, as ‘Imparialiama ot revolutlon permanente’, firat
appeared In Critigues de L'Economie Poliigus na. 4-5, 'Sur
L'impariailame’ (July-Decompear 1571). A small rmumber af
alternative references have been subatituled In the translatlon, 1o
make tham more readily availabls 1o readars with sccess only 1o
English language sditiona. Insofar as is possible, quotatians fram
Lenin and Trotsky are laken lrom the standard trenslations
However, || should ba noted that the materdals In tha works of
Trotsky in Franch da nol exactly correspand to the English, In o low
cases, lhemfore, relerences 12 the orlginal French have bDean
relained.

1. Trotsky: Permanant Revolution | New York), p.28
2. ibid., p.2d4

3. kM.,
d, kM.,
5. Ibid..
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development of the capitalist mode of production. These
conditions depend on the operation of the dialectic of
uneven development — more precisely, of the law of uneven
and combined development,

6. Capitalism increasingly structures the whole world but it
‘operates by methods of its awn, that is to say, by anarchistic
methods which constantly undermine its own work, set one
country against another, and one branch of industry against
another, developing some parts of world economy while
hampering and throwing back the development of others’. *
The world development of capitalism is therefore an uneven
development.

7. Al the same lime as it develops uagveniy, capitalism alzo
necessarily develops in a combined way. The consiant
ccopomic and political pressure exerted by the advanced
capitalist economies forces the backward countries, in order
to avoid succumbing totally, to progress by leaps and to
reach straight away the most advanced technigues: ‘A
backward country assimilates the material and intellectual
conguests of the advanced countries. But  this
does not mean it follows them slavishly, reproduces all the
cycles of their past... Although compelled o follow after the
advanced countries, a hackward country does not take things
in the same order. The privilkege of historical back-
wardness... permits, or rather compels, the adoption of
whatever is ready in advance of any specified date, skipping
a whole series of intermediate stages.” °

Historical backwardness is o relative idea: "There are
backward and advanced countries, but there is also a
reciprocal action between them: the backward countries are
forced to horrow the technigue, the science, eic., of the
advanced countries in the attempt 1o catch up with them.
Thus a combined development occurs in which backward
traits continue 1o exist alongside the last word in modern
technology.” Thus, in the case of Russia before the
revolution, for example, ‘while the peasant economy
frequently remained ar the level of the seventeenth century,
Russinn industry, by its type if not by its capacity, was at the
ievel of the advanced countries and surpassed them in certain
respects. . This fact i= difficull o reconcile with the vulgar
conception of Russian economic backwardness. However, it
does nol comradict that backwardness but dialectically
complements ir." *

B. National pecubarities are thus nothing else but the most
general product of the unevenness of historical development,
its summary result, so 1o say. Thus the peculiarity of a
aational social type is precisely and only ‘the erystallisation
af the unevenmess of us formation.” *

9. Uneven development tukes place at different interlinked
levels: between industry and agriculture, between branches
of mdustry, berween countries,

in relation to uneven development between countries, the
most obvious inequality is that seperating the industrialised
capitalist countries from the ‘underdeveloped’ countries.
However, even within the advanced cconomies uneven
development, if in o less fagrant form, continues to exhibit
itsell — these economies do not develop in the same ways
and al the same rates. In considering these 1wo different
expressiong of uneven development, however, we must Tiote
that whereas in the advanced economies what is involved s
development within a situation of the full establishment of
capitalism, in the case of the dominaied econonmies whart is
invalvad is the domination of the international capitalist
system over countries in which real national capitalism does
not exist.

10, By introducing itsell into countries where a pre-capital-
ist system of production predominates, the capitalist system:
® First, progressively destroys the domestic economy, Such
an ecanomy §s sither incapahle of withstanding competition
or is constrained to adapt ilself to the conditions of the
dominant capitalist countries. The impact of commodities
from developed countries brings about the dislocation of the
organisation of local production.

* Serondly, develops an export-ariented sector which uses
the most modem techniques of production.

The consequence of these processes is that in colonial and
semi-colonial countries a complex siructure of production
results from this combined development — very developed
sectors, oriented towards the cutside world, coexist with
backward sectors whose activity is focused on the internal
market. This particular structure impedes industrialisation
on & national capitalist base,

Uneven and combined development thus brings about a
wvery special class structure in the colonizl and semi-colonial
countries. The national bourgeoisie is very weak and to all
intenis and purposes dependent on foreign imperialism. 1t i$
not capable of leading a bourgeois revolution and
establishing the capitalist mode of production on a secure
nalional base. Moreover, through the existence of very
developed sectors of the economy, the industrial and
agricultural proletariat is highly concentrated in the urban
ceptres or big enterprises. As far as the peasaniry is
concerned, il possesses only very small plots of land which
are barely profilable.

However, if the domination of the impenalist countries
blocks the industrialisation of the colonial and semi-colonial
countries, the industrial backwardness of these countries
allows the countries of the dominant bloc to develop at an
accelerated rate through unegual exchange, superprofits,
[ ()
11, It is not possihie to explain the different rates of the
development of the economies in the dominant bloc simply
by making an analysis in terms of the clash with different
modes of production. An analysis also has to be made of the
particular conditions which have affected the development
of esch of the advanced capitalist economics. From this
point of view three phases of uneven development can be
distinguished.

The first period of this process of uneven development
comprises the period of the rise of industrial capitalism in
England and the decline of commercial capitalism in
Holland and Italv. In this phase the very development of
commercial and banking capital in Holland, Italy, Germany
and to a lesser extent France blocked the development of
industry in those countries. Instead of investing their
resources in industrinl production, the merchants of these
countries attempted to develop themselves on the basis of
iheir monopely trading and commercial position. To the
degrec that their power was linked to petty-commodity
production, the merchants did not desire a change from this
predominant mode and instead preferred to concentrate on
the defence of alreadv existing trading advantages. These
classes were therefore incapable of serionsly modifving the
technigues of production or of increasing the division of
labouir.

In England, however, at the time at which industrial
production was appearing, the English merchants were faced
with competition from Flemish and Italian merchants. To
overcome this competition the English bourgeoisie turned its
attention to indusiry — which they artempted to organise on
the basis of the most modern methods available.

In this period of uneven development, therefore, a clear
process may be seen in which the development of
commercial capitalism can, efter a certain point and in
certain combinations, act as a brake on the development to a
higher stage of capitalism, while simultaneously the same
commercial capitalism, in different countries with a more
favourable development of circumstances, can be a powerful
benefit to the development of industrial capitalism. It was on
the basis of this more favourable combination that English
capitalism developed by leaps and bounds through the

£, Trotsky: The Thirdintarnatianal After Lanin (New York), p. 18,

7. Trataky: Historyof the Russian Revolulion (London), p.22.

B. Trotsky: ‘La rbvolulion russs’ in L& Revolution Permanents on
Aussie, Classique Rougeno.1 (Parla), p42,

§. Permansnt Aevoiution, p24,
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introduction of new techniques of production — technigues
which brought aboul a heightened division of labour and
accelerated  industrial development. Parallel with this
process, and on lhe basis of its supremacy in industrial
production, the English bourgeoisie turned its atiention to
the conguest of external markets.

The second phase of uneven development of the advanced
capitalist countries, a phase beginning in the later part of
the nineteenth century, was one in which the English
bourgeoisic was overtaken by the ruling classes of new
dominani capitalist economies.

The basis of this new phase was the way in which England’s
advance had itself forced the merchant capitalists of other
European countries (o reorient themselves towards industrial
production. This process must, however, be clearly
distinguished from the process which occurs when capitalism
confronts prior modes of production — as in colonial
countries. What was involved was the development of forces
which hed already ocguired major resources rhrough
commerce and an the basis not of foreign assistance bui af
their own developmen!. The ruling classes of these countries
were both determined to, and capable of, defending their
own accumilaled wealth. To achieve this goal, mast of the
European economies resorled 1o protectionism as a way of
barring access (0 English goods. In this role the bourgeois
State played an sssential role.

This phase therefore sees a clear reciprocal and combined
relation between England's progress and that of the other
European countries. English capitalism, impeded by the
customs barriers, needed the development of the other
European economies — as only then would their frontiers be
open 10 English goods. On the other hand, the other
European economies benefited from England’s industrial
advance in that they profited from the technical discoveries
brought about by this development,

After a certaln stage had been reached, the adoption of the
most up to date production techmiques by the more
backward capitalist countries gave them the opportunity to
develop new branches of production which were character-
ized by a more highly developed division of labour and
greater capital concentration., From this tme on, a
redistribution of labour took place on a world scale which
favoured those countries with the best historical conditions
for the development of new sectors of production. At the
same time, the industrial structure of those countries which
had previously been the most advanced became dated
because of the difficulty of making the change to new
industries.

It was this general trend which explained the tremendous
development of Lhe United States and Germany in the second
half of the nineteenth century. [L was in these countries that
the most favourable conditions existed for the development
of new seclors of industry such as petrol, electricity and
chemicals.,

These new sectars of production had their own effect in
relation to the structure of the national economies. All these
branches of industry required massive investment of the type
which only the wealthiest companies could afford.
Capital was concentrated and centralised at an accelerated
rate which in its turn made possible a fasier growth of
industry — it is revealing in this context that the
concentration of capital in Germany and the USA has been
higher than in those countries, principally England, which
held the lead in capitalist progress during the earlier part of
the nineteenih century.

Within this phase of uneven development, also, a number
of other countries joined the inter-capitalist competition —
notably Japan, Russia, and Italy. These countries also
benefited from the development of other economies in that
they were able to assimilate these countries’ modern
rechniques of production. As they did not pass through the
stage of competitive capitalism, production and capital in

these countries was highly concentrated and centralised right
from the beginning of their industrial development. The
progress of these countries brought about a still more
marked decline in the position of England as it suifered from
sharper and sharper international competition.

Finally, even within rhis second phase of uneven
development, we¢ must note that the United Staies and
Germany did not progress equally in dernving benefiis from
prior  English technical and industrial progress. The
American economy was helped by a number of historical
factors which did not apply in Germany. These clements
essentially resulted from the fact that in the United States
capitalism had been imporied into & coumiry in which
serious resistance from a pre-capitalist mode of production
did not exist, The development af the US economy allowed
the export of commodities and capital under exceptionally
favourable conditions reflecting, and profiting from, the
relative backwardness of other industriabised capitaiist
countries.

The American bourgeoisic's domination really began (o
emerge after the First World War, during which the
European ruling classes had torn each other apart in their
struggle to supplant each other in foreign markets. This US
dominance was then consolidated in the inter-war period.

The third phase of uneven development, one which
characterises the presenl situation, has seen the American
bourgenizie itself become the victim of uneven development
— pammicularly mw the benefit of the CGerman and
Japanese ruling eclasses. While maintaining ity ebsaluie
domination, U'S imperialism has entered & refafive decline,
In the inter-imperialist struggle the German and Japanese
capitalists are able to reap the benefit of the possibilities of
increased exploitation of the working class brought about by
the crushing of the labour movemnent under lascism, amd o
benefit from the aid which U3 imperialism gave their
ecopnomics after World War T'wo. By giving them this aid the
political aim of the US ruling class was of vourse 1o
strengthen the national bourgeoisies vis-g-vis the working
class, and to gain markets for Ameérican capitalism.
However the US also gave the European and Japancse
bourgeoisies the possibility of benefiting from American
imperialism’s own production techniques and its degree of
division of labour, The US ruling class had become the
victim of it5 own development to the degree that this allowed
an important development of other imperialist economies —
above all West Germany and Japan. The growth of these
economies enters into contradiction with the power of US
imperialism. The US bourgeocisie can only maintain fis
hegemony by creating sharper international competition.

1. UNEVEN AND COMBINED DEYELOPMENT IS
INTENSIFIED DURING THE IMPERIALIST STAGE OF
CAPITALISM

The imperialist stuge

12. The imperialist stage of capitalism is the epoch of wars,
crises and revolutions. '* As Trotsky noled, “the European
epoch which comprises the years 1871 1o 1914, or at least
1905... was an epoch of the organic accumulation of
contradictions which, so far as the internal class relations of
Europe are concerned, almost never overstepped the bounds
of legal struggle and, so far as international relations are
concerned, adjusted themselves to the framework of an
armed peace. This was the epoch of the origin, the
development, and the ossification of the Second Inter-
national, whose progressive historical role completely
terminated with the outbreak of the imperialist war,

*Politice, considered as a mass historical force, always lags

10. For & fuller analysis cof the chiel theorstical poaltions on the
theary of impesialiam, see J, Valler, ‘Les theories de I'imparlailsme
de Lenine &t Rosa Luxemburg' in Crilgues de L'Economis
Poiltigue, July-December 19771,
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behind economics, Thus, while the reign of finance capital
and trust monopalies already began towards the end of the
nineteenth century, the new epoch in international politics
which reflects this fact first begins in world politics with the
imperialist war, with the October Revolution, and the
founding of the Third international.” "

The objective premise on which the Third International
was founded was that, 'The present epoch is the epoch of the
disintegration and collapse of the entire world capitalist
system, which will drag the whole of Europzan civilisation
down with it if capitalism with its insoluble contradictions is
not destroyed.! ' This is exactly why ‘the imperialist
epoch... (is) an epoch af proletarian revolutions'. "*

13. As Lenin has shown, the imperialist stage of capitalism
is characterised by the domination of the monopolies, the
fusion of industrial and banking capital into finance capital,
the division of the world into groups of great powers, and
the existence of a tendency (o stagnation.

Impertalism has passed through several phases

14, The period between the two imperialist world wars was
largely dominared by the rendency to stagnation. This
tendency, asserting itself over accumulation, was historically
malerialised in the crisis of the 1930s and was reflected in
the stagnation of production and the appearance of large
scale unemployment in the imperialist econoimies themselves.

Capitalism even in this situation, however, as Trotsky had
already outlined at the beginning of the 1920s, was not
automatically doomed. ‘1f we grant — and let us grant it for
the moment — that the working class [ails to rise
revolutionary struggle, but allows the bourgeoisie the
ppportunity to rule the world's destiny for & long number of
yerrs, say two or three decades, then assuredly some new
equilibrium will be established, Europe will be thrown
violently into reverse gear. Millions of European warkers
will die from unemployment and malnuatrition. The United
Siates will be compelled 1o reorient itsell on the waorld
miarkel, reconvert its industry, and suffer curtailment for a
considerable period. Afterwards, after a new world division
of labour is thus established in agony for perhaps 15 or 20 or
24 years, a new epoch of capitalist upswing might perhaps
ensue,' '

The only solution to the very deep crisis of the 1910s was a
political solution, which was concretised in the choice
between socialism or barbarism. ‘A situation so unstable
that the proletarial cannot take power while the bourgeoisié
does not feel firmly enough the master of its own home must
cooner or later be abruptly resolved in one way or another,
sither in favour of the proletarian dictatorship or in favour
of a serious and prolonged capitalist stabilisation on the
backs of the popular masses.” "'

In ihe actual development, the diversion of working class
struggles into Popular Fronl type experiences allowed the
bourgeoisnic (o find a temporary political solution to its
economic contradictions in fascism, Fascism crushed the
workers movement and allowed a new Increase in ihe rate of
exploitation of the workers — thus giving the bourgeoisie
greater room 10 manoguvre and allowing a new development
of the accumulation of capital.

15, From the Second World War onwards the tendency to
stagnation, while not disappearing, was counieracied by the
tendency Lo sccumulate, and the functioning of capitalism
was again charocterised by (he development of the
productive forces — at least in the advanced capitalist
countries. This expansion of the imperialist cconomy was
nol an automatic product of spontancous economic forees,
but resulted from the crushing of the workers movement by
fascism and the betrayal by the Stalinist and social
democratic leaderships of the revolutionary possibilities
open to the European proletariat at the end of World War
Two.

As a result of this development, from 1945 to the 1960s
some contradictions in the advanced capitalist countries

appeared wilh less strength than previously: less extreme
fluctumtions, crises that were not catastrophic, a smaller
number of permanent unemployed than in the inter-war
period. These phenomena had three chief canses:

(a} The economic interventions of the bourgeois Stale in an
attempt to protect monopoly profits. In this context we
should take note of the very important role played by
military expenditure, which was permanently maintainad at
a high level, in a way without precedent in the history of
capitalism. These expenditures were the source of sizable and
very profitable orders for key sectors of industry.

{b) The necessity for big capital 1o mainiain or increase
profits by adopting the latest technological innovations led
it to favour the liberalisation of trade, A sharpening of
competition between the big trosis at a national and
international level resulted, The big trusts therefore
accumulated rapidly.

(¢} The construction of a neo-colonial system of
exploitation, which permitted the ‘pillage’ of the ‘under-
developed' countries. Extremely high profits have been
extracted from these countries by the imperialist economies.

But despite these changes in its mode of functioning,
capitalism has changed neither in its nature {expleitation of
labour power by capital, inter-capitalist competition), nor in
its logic (contradictions which govern its fonctioning).
Crises. concentration, unemployment, imperialism are still
present, even if the specific weight of particular contra-
dictions differs from previous periods.

This new phase in the history of capitalism has furthermare
added other sources of crisis and exacerbated new
contradictions. In the advanced capitalist countries one can
see thal two of the kev aspects of the functioning of the
system since 1943, the action of the monopolies artempting
lo increase their rates of profit, and the bourgeois State
allempting to guarantee these increases, have been reflected
in the monetary spherc by a continual development of
inflation. By its permanent nature this has become a
new phenomenon in the history of capitalism. ™

In the colonial and semi-colondal countries the domination
of imperialism has resulted in the stagnation of the
economies of these states, growing concentration of
incomes, and large scale unemployment. These develop-
ments have been the objecrive ecomomic bases of the
develapment of the colonial revolution since 1945,

From the beginning of the 1960s all these contradicrions
sharpened. It is now clearly possible to speak of the crisis
and break-up of the new system of capitalism and
imperialism established following the Second World War.

16, Since the beginning of the 1960s, after a period of
about fifteen years during which revolutionary crises had in
effect been restricted to the colonial and semi-colomial
countries, a new period has opened up, It is symbolised by
the general resurgence of workers' struggles in Waesiern
Furope. This resurgence, together with a severe crisis within
the leadership of US imperialism following its defeats in
Vietnam, has allowed the colonial revolution to push
forward again. Such a powerful international upsurge of
struggles has not been witnessed before in recent history (in
that respect we should not exclude the development ol
powerful mass movements in the buresucratically degener-
ated workers states),

This increase in struggles, this multiplication of revolu-
tionary crises from the '60s onwards, is & demonstration of
the worsening of the contradictions of imperialism on a

i1. The Third (nternational Aftar Lenin (Mew Yark) p.79.

12, ‘nvitation to the Firsi Congress of tha Communisl Internation-
a' In Degmus [ed). The Communisl internarional TI1E-43
Oocuments {London), Val1, p.2.

13. The Third International After Lenin, p-T9.

14 Trotsky: Tha First Five Years af the Communist internatianal,
Vol 2, p211.

15, Tho Third infermational After Lanin, p.BS

18. Sea Mandsl, Lele Cap/ratism (London 1878), pp.408-437, and
Critigues oe L'Ecanomie Polifigue no. 1, ‘L'intiatian’.
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global scale. In the advanced capitalist countries growing
difficulties appeared from the beginning of the "60s, both in
the creation of additional surplus wvalue {(a result of
heightened working class combativity) and at Lthe level of
the realisation of surplus value. This framework has created
a crisis of markers which is made worse by the fact that
military production is growing at the same rate as previously
and by a tendency towards insufficient private demand for
consumer and capital goods, These growing problems of
realisalion have brought about a sharpening of inter-
imperialist competition and a growing internationalisation
of capital movements (for example, movement of capital to
Western Europe).""

In a contradictory fashion this sharpening of competition
forces the ruling class to struggle harder against inflation. Te
attempt this they have to adopt & dual policy of integration
and repression towards the working class, This policy, whose
success is a sine gua mon for the organic development of
capital, inevitably collides with the resistance of the working
class (May '68 in France, the ‘creeping May’ of ltaly, end
strike movements in a whole series of countries where
developments of this order are taking place for the first tume
since 1945), This working class resistance impedes Lhe
possibility of the organic development of capital and
exacerbates imperialism’s contradictions from two points of
view:

* |n the advanced capitalist economies unemployment has
been increasing for some years,

* Compeliticn belween the various national bourgeoisies
has sharpened.

This aggravation of competition has been reflecied in a
permancnt crisis of the world monetary system from the
1960s onwards — & crisis which is just the expression of the
contradictions which have developed inside the world
productive process. '* More precisely, heightened inter-
capitalist competition has called into question the existing
hierarchy of world currencies and, therefore, brought on the
monetary crisis.

In the colonial and semi-colonial countries we can see:

{a) The crisis of world imperialism in the 1930s allowed &
number of underdeveloped countries to undergo a relative
indostrialisation (initially designed to provide import
substitutes), and therefore favoured the growth of an
embryo national bourgecisie and the constitution of a young
proletariat, This bourgeoisie, however, has faged growing
difficulties in accumulating capital independently in the
period since the war, and has found irs base increasmgly
undermined. Such capitalist classes have hecome transform-
ed into a bourgeoisie associated with foreign capital, ™

{b) The stagnation of the economies of the colomal
countries, and the revolutionary movements which develop
in them, become all the more significant for the imperialist
countries to the extent that the latter face a growing crisis of
markets,

The worsening of all these contradictions demonstrates the
weakness of the imperialist system and the actuality of the
revolution. To cope with these growing economic diffi-
culties, and confronted with a radicalised working class, the
only solution open to the bourgeoisic will be to crush the
workers movement. The choice between socialism and
barbarism appears clearly again.

The intensification of uneven and combined development

17. The analysis presented above shows clearly the way in
which uneven and combined development becomes exacer-
bated in the imperialist epoch of cepitalism. “Imperialism,
thanks to the universality, penetrability, and mohility and
the break-neck speed of the formation of finance capital as
the driving force of imperialism, lends vigour to both rhese
rendencies [the tendency to invade the whole world and the
tendency to do it in an anarchic fashion which brings about
uneven development — JV)]. Imperialism links up incomp-
arably more rapidly and more deeply the individual national

and continental units into a single entity, bringing them into
the closest and most vital dependence upon each other and
rendering their economic methods, social forms and levels of
development mere identical, At the same time it attains this
“goal'” by such anlagonistic methods, such tiger-leaps and
such raids upon backward countries and areas that the
unification and levelling of the world economy which it has
effected is upset even more violently and convulsively than in
the preceding epochs.' ™

The lack of any organic development of capilel on the
international level has meant thar capitalism in the present
epoch could only develop at the cost of more acune
competition between the imperialist countries. This comper-
ition was originally concerned with the conquest of colonial
markels. Then it was carried back inside the imperialist
countries themselves, where it hrought aboul o growing
interdependence of the advanced economies. Since the end
of the Second World War, trade between the pdvanced
capitalist countries has increased considerably. The same s
true for capital movements. These countries have increasing-
ly limited their exports to the colonial and semi-colonial
countries, while at the same time multiplying trade between
themselves. Simultaneously, a tendency towards the imier-
penctration of capital in the advanced countrics has
developed — this s particularly clear in Western Europe. '

These phenomena do nol mean that the colonial and
semi-colonial countries are no longer important for the
imperialist countries, lu lact, in the case of the American
hourgeoisie it is clear that the very large profits that it
gathers from the underdeveloped countries, particularly
from Latin America — profits which are larger than the
mass of capital that it has invested there — are & decisive
source of capital 1o export to Western Europe.

I8. Imperialism intensifies more and  more ihe
contradiction between the development of the productive
forces and the barriers which separate the national states.
The growth of inter-capitalist competition during the
imperialist epoch comes into more and more direct
contradiction with the outdated framework of the national
stale.

THE ACTUALITY OF THE PERMANENT REVOLLU-
TION

19. The development of capitalism according to the law of
uneven and combined development, inlensified during the
imperialist epoch, is the objective foundation of the
strategy of permanent revolution.

20. It follows from this analysis that the strategy of
permanent revalution has a double meaning.

(a) It implies the actuality of the proleterian revalution. [t
igliminates the question of countriés that are *‘mature’’ or
“‘immature” for socialism in the spirit of that pedantic,
lifeless classification given by the present programme of the
(Stalinist) Comintern. Insofar as capitalism has crealed a
world market, & world division of labour and world
productive forces, it has also prepared the world economy as
a whole for sociglist transformation. Different countries will
go through this process at different tempos. Backward
couniries may, under certain conditions, arrive at the
dictatorship of the proletariat sconer than advanced
countries."

17. Bee Mandel, Decline of the Dolas (New York).

18. Sea (bid., and Critigues de L'Economie Poliligue, no.2, La
Crise du Systema Monetaire Intemnational’.

19, Bees Mandel, Late Capiralism, pp310-378, and Criliguds o8
L'Economie Politigue, no. 3. ‘La Formallon du Sous-Dévelop-
pamani.’

20. The Third international Afta: Lanin, p.20.

1. For a fuller analysis, sea F. Florian and J. Valier, ‘Essal
d'axplication de lu crise du Systéme Mondtaire International’, In
Critiguas e L ‘Eoonomie Palitigue, no. 2.

22. Parmanani Revalutian, p.155.
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The law of combined and uneven development implies that
there are no longer any insurmountable economic barriers 1o
proletarian revalution in any country, ‘backward’ countries
included. Only the dictatorship of the proletariat can bring
about, in both the backward and advanced countries, a
quantitatively and, above all, gualitatively superior growih
of the productive forces. This is not to say that every country
is equally ready to make that revolution, but simply that
there are no historical conditions that must be awailed
before setting about the task of prepaning the proletariat for
its historic tasks. This is one political implication of the law
of combined development. The alternative of “socialism' or
‘harharism’ 15 not a calastroplic vision but the enderstand-
ing of the fundamental tendency of the epoch. It means that
the urgent itask of the epoch is the preparation of the
proletariat and iis vanguard {o resolve the contradictions of
decaying capitalism, in advenced as well as backward
countries.
ib) The theory of permaneni revolulion analyses r(he
impossibiiity of building sociafism in @ single country. The
law of combined and uneven development tells us that those
came ‘backward’ countries which ‘may... amive at the
dictatorship of the proletarigt sooner than advanced
countries’ will *come later than the latter (o socialism,” ™

21. The theory of permanent revolulion thus states that the
revolution which i on the order of the day in both
imperialist end colomial countries is a profefarign socialist
revolution, Internationalism is not just an abstract principle
but the political expression of the law of uneven and
combined development. “The international character of the
socialist revolution... flows from the present state of the
economy and the social structure of humanily. Internation-
alism is no abstract principle but a theoretical and political
reflection of the character of world economy, of the world
development of productive forces and the world scale of the
class struggle.”

A, The advanced capitalist countries

The analysis of the development of capitalism since the
First World War makes it clear that the objective condilions
of sufficiently developed productive forces for proletarian
revolution exist, As Trotsky put it in 1938: *The objective
prerequisites for the proletarian revolution have not only
Yripened'; they have begun to get somewhal rotten.’ *' It
has already been shown that imperialism is distinguished by
putrefaction — that is, by the permanent presence of a
tendency to stagnarion; that this tendency materialised as
an actuality in the 1930s; that the bourgeoisie through the
diversion of workers’ struggles imposed ‘barbarism', i.e.
fascism, a3 a temporary political sohution to ils worsening
economic contradictions; that the development of the
productive forces since the Second World War has not
abolished the tendency to stagnation: that, lnally, the
growing acuteness of cconomic contradictions since the
1960s omce again threatens to pose the crushing of the
workers movement.

21, There remains the subjective factor. What Trotsky said
on this question «till applies today: ‘The historical crisis of
mankind is reduced to the crisis of the revolutionary
leadership’. *

Imperialism has only passed through periods of stabilisa-
tion because of the defears of the working class. In these
defeats the Stalinist leaderships bear a heavy responsibility.
As Trotsky wrote, and it applies equally to the period after
the Second World War: "One must understand clearly that
the initial and basic cause — the so-called **stabilisation’" —
lies in the contradiction between the general disorganisation

23, bk, p. 156

24, [bid., p.8.

26 Trotsky: Tie Deafr Agony of Capilalism and 1he Tasks of the
Fowrth interpations! (Translitional Programme), p.2,

26, Whic.
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of the economic and social position of capitalist Europe and
the colonial Fast on the one hand, and the weaknesses,
unpreparedness, irresolution of the Communist Parties and
the vicious errors of their leadership on the other." ¥

The crisis of capitalism does not by itsell mean the end of
the bourgeoisie’s domination — the subjective factor plays a
determining role. The responsibility of the Stalinist
leaderships in the abortion of numerous revolutionary crises
{China 1925-27: May "68 in France; England 1926; Papular
Front 1936; National Front in Italy and France in 1945)
demonstrates this very clearly,

This conclusion is not 1o say, of course, thal revolutionary
situations exist ai every moment: ‘Official scholasticism is
incapable of understanding that between mechanical
determinism (fatalism) and suhjective self-will there stands
the marerialist dialectic.” **

It is simply affirmed that the general maturity (and even
gver-ripeness) of the objective situation (in spite of flux and
reflux) makes the subjective factor determinant.

The role of a revolutionary leadership is the more
important as imperialism is characterised by ‘the extreme
instability of the entire system, the foundation of which is
corroded by irreconcilable contradictions'. "™ From this fact,
*The revolutionary character of the epoch does not lie in that
it permits the accomplishment of the revolution, that is, the
seizure of power at every given moment. Its revolutionary
character consists in profound and sharp fluctuations and
abrupt and frequent transitions. .. Under these circumstances
the role of the party leadership acquires exceptional
importance, The words of Leénin to the effect that two or
three days can decide the fate of the international revolution
would have been almost incomprehensible in the epoch of
the Second International. In our epoch, on the contrary,
these words have only too often been confirmed and, with
the exception of October (1917), always from the negative
side.” **

In the imperialist stage, therefore, ‘the key to the whole
historical process passes into the hands of the subjective
factor, thal is, the party, Opportunism... always tends (o
underestimate the role of the subjective factor, that is, the
importance of the party and of revolutionary leadership...
Such an attitude, which is false in general, operates wilh
positively fatal effect in the imperialist epoch.” *'

24. The intensification of the economic contradictions in
the advanced capitalist countries since the 1960s can only
open up the choice between socialism and barbarism. The
objective crisis will never lead automaticaily to the collapse
of capitalism. It only creates conditions which are much
more favourable for the conscious mtervention of the
working class, led by its vangoard, to overthrow the
bourgeoisie. The victory of the proletarian revolution
depends, in the last analysis, on the existence of a mass
revolutionary International capable of leading the working
class to victory.

H. The colonial and semi-colonial couniries

25, The law of combined and uneven development has five
esgential implications in the colonial and semi-colonial
countiries.

26. The bourgeoisie in colonial and semi-colonial countries
is incapable of completing the tasks of bourgeois
democracy and national liberation. Weak, linked to foreign
imperialism and the landowners, and having to confronl a
young and highly comcentrated proletariat created by
combined development, the capitalist class of backward
countries is incapable of completing the bourgeois revolu-
tiom,

The first great historical example of this was given by
Russia from February to October 1917; as Trotsky said: “The
February Revolution showed itself to be powerless to resolve
both the agrarian and the national question. The peasaniry
and the oppressed nationalities of Russia endured, struggling
for democratic goals, to support the October revolution.” ™

Since then numerous other historical cxamples have
confirmed this thesis, They range from Masser's Egypt to the
countries of Latin America, not 1o mention India, Ceylon
and the countries of Black Africa.

In Latin Americn, for example, ** the reintegration of the
underdeveloped economies into the world productive
process, after the world crisis of capitulism in (he 1930s,
signified a re-suhordination of the accumulation of capital
there to the world laws of accumularion. The embryonic
bourgeoisies were forced under pain of disappesrance [0
invest according to the forms that the capitalists of the
advanced countries imposed on them. Hence the existence of
sizable production capacities. Hut, confronted by these
capacities, the domestic market based on the highly
concentrated nature of incomes and the weak expansion of
productive employment is insufficient to absorb output. To
compensate for this inadequacy the pational capitalists
producing capital goods raised their prices. But this only
weakened them in relation to foreign firms, The stranglehold
of foreign capital intensified. Any national bourgeoisie was
transformed into a bourgeoisic associated with foreign
caprital.

27. For the colonial and semi-colonial countries, therefore,
the theory of permanent revolution signifies ‘that the
complete and genuine solution of their tasks of echieving
demacracy and national emancipation is conceivable only
through the dictatorship of the proleturiat us the leader of
the subjugated nation, above all of its peasani masses.' '

As the bourgeois democratic tasks can only be nccomplish
ed by the dictatorship of the proletariat, it follows that the
proletariat of the oppressed countries, if it carries behind it
the peasant masses, can take power more rapidly than in the
advanced capitalist countries. One of the key concepts of the
theory of permanent revolution, as Trotsky applied it (o
Russia, was that uneven and combined development could
force the proletariat in the backward capitalist countries 10
seize power first: “We have in the final analysis explained the
Detober revalution not at all through the backward state of
Russia but through the law of combined development, The
dialectic of history does not admit states that are purely and
simply backward... Everything consists of concrete recipro-
cities... It was only because the democratic Russian petty
bourgeoisie could not fulfil the historic tasks which had been
carried out by their counterparts in the West that the Russian
proletariat achieved power before the workers of the
West.""* We know how Lenin supported (he same theses in
April 1917,

24, The importance of the agrarian and national questions
gives the peasantry, which generelly makes up a majority of
the population of backward countries, an extremely
important role: 'Without an alliance of the proletariat with
the peasantry, the tasks of the democratic revolution cannot
be solved, nor even seriously posed. But the alliance of these
two classes can be realised in no other way than through an
irreconcilable struggle against the influence of the national
liberal bourgeoisie.”

This thesis was, moreover, the same as that outlined by the
first congresses of the Third International. As Lenin stated

27. The Third international Atter Lenin, p.83.

28, Troteky: Lintsroationsie communisie eprds Ldnlne (Paris),
pp.TO-T1.

28, Tha Thirdinrarnational After Lenin, p.180.

30 lbid.,pp.B2-83.

@, lbid,,p.B4.

2. Linternationale communistée aprds Ldnine, p307.

33, Ses Salama, ‘Brazil, Argentina, Mexico: Industrial Structurs &nd
Conjunctural Prablems’, in lnprecor, 16 January 1975, and J. Ballly,
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L ‘Ecoramie Palitigue, no.d.
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at the Second Congress, ‘are we lo consider as correct the
assertion that the capitalist stage of economic development is
inevitable for backward nations now on the road 1o
emancipation and among whom s cerlain advance lowards
progress is 1o be seen since the war? We replied in the
negative. If the victerious revolutionary proletariat conducts
systematic propaganda among them, and the Soviet
governmenls come to their aid with all the means at their
disposal — in that event it will be mistaken to assume that
the backward peoples must inevitably go through the
capitalist stage of development. Not only should we create
independent contingents of fighters and party organisations
in the colonies and backward countries, not only at once
launch propaganda for the organisation of peasants’ saviets
and strive to adapt them to the pre-capitalist conditions, but
the Communist International should advance the proposi-
tion, with the appropriate theoretical grounding, that with
the aid of the proletariat in the advanced countries,
backward countries can go over to the Soviet system and,
through certain stages of development, to communism,
without having to pass through the capitalist stage.” ™

Contrary to this thesis, the Stalinist practices are as
follows:

{a) First, those of the Communisi International
under Stalin’s leadership: the most characteristic example is
provided by the Chinese revolution, especially in 1925. In
this epoch the leadership of the Communist Internaticnal
declared that in the colomal and semi-colonial countries the
objective could not be the overthrow of capitalism and the
setting-up of the dictatorship of the proletariat supported by
the peasaniry. The objective was ‘the democratic dictator-
ship of workers and peasants’. This objective could be
achieved hy a coalition of classes including not only the
working class and the peasantry but also the narional
bourgeoisie. Such a solution had nothing in common with
that envisaged by Lenin for Russia in the course of previous
discussions before the 1905 revolution, and which he had
finally abundoned in April 1917, for Lenin never envisaged
collabaration with a section of the bourgeoisie.

Further, during the Chinese revolution of 1925, the
leadership of the Communist International presented the
Kuomintang as a ‘bioc of classes' inside which the members
of the Chingse Communist Party must dissolve and integrate
themselves withoul having the possibility of putting inio
practice an independent policy. The Stalinst leadership in
fact adopted the Menshevik theory of revolution by stages.

(b} Thar of the Stalmst bureaucrats, the successors of
Sialin: their practices have been the same as those put into
eperation under Stalin’s leadership. Classic cases wre the
support given 1o Nasser's Egypt ', to the Indian bourgeoisie.
to the Peruvian governmenl, the supply of arms (eintly with
US imperialism) 1o the present Ceylonese government, or the
support given 1o numerous African governments. (ln this
respect, the Soviet “theoreticians’ have put forwerd & new
idea for the African states, 'national democracy’, which
allows these countries aither to follow or te avoid the
capitalist stage and pass directly o socialism, the choice
being dependent on the wishes of the African leaders!)
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Behind all these examples there is fundamentally the
Menshevik theory of revolution by stages. The profetarat
must in the first stage support a ‘national bourgeoisie’ which
is thought to be capable of accomplishing the tasks of
democracy and national hiberation,

(¢) As far the Chinese burcaucracy, to put it mikily onz can
say that il bears the mark of Stalinism very heavily. In fact,
even if in China itself the Maoist leadership, laken as a
whaole, had a strategy closer to the sirategy of permanent
revolution than the Stalinist strategy of revolution by stages,
it is nonetheless the case thau

{i) At Lhe level of theary, the theory of the *bloc of classes’

remains typically Stalinist. Of course, in 1959, 10 years after
the victory of their revolution, the Chinese leaders came
forward with a theory, which they called ‘uninterrupted
revolution by stages', attempting Lo theorise their practice
and even coming nearer to the theory of permanent
revolution through that. But they tried through this theory to
justify their own political past by artifices which attempt to
save the Stalinist theory of a ‘bloc of classes”.
(i) The attitude of the Maoist leadership towards the
Sukarmo government in Indonesia consisted in congratu-
lating Aidit, leader of the Indonesian Communist Party, for
his participation in the government of a state which the
Maoists chose (o call semi-bourgeois and semi-proletarian,
A short tinse before the massacre of hundreds of thousands
of workers and peasanis by the bourgeoisie with which they
were in alliance, Mao Tse-tung declared that, under the
leadership of the Communist Party, the Indonesian people
would go forward from victory to victory. In the case of the
present Ceylonese government, China granted a loan to the
Ceylonese government while the repression against the VP
was at its height and the Maoist Ceylonese Communist Party
renounced all struggle against the repression and gave its
support ta the government. *

9. This alliance of the proletariat and the peasantry ‘is
conceivable only under the political leadership of the
proletarian vanguard, organised in the Communist Party...
o matter how great the revolutionary role of the peasantry
may be, it nevertheless cannot be an independent role and
even less a leading one. The peasant follows either the
worker or the bourgeois.’ ** The history of the Russian,
Chinese or Vietnamese revolutions shows thai, however
sizable the peasantry, it plays neither an independent nor a
politically leading role. * From the very inception, ‘The
dictatorship of the proletariat which has risen o power as
the leader of the democratic revolution is inevitably and very
quickly confronted with tasks, the fulfilment of which is
bound up with deep inroads ino the rights of bourgeois
property. The democratic revolution grows over directly into
the socialist revolution and thereby becomes a permanent
revolution.’ *' From the very fact that the proletariat is in
power, the transformation of the democratic tasks into
socialist tasks is inevitable. *

This phenomenon of the growing over of the democratic
revolution into a socialist revolution appeared for the first
time in the USSR on the morrow of the October revolution.
It appeared again in the Chinese revolution, the Cuban
revodution, and the Vietnamese revolution — both in the
Northern state and in the liberated zones of the South. In a

= Thigarticlewas writian bafors tha post-Cultural Revolution turn of
the Chinesa lsadership confirmad the abave analysis In evan mom
starfling larm—ED.

36, Lanin: Collected Warks, Vol 31, pada

38, in the vess of Egypt, Stalin's successors loliowed (halr
masier's example 1o its loglcal conolusion in digsciving the
Egyotian Communisi Parly inlo tha Masssrite formation in thi
sama way as the Cninase Communist Party had bt dig8cived into
thes K uomintong.

40. Permanenl Ravolulion, p.163.

41, Sas Mailan, Party, Army and Masses in China (London, 1875),
and Bousset, Le Partl commanisie welnamisn (Parie, 1873).

42, Pearmaneat Revolulion, pG2d
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Central Committee of ihe Communist Lesgus (Juna 1850).
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more general way the dynamic of colonial struggles, whether
in Africa or Latin America, is one in which only class [ronts
of the proletariat and peasantry, under the leadership of the
proletariat, are capable of achieving the tasks of democracy
and national liberation. Simultaneously. however, the very
fact of the leading role of the proletariat poses the growing
over of the democratic revelution into a socializt revolution.

3l. The process of the growing over of the bourgeois
democratic revolution into a socialist revolution is, however,
not sufficient in ftsell to define the process of permanent
revolution. The process of permanent revolution is equally
defined by the impossibility of limiting the development of
the revolution within a national framework. ‘All oue
revolution in a capitalist society... and especially now in the
imperialist epoch, tends to be ransformed into permanent
revolution, that is not to stop al any particular stage reached,
not to limit itself te national frameworks, but to extend itself
and deepen until... the finel abolition of class distinctions. ..
This is what the Marxist conception of the socialist
revolution consists of, which is distinguished from that of
the bourgeois revolution, which is limited by its national
framework and its particularist objectives.**

If the law of uneven and combined development defines
the first aspact of the strategy of permanent revolution, it
also equally determines the second conclusion — the
impossibility of constructing socialism in a single country.

The impossibility of ‘socialism in one country’

12, The problem of knowing if & particular country s ripe
for the dictatorship of the proletariat is not at all the same as
the question of knowing whether that country can achieve
socialism,

As far as the latter guestion is concerned, ‘The socialist
revolution begins on the national arena, it unfolds in the
international arena, and is completed in the world arena.
Thus the socialist revolotion becomes a permanent
revolution in a new and broader sense of the term: il finally
attains completion only in a final victory of the new society
on our entire planet.’ ** Lenin considered exactly the same:
*“We have always proclaimed and repeated this elementary
truth of Marxism, that the victory of socialism requires the
joint effort of workers in a number of advanced
countries.” *

The impossibility of building socialism in one country
means:

{a) The impossibility of achieving socialism in the real sense
of a ‘superior stage’ to that of the dictalorship of the
proletariat,

{b) The existence of worsening contradictions in a
transitional society between capitalism and socialism which
is limited to a single country.

33. The realisation of socialism and the complete
elimination of hourgenis norms of distribution implies an
extremely important development of the productive forces
bevond capitalism. Such a condition necessarily implies the
victory of the revolution in at least the principal developed
capitalist countries. It is quite impossible to achieve in a
single economy. Bukharin and Staelin’s conception, first
defended at the 14th Congress of the RCP, that it was
possible to construct socialism in one country, was aptly
described by Trotsky: “The fact that socialism can be based
only on the highest productive forces — in a word, the
Marxian dynamics of the displacement of one social form by
another on the basis of the growing productive forces — has
been completely blotied oul, Revolutionary and historical
dialectic has been displaced by a skinflint reactionary utopia
of self-sufficient socialism built on a low technology,
developing with the “‘speed of a tortoise” within national
boundaries.’ *’

14, A society in transition between capitalism and socielism
which is limited to & single counmtry is characterised by
contradictions which grow ever more acute. As Trotsky said
in 1934: 'The present growth of the Soviet economy remains

a contradictory process. While consolidating the workers
state, economic successes do not at all lead automatically to
the creation of a harmonious society. On the contrary, the
contradictions revealed by the attemnpt to build socialism in
isolation reappear at a higher level with redoubled
strength.' **

Moare precisely, the attempt to build socialism in one
country has three catasirophic consequences. The first
consequence, and withoul doubt the most important, is the
transformation of the Communist Parties from an
instrument of world revolution into the fromtier guard of the
country in which *zocializm 18 being built',

Lenin's attitude, and that of the Communist Internarional
during its first four congresses, was twofold:

{a) It was affirmed that world revolution was o necessary
condition for the victory of socialism in the USSR. Lenin
stated the position clearly: ‘The socialist revolution can
trivmph only on two conditions. First, if it is given timely
suppart by a socialist revolution in one or several advanced
countries,"

(b) The task therefore was nol to *build socialism’ in the
USSR alone but to remforce the dictatorship of the
proletariat in that country in order to use it as a base of
support for the international revolution:

* To reinforce the dictaiorship of the proletarial meant (o
consolidate and develop the alliance of workers mnd
peasants while preparing for the next victories of the
international revolution and, within this framework, to
improve systematically the conditions of the proletariat.

* To use the revolution in Russia as the basis to push
forward the international revolution. In Lenin's words
‘Single handed, the Russian proletarist cannot bring the
socialist revolution to a wWetorious concliusion. Bul it can give
the Russian revolution a mighty sweep that would create the
most favourable conditions for socialist revolution, and
would, in a sense, start il. It can facilitate the risc of o
situation in which its chief, its most trustworthy and relinble
collaborator, the European and American socialisi prolet-
ariat, could join the decisive baitles.” ™

OF these two ‘levers’ of world socialism, the reinforcing of
the dictatorship of the proletariat and the world proletarian
revolution, the second is the most important: ‘Economic
construction is of tremendous sigmificance. Without a
correct leadership, the dictatorship of the proletariat would
be weakened: and its downfall would deal a great blow to the
international revolution from which the latter would not
recover for a good many years. But the conclusion of the
main historical struggle between the socialist world and the
world of capitalism depends on the second lever, that is, the
world proletarian revolotion. The colassal importance of the
Soviet Union lies in that it is the disputed base of the world
revolution and not af all in the presumption that it s able to
build socialism independently of the world revolution.” *'

The positions of Stalinism run directly counter to those of
Lenin and the Communist International:

(a) In the period of Stalin’s personal leadership of the
Communist movement, attempls were sometimes made to
justify the theory of socialism in one country by claiming
that it offered a perspective to the Russian workers and
because of that gave them courage, But as Trotsky correctly
replied: “The worker who understands that it is impossible to
build a socialisi paradise like an oasis in the hell of world
capitalism, that the fate of the Soviet Republic and
therefore his own fate depend entirely on the international
revalution, will fulfil his duties towards the USSR much
more energetically than the worker who s told that what we

44, LYntecnationalscemmun/sieeprids Lénine, pp. 374-5.

45, Parmanent Revalution, p.155.
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already possess is presumably 90 per cent socialism. If so, is
it worth while to strive towards socialism?" Here, to0, the
reformist orientation works as always not only against
revolution but also against reform. ‘Our party', Trotsky
wrote, ‘has passed through its heroic period with 2
programme which was entirely oriented on the international
revolution and not on socialism in one country... the
members of the party and the YCL fought at the front or
lugged logs to the railway stations, nol because they hoped to
build national socialism oul of these logs but because they
served in the cause of international revolution which made it
essentind that the Soviet fortress hold out — and every
additional log is important for the Soviet fortress.” "

From the moment when the Stalinist leadership affirmed
that socialism could be built on the basis of a national state,
provided that military intervention was averted, then the
task of the Communist Parlies became not to struggle
directly for power but to pressurise the world bourgecisie
against military intervention aimed at the USSK.

Such # transformation of the role of the Communist
International in fact changed it from the instrumemt to
struggle for the victory of world socialism into a tool of the
Kremlin bureaucracy’s diplomacy. When the Communist
Parties were at the head of struggles they attempted 1o use
this position aot to struggle for power but to push the
international policy of the bourgeoisie into directions
favourable 1o Stalin's foreign policy. The Communist
Parties’ policies were always subordinated to this considera-
tion. Thus, for example, Stalin was able to sign in 1935 a
peace with Laval, President of the French Council of
Ministers. in which the whole position of ‘revolutionary
defeatism’ in relation to French imperialism was renounced.
This was fully accepted by the French Communist Party. By
such means the Communist International ceased to be a
world revolutionary leadership and became simply 2 pressure
group on the world bourgeoisic — a role culminating in its
dissolution by Stalin during the Second World War.

Any objective study shows clearly that the sole constant
factor in the politics of the Communist Parties in this period
was the pursuit of the maintenance of the status quo between
the USSR and the capitalist world.

{b) The practices of the burcaucrats who have succeeded

Stalin have fully maintained the same direction. The policy
of ‘peaceful coexistence’, whose eounter-revolutionary
effects are 5o obvious they hardly need demonstrating (the
politics of treazon and class collaboration of ‘Communist’
parties, support apenly given by the Kremlin bureaucracy
1o varlous hourgeois governments, the scandalous inad-
equacy of the aid given to the Vietnamese fighters), takes up
this same perpetual search after the status quo — an
abjective which is, moreover, absolutely chimerical.
(¢) As for the Chinese bureaucracy, it has mever had a
revolulionary policy at the international level. It has verbally
condemned the Kremlin's policy of peaceflul coexistence —
wilhout, however, ever stating that it issimply Stalin’s policy
of the maintenanee of the status quo. But at the same time il
hus never ceased following, in its own manner, a policy of
‘socialism in one country’ — a policy of ‘power politics’ in
defence of its own ‘national’ interesis, This has been fully
carried on at the expense of revolutionary struggles in the
world, The policy of the Chiness bureancracy in Indonesia at
the lime of Sukzrno was already clear. As far as Pakistan
was concemed, the Chinese leadership supported the
reactinary regime of Ayub Khan and Yahya Khan because
it suited Mao that Pekistan should be a ‘counterbalance’ to
India,

The treason that the Maoist bureaucracy comuutted over
the question of Bangladesh ™ showed just how far iL was
readv (o subordinate the interests of the international
revolution Lo its own interests as & privileged layer — even
though by these actions it harmed its own interests as the
defender of the Chinese revolution. As Tariq Ali has written:
‘In this way the Chinese bureaucracy shows its shorl-
sightedness. It has not yet understood that a victorious

struggle in Bengal could modify the internationsal relation of
forces and would be an extension of the Chinese revolution.
It closes its eyes to the obvious fact that Bengal, which
historically has always been in the vanguard of the struggle
in the Indian sub-continent, could become & base pushing
forward the Indian revolution and completely destroying the
US military strategy in the region. At the same lime, it would
aid the Indochinese revolution.” " Far from helping the
militant Bengali communists, the Chinese position helped
the leadership of the bourgeois Awami League Lo maintain
ils grip over the mass movement,

As for Ceylon, the Chinese government granted a loan 10
the Cevlonese government at the height of the repression of
the JVP, while ai the same time the local ‘Maoist’ party
renounced all struggle. It is one thing 1o attempt to make
relationships with other states, which China must do to
break the imperialist encirclement, but it is quite another to
give a loan to & government which is in the process of
ferociously repressing the masses, and to subordinate the
Communist Party and ils militants to the supposed
interests of the Chinese state and the bureaucracy which
governs ir.

The examples of Indonesia, East Bengal, znd Ceylon
demonstrate clearly the character of the foreign policy of the
Chinese leadership. A bureaucracy which attaches itsell 1o
the peity bourgeois conceptions of the Bandung principles
{mutual respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity,
mutual non-aggression, mutual non-interference in internal
affairs, cquelity and reciprocal concessions, peaceful
coexistence) end which congratulates a govetnment carrying
out a policy of national oppression and massacring
thousands of workers and peasanis has completely
abandoned the positions of the Third International: ‘Petty
bourgeois nationalism restricts internationalism o the
recognition of the principle of the equality of nations and...
preserves intact national egoism, while proletarian inter-
nationalism demands: the subordination of the workers’
struggle in one country 1o the interest of the worldwide
struggle; the agreement of countries which have already
overthrown the bourgeoisie to the greatest national sacrifice
for the purpose of overthrowing capitalism on & world
seale’s and ‘the aid given to the destruction of the foreign
dominalion in the colonies is not in reality aid given to the
nationalist movement of the indigenous bourgeoisie, but the
opening of the road to the oppressed proletariat itself.™

1%, The policy of *building socialism in one country’ has a
second consequence: it establishes & terrain much more
favourabic to the creation of a parasitic bureaucracy. From
the moment when the line of ‘socialism in one country'
retards the world revolution, it follows that:

{#) The movement towards the disappearance of relative
penury in the country is slowed down — which favours the
developmeenl of the bureancracy.

(b} The pressure of the world bourgevisie on the party

apparalus is maintained — which also favours the
growih of the bureaucracy.
£2. The Thirg rernationaf After Lenin, p.68 and pdT.
B, W naad only recall ihe nolotious message sen! o Yahya Khan
by Chou En-tal. This assursd the dictator thal "Your Exceliency and
jsaders of various guariers |n Pakistan hava dane @ ot of uselul
wark to uphold tha unilication of Pakistan and 10 prévent i from
moving lowards a spilt’, and thal ‘the Chinsse gowermnment snd
peopls will, s shways, firmly support the Pakistan govemmant
and peophe In thalr |ust atruggle to safeguard state sovereignty...”
(Pakistan Times, 13 Aprll 1871 — reproduced In Explogion in &
Subcontinant, sdBlackburm [London19TS], pp.258-8).

Te put this position in its trua satting we nead only nats that (8)
El:tmdm:uilnnuppmudmdmdummmnumﬂl
calony by Pakistan: () tha ‘unity’ of the Pakiatan of that time was a
manatmalty craated by British impedatism againsl Ihe warkers
and peasants of the subconiinenl; (c] tha Pakistan army imposing
thia ‘unity’ was a reactianary bourgecis army, formad and trained
by imparialiam, which was resdy to ally ltsel! in the service of
imperialism with Iran and Alghanisian, and which had massacred
thousends of workass and peasants in Easl Bangal.

84, Houge, 12 April 1971,
55 Théses sl aoditions sur fes guesiions nellonale et coloniais.
{Paris). p.G6A and p.60.
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36. Finally the policy of "building socialism in one country’
has & third consequence: the laws of the world economy are
ignored, it is forgotten that ‘the passing of power from the
hands of Tsarism and the bourgecisie into the hands of the
proletariat abolishes neither the processes nor the laws of
world economy.” "

The fundamental conclusion of the Marxist analysis of the
construction of soclalism, and therefore also of the theory of
permanent reviolution, is thai ‘the way out of those
contradictions which befall the dictatorship of the prolei-
artat in a backward country [and also in a developed country
— I¥] will be found in the arena of world revolution.” ™" In
miore precise terms the law of uneven and combined
development, which dictates that the proletarian revolution
cannol be a simultaneous act on the international scale, and
that it can begin in a backward country, also explains the
impossibility of building socialism in & single country. ‘From
the uneven sporadic development of capitalism flows the
non-simultaneous, pneven, end sporadic character of the
sociplist revolution; from the extreme tensity of the
interdependence of the various countries upon each other
Mows not only the political but also the economic
im possibility of socialism in a single country,™*

Any aitempt to justify the theory of the building of
socialism in one country is in reality a utopian conception of
ignoring the world division of labour and the confradicrion
created between the development of the productive forces
and national fronliers m the imperialist epoch.

37, The attempt to ignore the world character of the
productive process which is involved in the theory and
practice of socialism in one country leads immediately to the
abandoning of other fundamental positions:

{a) It attempts to by-pass the fact that the conguest of
power by the Soviets did nol at all isolate the Soviet Republic
from the system of international division of labour created
by capitalism.

(b) It attempts to ignore the fact that, precisely because of
this international division of labour, the USSR, in Lenin's
words, would be submitted to the test set by the
‘international market to which we are subordinated, with
which we are connected, and from which we cannot solate
ourselves," ™

More precisely, a5 Trotsky put it, ‘the capitalist world
shaws us... that it has other instruments of persuasion than
those of military intervention. To the eéxtent that
productivity of labour and the productivity of & social
gvaten #s o whole are measured on the market by the
correlation of prices, it is not so much military intervention
s the intervention of cheaper capitelist commodities that
constitutes perhaps the greatesr immediate menace w0 the
Soviel economy.,.. a4 Ford tracror is just as dengerous as
Creusot gun, with the sale difference that while the gun can
function only from time to time, the tractor brings pressure
o bear upon us consantly,” **

Fven if the USSR and the other burcaucratic workers states
have achieved important cconomic successes, this does not
allow them 1o escape the fact that economic construction in
an Bolated workers state can only remain limiled oand
contradictory. The present economic difficulties of these
states, and the growing links that they have woven with the
world market, are clear evidence of the fact that it Is
impoasible o escupe the reality and comsequences of the
miternational diviston nf labour and the world productive
Process,

I8 The theory and practice of sociallsm in pne country
represents & reversion Lo utopian and pre-Marxist socialism
in fts attempt to deny that even Lhe productive forces of
capitalism are in contradiction with the confines of the
national state, This development, shown in every aspect of
capitalism from exports, through colonial and neo-colonial
policy. to the two world wars, reveals how completely
incapable is the national state of providing the framework
for socialism. A socialist society requires a vast increase of
the forces of production over capitalism — an achievement

necessilabing a surpassing of the national siate. “To aim at
building a nationally solated socialist society means, in spite
of all passing soceesses, to pull the productive forces
backward even as compared with capitalism... The
international division of labour and the supra-national
character of modern productive forces not only retain but
will increase (wolold and 1enfold their significance for the
Soviet Union in proportion (o the degree of Soviel economic
ascent.” *'

The Chinese burcaucracy merely peddles illusions of the
same type through the use of ambiguous formulas such as
‘relving on our own strength’ or developing the economy in
the framework of ‘national independence’.

39. The impossibility of cutting off any economy from the
world division of labour and the contradiction between the
development of the productive forces and national
boundaries would be still more important for a workers state
established in an advanced capitalist country than it was and
iz for the USSR, These siaies are far more integrated into the
world productive process and international division of
Iabour than any backward country. ‘Great Britain, being no
doubt a highly developed capitalist country... has precisaly
becguse of that no chance for successful socialist
construction within the limiis of its own istand... To be sure,
all other conditions being equal, the more highly developed
productive forces are of enormous advantage for the
purposes of socialist construction. They endow economic
life with an exceptional flexibility even when the latter is
hemmed in by a blockading ring, as was evidenced by
bourgenis Germany during the war. But the building of
socialism on a national hasis would imply Tor these advanced
countries a general decline, & wholesale culting down of
productive forces, that is to say, something directly epposed
10 the tasks of socialism.' * Such a situation clearly
vindicates "the Marxian doctrine, which posits that the
socialist revolution can begin only on a national basis, while
the building of =ocialism in one couniry is impossible.’ ®

If onc mdds to this the growing difficulties and
contradictions experienced by the bureauvcratized workers
states, the significance of such slogans as the United Socialist
Siates of Europe is clear. It implies the perspective of social
revolution in the Buropean capitalist countries and political
revodution in the bureaucratised workers states.

d0. The basic conclusion of all these anslyses is to realfirm
once again that internationalism is not an abstract principle
but the political expression of the international development
of the productive forces and the world scope of the class
struggle.

But neither the bourgeoisic of the capilalist countries nor
the governing bureaucracics in the workers states will fall by
themzelves as an automatic consequence of the worsening
contradictions which beset them. Only the existence of 2
mass revalutonary International, something which can only
be constructed on the basis of the theory of permanent
revalition, can ensure the viclorions oulcome of the
strugele. This is the significance of the construction of the
Fourth International. Only such an Internstional, developed
into & mass force. can lead the world working class in the
advanced capilalist countries, in the colonial world, and
against the bureaucracies of the deformed and degencrated
wiorkers stares.
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FROM THE ARCHIVES N

LEON TROTSKY
The Nation and

the Economy

These articles were originally printed in Nashe Siovo on 3 and &
July 1915, The truaslation is by Val Graham.

The recognition of the right of every nation to sali-
gstermination s part of the programme ol Russian Soclal
Democracy. This demand has (15 origins in the period ol the
revolutionary struggles al national pourgecis demaocracy. In
the last enalysis it maans the recognition of the right of every
mation 1o slate independence, Following from this flows the
duty of Social Damoeracy to oppose actively all regimes
whara the lorceable cohabitation of nalions and national
fragmanis exists, and lo support— depanding on condilions
of place and time — the struggles of nations and nalional
fragmants againgt an alien national yoke. But what is mora:
Soclal Damocracy by no means casts aside the programme of
national democracy as the unbridled social-imperialists
would have us do. It cannot and will not be reconclled with
foroeable relentian by a state ol national groups within the
large stale body, ostensibly in the interests of an economic
development which is baing paralysed by divisions along
national lines. But neither does it make its own aim a multi-
plication of thesedivisions, Ihal |s to say, It doas not turn the
national principle inta somasortof histeric absoluleidea.

Itis absolutely claar thal Social Democracy stands always
and everywhere {orthe interest of economic development and
opposes all political measures capabla of hoiding it back.
Howaver it understands economic devalopmant not asa sell-
sulliclent, extra-social, productive-lechnical process, but as
the basis of the developmant ol human scciely inlo its class
groupings, with il national-political superstruciure, elc.
Thie point of view was, in the last analysis, not to ansure for
local or national capitalism suocess over the capltalism of
other places and countries, but to ensure the systematic
growth al man's power over nature. Accordingly the class
struggla of the prelelarial itseif is the most impartant factor
ensuring further development of the productive forces by
isading them out ol the imperlalist blind alley onto the broad
arena of socialism. A slale ol natlonalities and naticnal
groups, which exists through force (Fussia and Austria are
axamples). may without doubt for & certain lime devalop the
productive forges, by creating for them a broader inlemal
market. But by generaling the bittar strupgles af nalional
groups for Influance on the stale power or by evaking
‘separalist’ tendencies — thal is, Ihe struggle for separation
from that power — suchastate paralyses the class struggle of
the proletariat as the most important farce of economic and
historic propress in general, The prolstariat Is deeply
interestad In the alimination of all artificial frontiers and
barriers, in the greatest possible extension of a free arena of
sconomicdevelopment. Butitcannotbuy thisaimforthe kind
of price which, above all, disorganises its own historlc
movemant, and thus waakens and lays low the most
important productive force in contemporary sociéty, The
prasant day social-imperialists, mainly of tha German lypa,

raject the idea of salf-determination as a ‘sentimental’
prejudica of the past, and recommend ylalding o tha iron
necessity of sconomic development; so they propound as the
supreme criterion, above tha historically limited claims ol
nations, not someabsolute need ol aconomic prograss but its
specific historic form, which stands befora us in the guise of
imperialism. In the prasant war this is showing Itsalf in
contradiction not only with the needs of further economic
progress but avan with the most elementary conditions of
humanexislenca.

Democracy ig and remains the conditian lor the develop-
ment al tha praletariat and the sole form Inwhich it can wield
sialepawer. This lattardemandsfirstagrowthin {ha polilical-
cullural independence al the masses, (heir economic and
political association on a broad fleld, their collective intar-
vantion in the late of the country, Thus a nationgl language,
the tool of human intercourse, becomes at a certain stage of
development the most important instrument of democracy.
The dasire for national unity has thus comprised an indefea-
sible aspect of the movement ol the pericd of bourgéais
revolution. We see balora us in backward reglons — not only
of Asia and Alfrica, but of Europe too — the awakening of
hiztorically belated natlonalilies. And this Iz ol necessily
assumingthaform of astruggle fornationalunity and national
independence, and coming face to lace with the imperialist
desgire 1o break through the nationally defined framework ol
capitalist economy and ¢reate by means of military violence a
warld ampira.

Inthis process Soclal Democracy in no way (dentifiss [sell
with the internally contradictory imperialist methods ol
golving its ripening historic tasks. But just as littie if not less
does It countarpose to imperialism, and mora iImportantly, 1o
\he prograssiva histeric needs it s pursuing, the bare national
Idea. That would be to think with a pitiful vulgar ulopianism a
Ia Herve that the fate of Europe will be decisivaly ansured If the
state map of Europae Is brought into conformily with lis
national map, If — lgnoring geographic conditions and
ecanomic links — Europe is parcellad up info neal Squaras,
gach a nation state. France and Germany in the pasi period
approached atypeof nationstate, This by no means prevented
thair policy of colonialism, nor their present plans 1o axpand
their Irontiers — to the Rhine arthe Somme. An independant
Hungary, Bohemiaor Poland will inexactly the same way seek
an outlet to the sea by means of a violailon of the rights of
other nationalities, as Italy is seeking to do at the sxpanse ol
the Serbs, or the Serbs thamselves are al the expense of the
Albanians. Nalional democracy Is awekened by capitalism,
which strivas 1o wield as many elements of nations as
possible into oneacanamic unit. But LIS this very capltaliam
which strives everywhere it sats down roots to expand the
limlis of theinternal market a8 widaly as possible, locraate as
many favourable outlels as possible to tha world market, 1o
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impose Its domination over regions wilh an agrarian typa
agonomy. Tha national principle Is lor national capialism
nelther &n absolute ldea nor thafinal crowning of theadifice. It
isonlythe springboard for a new leap In Lhe direction of world
domination, Al the present stage ol development, the
natlional idea appears as a banner ol struggle against leudal-
particularist barbarism or foreign milllary aggression. In the
long term, by creating & self-sufficient psyehology of national
agoism, it becomes itsalf atool of imparialist harbarism.

The task conalsls In reconciling the claims of nations ta
autonomy with the cenlralised needs of economic

development

- ow oW

Sooial-nationalism amared averyona, tealf above all, by its
strength. Almost withoul oppasition, in the{irst period of the
war, it took hald of the strongest parties and organisations of
tha proletariat. But together with this suddanly discovared
powar wenl an extraordinary, thoroughly disgraceful
idealogical bankruploy. Mot one serious attampt to think
things lhrough theoratically, from baginning to end!
Decisionsand actions, onwhich socialism dapandsfor its lifa
or death, are explained and justified wilh contradictory and
hapharard reaasoning, in which palitical intuition freed from
any theory plays the most important role. The basic argumant
underpinning the soclal-natlonallst policy of & workers party
istha ideaof ‘defenceof thafatherand’. Bul nonaaf tha social
patriots has yet troubled himaell with tha sensa (o axplsin
whal actually in tha fatherland is threatened by danger and
whal is subject lo datenca. The French socialisl talks aboul
the republic and revolutionary traditions — he is defending
the past. Tha German patriot quotes his powerful national
induslry, as the basis ol socialism — he s defending the
presant. Finally ourhome grown social-nationalist guotes the
inlerest of fulura economic devel opment of Russta, repeating
all the cld arguments and lying enough for two — he is
defending the fulure. Esch ol them with mora or lass
rasolution is making the attampt to prociaim his own
‘national’ intarast as the highar internationalist Interasl of
mankind. But sach such attemp! only introduces Into the
affairamaore hopelses contusion. It is oneof two things: elthar
the international interest demands the defaai of Garmany (ar
Russia) — inwhich casea it is pointieas lalking about datenca
of the fatherland, since after all thers are people inthe world
forwhom Garmany or Rusaiaiathe fatherland. Oron tha othar
hand defence of Lhe tatherand isan Independant principle of
proletarian policy — and then |l i3 waseless lo attempt (o
recenelle this alm with & genarally obligatory line of conduct
for the intemalional proletarial, For the defence of oma
fatherland demands the utmost destruction ol another
fathariand.

Atthabaginning of the war, Kaulsky tried lo determine that
baslz good intha namaof which the proletariat bears its class
independenceiothe bloody altar of dafanca of tha fathariand.
This good s [he nation Slale. In tha first article wa spoka of
what a powerful factor ol Rlstorical developmenl nalional-
cultural unity1s. It would be necessary to add ihal a state (1hat
is, iha fathariand) s the mora subjact to defence, the maors it
approaches & type of nation state. It is exactly thus that
Kaulsky posss 1he guestion. Bul than 1ha quéstion arises as
to what extant tha proletariat of Austre-Hungary, and more
imporantly of Russia also, can and must defend lts
tetharland? From the point of view ol Kautsky, Ihe mulli-
national prolstariat of @ monarchy near the Danube has
obviously no obligations in relation to the slale of the
Hapsburgs. Kautsky himsel! arrived at this conclusion. But
with tha available intamational combinations the defence of
Cermany demands Lhe defence of Austro-Hungary and
Turksy, just as, on the other side, the struggle of France for
natinnal unity damands tha parpaluation of a powarful block
ol natlonalilies called Russia, or of & world colanial power,
Great Britaln,

Together with the states ol naticnalities and national
fragmants stand the states wherea far from complete national
unity ia fullilied on one gide by union with statas of
nationalitias and an the other by violation of the nationa
indepandence of colonies. The substitution of Iatherland or
state lor the meaning of nation s 1he mos! widespraad
argument In favour ol the soclal-patriclic policy ol the
proletarian party.

The present war, through tha tendenclas exposed by It,
threatens not natlons as such but that state which is the

historic homa of the nation, Capitalism as little brings aboul
national unity as it does democracy. It awakens the nead far
nalionalunily but italsocalled 1o life tendencies which do not
allow tha fulfilmant of this need. However the nation s a
powerful and extramely stable factor in human culture. The
nation will outlive not anly the present war bul caplialism
Itsalf. And in the social structure, free from the path ol state-
economic dapandence, the nation will ramain fora long tima
the most imporiant seat of inlellectual culture, for &t the
disposal of the nation is the most important organ ol this
cullure — language. The state is another matter. I daveioped
as a result of the intersection of dynastic, imparialist and
nationalistinterasts and ol a temparary correlation of material
forces, The state |8 an incomparably less stabie factor in
historic devalopmant than the nation, For tha pasl pariod
economic developmeant has found a home lor isell In the
capitalist state, which, with & greal straining of interpreta-
tion, ithas beanaccepted locall'national’.
Inthisstale-fatherand, cultural devalopmant found a homea
gimost always as 8 divided nalion exploiting or sgéking (o
expleil other naliocns by means of the siele apparatus. As

capitalist devalopment gol bound up in the framawork of the
state, this was fulfilled by annexaiions and colonial
conguests. The struggle for colanles — that is, the violation
of tha aconomic and national Indapendence of backward
gountries — was the most important concern in the foralgn
policy of the so-called nation states. Competition forcolonias
led to tha struggle of capltalist states amongst themselves,
The productive forces boecame decisivaly bound up in the
framework of the atale. If the present day 'nallon’ state linds
itzalf in danger, than this danger flows from insida, fram tha
very aconomic development. which in the language of the
world war i3 talling us thal the *natlon’ slate has becoma a
brake on development and that it is time 1o scrag it. In this
sanse the ideacl thedefenceof the fatherland — that la, of the
nation siate which has outlived itsell — fs an extramely
raactlonary idealogy. Tha mora social patriots link the fate of
the nation — which by Itself in no senss paralyses ecanamic
develapment norhampears Il from taking an all Europaan and
world dimensian — with the fates of restrictive state-military
arganisations, tha mare it |2 necassary for us International-
isislolakeupon ourselves thedefance ol the historic rights of
rnations lo independence and development, against thesa
reactionary "patriot’ defancisis.

GCapitallsm strives lowald both the nation and the sconomy
into the framework of (ke stale, || oreated a powsrful
formation which for &8 whole period served as the arena of
development for Lhe nation just as for the economy. But both
the nation and the economy céme inlo contradiclion — as
with tha stata, 8o with aach other. Tha state becamea oD
restrictive for theeconomy. By striving to broadan Iis base, It
wiolates the nation. On the other side the economy refuses (o
subjugatie the natural movament of ita lorces and means 1o
division of ethnic groups on tha sarth’s surface. Tha state is
essentially aneconomic unit, it willbe loroed to adapt Isell to
the needs of economic development. The place ol the cioged
in natlon-stale must inevitably be cccupied by a broad,
damocratic fedaration of laading siates on the basls of the
ramoval of all customs barriers. Mational unity, flowing from
ihe needs of cultural development. not only will not be
destroyed by this but, on the contrary, only on the basis of &
republican federation of leading countries will it be abla 1o
tind I1s full consummation. An Indispenzable condition for
this is the fresing ol tha framework of tha nation from the
framowork of the sconomy and vice varsa. The economy s
organized on a broad arena of European united stetes, as the
pivot of a world organisation. The palitical form can only ba &
republican federation inthe flexible and elastic framework of
which every nation will be able to develop ita cultural lorces
with the graatest ol freedom. Gontrary to the Garman and
olher soctal-annaxationists, we aré nol prepared (o throw
asida the recognition of tha right to salf-determination. Just
tha opposite — wa think that the time |s approaching when
this right can finally beraallsed. On the otherhand, wea ara vary
far from counterposing to the centralised needa of the
soonomy ‘the soverelgn rights of every national group and
grouplel. For in the vary process ol historic davelopmenl, wa
discover the dislacticsl recanciliation of both ‘elemants’: tha
national and the economic. The recognition of the right of
every natlen to sell-delermiration Is for us of necesalty
lulfilled by the siogan of & democratic ledaration of all tha
leading nations, by thaslogan of aUnited Stales of Europs.
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French Trotskyists
inCongress

Extracts from the Political Theses adopted in January
1977 by the 2nd Congress of the LCR, French section of
the Fourth International

The political theses accepied by a majarity ol the second
Congress of the Ligue Communisie Revolutionnaire cam-
prisa saven sections: Tha Regima; The Union ol the Left;
The Workers' Radicalisation; A Folicy for the Unification of
the Workers on & Class Basis; Our Policy for Unity; Qur
Tasks in the Face ol the Crisis; The Intamational Contaxt.
Extensive extracts lrom the lirsl six sectlons follow:

I: THE REGIME:

Two years after his election Giscard has failed. His project
was threafold: to enlarge the social and elecloral basis of
his majority; lo salve tha difficulties created by the
ilegitimate instilution inherited from the era of De Gaulle,
whila moving towards a presidantial regime supported by a
large consarvativa party; widen tha divizions within the
Union of Lelt in preparation for ils destruction. The
prediciable lailure of his reformist demagogy, of his
gconomic policy and ol his institutional projects are
manifast.

Gaullism ensured the restabilisation of French capltalism
by solving the colonial quastion and placing itself in the tora
of imparialist developments, natably in Europe. It was able
o carry out this trensformation only by wirtue ol its
Bonapartist character, the palitical defaat of the working
class allowing it to lind social support within the paity
bourgecisie and even a section of the working class.

The repid eccumulation ol capital, following on a brutal
incraase in the productivity of labaur and the devaluation af
1969, gave the regime & repriava (the ‘contracts for
prograss’, 'tha new sociaty of Chaban’). The present crisis
calls for a new transtormation of tha productive apparatus. i
= no longer allowing capital o purchase social peace. On
itha contrary, It reguirazs attackz against tha very layers
which used to support the regima. The divorce batween the
smmediate interests ol big capital and the pelly bourgeoisie
= despaning and the regima cannot enlarge iis patly
bourgeois social base without the prior defeat of the
working clase to permanently Increase tha rate of
e=ploitation...

Thefallureof Giscard lays bare the deep crisis of Lha regima
c=ated by the coup of 1858, The establishment of
;e Bonapartist strong state moulded the political
msirumeants which the bourgeoisie has at its disposal
#oday. In contradistinction to traditional bourgeais pariies
which gupport thamsalves on local notables, elected in the
@ fferen| stages of parliamentary demaocracy, the UDR [1] has
: , In the course of lwenty years, a new palitical
wmnt directly implanied in the stale apparalus. In the

of tha risa of the workers movemant and the possibla
of the left, tha bourgecisie can neither rely on a

parliamentary party nor a broad presidential party
penafitting from a wide popular eleclorate ( such as the
Aadical Party in the past or the larpe American parties). The
new situation calls for a ramodalling aof the politizal
syslam..,

The dizsagraameant balwaan Giscard and tha RPR (2] does
not fundamentally express lines of divide belwaan differant
fractiona of the bourgeoisie. It is the historical product of the
crisis of the palitical system sal up under D& Gaulle, a crisis
which is becoming more and more acute, as the
conlrontations betwaan thae classes axtend and amplify.

The debates and the political ditterentiations within the
bourgecisie more and mare turm on the decisive guestion
for them of the reversal of the relation of farces between
the classas since the general strike of 1968, Both diract
aonfrontation with the workers movement and recourse o
the Union ol the Left are dangerous sclutions lor the
bourgecisia, as both can lsad to an eaxplaosion onto tha
soene of the mass movement itsalf, ascaping 1he cantral ol
the bureaucratic apparatuses,

Il. THE UNION OF THE LEFT (3]

Sinca their historical betrayal, the Communist Party and

1. UDR: Unlon of Democrats for the Repubiic, the ruling class party
which supported Do Gaulle and Pompidou. Following the death of
Pampideu in 1974, tha UDA preaidential candidats, Chaban Dalmas,
lost in the lirsl round to Giscard dJ'Estaing, the Independent
Republican candidate. Chaban-Delmas had trisd to hold the
electocral base of De Gaulle logether — but in a skuation whaere the
slructural changes in Franch sociely, such as the move away from
the land, mada this projact Iimpassible. Jacquas Chirac, the new
Gaullist leader, icok the poxt of Glscard's Prime Minister between
1974 and 1978, bolh to block the rise of the lelt and to influsnce the
mora ‘liberal’ aspects of Giscardian palicles.

2. APA: On Decembar 1976, at a mass rally In Paris, the UDR
pecame Ihe ‘Rally for the Republic’ (RPA). This loliowed the
rasignaiion of Chirac trom the Government an 25 August. The crisls
in ruling class circles had beon precipitated by the March district
glections, In which the Soclalist and Communist Partles
Increased thelr vote. Chirac came i the conclusion that a snap
glgclion was necassary, fought on (ha basls of the ‘communist
manace’. Giscard rejectad this proposal in favour of pursuing his
policy ol mild relorms aimed al winning the middie ground from the
sp

3. Unlon of the Laft: This alllance was formed In June 1872 by the
SP and CP. A few monthz ater the Laft Aadicals joined this class
collaboretionist bioc. The CP want to Broadan (he Union of tha Lall
ta a ‘Unian of tha People of France' through tha Inclusion af lefi
Gaulllsts and other ‘anti-moncpoly sectors’, In alegtoral terms, tha
Union of the Lell has been making sieady gains, from 40.45 par
cant in the 1873 leglalative slections to 51.5 per cent In the 1877
Iocal eleclions.
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Soclalist Party have pursued an active policy of class
collabaration. They have responded to the situation opanad
up by May 19688 by assembling & class collaborationist
coalition.

The policy of the CP and SP is a policy of class
collaboration, the alfects of which are evident as a resull of
thair hegemony over the working class, The Union of the
Left distorie the meaning of workars' unfty; Il blocks and
breaks sirugglies and encourages passivity and disarray. |1
s this tendency which s largely dominant loday. Tha CPF
and SP have tha project of conlinually broadening thalr
alliancas towards new sactions of the bourgecisie (the
policy ol ‘the unken of the people of France', the willingnass
expressad to retain Giscard). They reinforce the (llusions
aboul the nature of tha exisiing political Institutions,
promising to continue the 1558 Constitution and to
democratiss the Slalé apparatus, thua reinlorcing the
workers' lllualons In bourgeols democracy.

But tha unliy of the reformist parilas, an accomplished
fact, can under certain circumstances stimulale the
sell-gonfidence of the workers end strengthen the aspir-
atione of tha working class for jt& own unity, while
nonethaless distorfing these trands. This tendancy is
favourable to the refarmist partias in a contradictory way. It
explains tha flow ol naw membars into thesa parties, and
consaquently assists tham, lor an initial period, Lo procead
more ellectively wilh their policy, even though it 18 &
sltuation fall of contradictions..

..White it |s absolulely necessary 1o denounce the
alliance of the CP and the 5P with the Left Radicalz, to
characteriza the Union of |ha Lall as a8 Popular Front would
imply giving a dispropaortionate weight in our propaganda
and agitation 1o the necessily of breaking with this tiny
bourgeols grouging. This would lead logically to abstention
in the municipal elections in towns of over 30,000
inhabitants, in order to @void voting for & Lelt Radical, and
o prioritising inlerventions inlo tha frade union congressas
on the need ol the CP and SP to break with the Left
Radicals.

To consider such a struggla s primary leads to the
underegtimation of the critigue of the Common Programme
and various current aspects of the Union of the Left's policy
of class collaboration, as well as underastimating the fact
that today il ia this programme which ties our hands in the
siruggle, Bul these aspects are essential, They make it
possible to sow distrust in the minds of the workers
intluenced by 1he reformists. It (s on them thal we placa the
amphasis in our trade union intervention, for axampla by
starting from asiablished facts such as; ‘The Common
Programma doasn't meat our demanda; It doasn't even
grant us the 35 hour week, lodey we are told that the
nalionalisations will be voted by Parfiament; il doessn't
anticipate the abrogation of the 1858 Constilution or fis
Iinstitutions, and under the pretext of! concluding new
glileances our struggles are svstematically broken, misled,
Bic.'..

Il: THEWORKERS' RADICALISATION

Sinca 1871 the annual figure of days losl In sirikes has
mainteined itsalf at a rather exceplionally high lavel, which
has no aguivalant over such & period in 30 years: |t was
belwean 3.5 ard 4 million days lost from 1877 10 1875, and
the five million mark was topped In 1976; wheraas, alter tha
astablishmant af Gaullism in 1858, thare wae 3 maximum of
1 1o 2 million days lost, exospl in 1983 (the minars” atrikea),
1967, and 1988,

Il we taks ints account, moracver, the gualitalive featuras
which characierise thasa slrugglas, wa can conclode that
deaplie the etfeots of (e eoonomic orisis the inlensity of
slruggles has beon malntained at & very high level. Dozens
of factorias are parmanantly occupisd, sslling off stocks
and resuming production lor the benalit ol the siruggle;
axpropriation of Ihe bosses (& begoming 8 more and more
commen method of struggle, evan in the bastions
dominated by the CP. These sliuggles have been marked
since 1988 by Ihe progress of sell-organisation, still
embryonic, hut &ll the maore significant given thal {ha
accumulated experience of the French prolelarial on this
question was very rudimantary...

Class confrontations stimulate the entry inlo struggle of
new seéctlons of the prolelarial [bank and insurance clerks,
workers in small factories, women workers, immi-
grants). .. Within the genearal radicalisation, {ha emergenca of
women's struggles s nolable, as is the facl that
consciousness of their oppression is no longer a marginal
phenomenon ameong working class womean. For saveral
years, as a resull on the one hand of the uptumn In workers
struggles after 1968 and, on the othar, of tha aconomic
crisis which hit sectors employing a large number ol
women (textiles, for exampla), we witnessed the massive
entry into struggle of women woarkers, Bul this phenom-
enan of radicalisation is not a linear one.

Thus in 1971 tha strikes in the large etores (such as
Thicnville), the struggles of the office workers (soclal
security), expressed an outbursi of anger by woman
suddenly becoming conscious ol their super-sxploited
position: discrimination, salarles, working conditions. ..

In 1875-78 half the labour conflicts alfected factories In
which a majorily of the worklorca was famala, many lang
conflicts with milltant forms of actlon, such as Cerisay,
CIP...In this context of an upturn in the struggle which
parmitied and encouraged the prolifaration of debates an
sell-organisation and forms of action, i1 is clear thal Lhe antry
into struggle ol woman, poorly unionised or with litlle
history of agtivily, and unlil then playing litlla part in frada
unionactivities, poead from tha outsel the problemof workars
damacracy..

The development of women's (fada union  commissions,
as are foreseen by various prajacts, is an indication af (ha
dasira nf the frade unions 1o infervena in this fisld

Tha responsa which MLAC {Movemeant for Free Abortion
and Contraception) has had In the lactories, and the currani
amergence of famlily pianning centras, contirm that {oday &
cerlain number of matters ance considered private can now
be dealt with al the level of the factory.

The emergenca of woman's faclory groups is @&
qualitatively different phanomeanon: the success of their
interventions, Ihe response which their leallats find, go wall
beyvond their actusl mambership.

In this sense, it can be sald thal thera exists today a real
advanca of consclousness on the part 'of working class
women, including on the quasilons of thelr sexual
oppragsion,

L " m - - - & W

The existence ot a broad vanguard, making it possible 1o
bring to frultion united fronts with & revolutionary coniant,
draws Its roocts fram tha soclal conditiona (crisia of late
capilalism) and historical conditions (crisia of Staliniam)
which are producing a realignment of forces In the workers
movement. Tha post-1988 situation Is thus gualitatbealy
distinct from the periods following 1938 or 1945

The broad vanguard is 1hus dafined as a Hxed leature of
the pericd, which modilies the condifions far the
conetruciion of a revalutionary party and lays the hasis lor
our break with entrylsm. In 1872 the revival of struggle
inauguraled anew phase of working class radicalisation, as
ihe deferred eifects of May ‘B8 unfolided more rapidiy within
ihe trade unions and mase réformist parties. At that time
Ihe thases |of the majority of the LCR — Ed.| performed a
sociologlcal dissaction of the broad vanguard, which thus
became meraly a taclical concept rathar than an historical
une: alongside the broad workers vanguard, we had & broad
student vanguard, 8 woman's, leachers vanguard atc. Thia
confusicon did not have serious consequences (n our
working class intervenlions, which from the first ware
situated In a rastraining united front framework (the
uniong); but il enceuragad in othar sectors the lemplation
to treat the troad vangoard as | it were made up of
sutonomous sectors, to the detriment of an overall united
frant tactic.

Thera exists within the working class & layer of advanced
workers who acguire In the procass ol struggle a
consciousnass of the nead to organise themsalves [n a
collectiveand stable manner. It is this forca which lles behind
Ihe responses toc the employars’ aftacks. i la {heas
workers who are capable of igniting, stimulating and
orienting the siruggles of the broad massas, It Is tharalore
thi= fayar of workars which revalutionary Marxisis must win
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over in tha course of Lhe revolutionary process.

Some can ba lad, genarally from their own experiences as
militants, to oppose one or several aspects of the
reformistis’ policiea, and from there 1o adopt an attituda of
distrust fowarda {he bureaucracies and their policies. It is
this phencmenon of a clear break which delines the broad
workers vanguard {the word "broad" distinguishing it from
the political vanguard o revolutionary Marxists). In the
absance of any possibilities of going beyond this mistrust
to a systematic challenge 1o the reformist palicies, thair
rupture with the Isadership of the workars movement
remains partial, confused, subject to retreals, and ollen
unstable, This vanguard Is thus in constant motion, its
leatures closely linked to the conjuncture as wall as to tha
alamants of thae reallgnment of farces within Lthe workers
movemeni, ol which the broad workers vanguard is a
product. It is this phenomanon of the broad workers
vanguard which will tomorow create uphsavala within tha
mfumfnim partias and open the door ta splits within their
ranks. ..

V. A POLICY OF UNITING THE WORKERS ON A CLASS
BASIS

A.Our strategic alm is to win the working class Lo the fight
for socialism, to become conscicus of the revolutionary
goal of its struggles, and therelore 1o throw off bourgeois
democralic lllusiona and frea itself from the reformists’
hold. Our actions alm to seek every step lorward in this
direction, evary advance in the mobilisations end con-
sclousness of the masses,

B. The working clasa today idantifles in ita vast majorily
with the reformist parties, Thia confidence |s deeply rootad
in the normal level of conaclousness ol the workers, who
beligve that they are genuinely represented by these parties
(evan Il they hold back, concsal, block, or 'lag behind' tha
cbjective movemant of Itﬂln?h'l. This confidence has been
bullt up over a leng parled of Lime, it has s historic basis,
and the working class won't lree themsalves of it without
lasing thair llluslons In the possibility of a peacelful and
gradual road 1o soclalism. We will tharelora nol canvince
then of the wvalldity of our propositions soclaly by
‘programmatic batties’: they will have 1o experience in
practice tha Ineffacilvaness (the treason) of the reformist
parties.

C.Through our propaganda themes and agliational
slopans we seak to develop the actions of the workers and
1o achieve thelr unity in closing the gap between a situalion
where ‘the probleam of power (s posed’ (even in the
consclousness of the masses] and the present level of
consciousness of lha masszes, who do not ‘know’ how Lo
resolve it Desplie the extreme weakness of qur forces with
regard to those of the reformista, it ia Incumbant on us to
find maans of influencing tha course of the class struggle.
To procesad In this direction a particular tactic is necesaary.

D. Qurapproach is the following. Wa ask: (1) What Is tha
cument siluation? What are the condllions of the class
struggle? What responses are required? (2) Whal is the level
of consciousness of lhe masses? What actions are
immadiately possibleiorasignificant sactionof them?

Qur propaganda begins with all the answars the siluation
demands, aven |l the mass of workars ara not yet conacious
of their nacessity. On the other hand, our agitation
establishes a 'bridge’ betwean these damands and the
concerns ol the workers, whal they feal o be ‘urgeni
requirements’. It is not the language, tha leval, tha ims, nar
the piace where it is camied out thal distinguishes
propaganda from agltation: it is their relalionship to the
Jevel ol consaiousness of the massas, Our aim is therefore
%o work out & class line, a mass line, capable ol mobilising
in & unlted way the workera and ralsing the consciousnass
of tha workers.

The adoptien ol aunited front policy is necessary In all cir-
cumstancas, but e practical application depends direcily
woon therelatlonship of forcas. I Is necessary lo avoid glving
- cradibility to the idea Ihat our own initiatives can at one blow
‘achieve unity ( or even that it is anly correct to light for Il
around such Initiatives). But at tha same time revolutionaries

must, through basing themselves on all or part of the
- acvanced workars, take Initialivea (wilhin the factorias
essentlally through the trade unions) which make it poasible,

no matler what obstacles the raformists put up, to launch
action...
V.THE POLICY FORUNITY

One of the characteristic producls of the period af
revolutionary uplurn Is the emergence and mulliplicity of
ganirist organisations and currents which oscillate batween
relorm and revolution. Theyexpressand takeadvaniaga of the
radicalisation of a part af the broad workers vanguard, which
has broken in an unevan and eampirical way with reformiam.
They therefore constitute a component ol the workers
movementand will remaina substantial force so long as thare
has not been a gualitative modification in the relationship of
forces between Llhe main classes n al laast one key country ol
thecontinent....

- L - L] -

Qur approach towards the groups of the far left must sesek
1o:
“Syslematise unity in actlon within the framework of a
united front lactic, on (he base of Lha cantral anti-capitalist
tasks inthe struggle for the destruction of the bourgecis stata
apparalus, the expropriation of capital and the establishment
ol the dictatorship of the proletariat: transitional demands,
workers self-crganisation and workers contrel, workers
democracy, democracy in the lrede unions, workers
salf-defence, anti-milHarist work and the scldiars movament,
the autonomous womean's mavamant.

* Open up on this programmatic basis, which must
inciude agreament on those strategic paints and on the
necessity of a democratic centralist party, & process
lsading lo the possibilities of principled fusions.

©On the basis of thesa criterla we farmulate & commeon
unitary pelicy towards the FSU [4], Lutie Duvriére [§], and the
QCT[6], which does nol pravenl us applying our approachina
dillerentway losachof thesagroups. Thus thelinks wmr.:h| tha
PSU maintains with a periphary o! leading trade uniocn
milllants shows that [t occupkes a different role in tha
realignmant of forces within the workers movemani from that
of Lulle Ouvrigre

That is why tha Gantral Committea which will be elected by
thiscongressis mandated;

* to pursue our unitary policy on the basis of the above
critaria, and slong tha lings in which they have bean

4, PSU: The Unitied Soslallst Party was formad In 1960 and by the
oarly 1970s had 5,000 membars, In January 1875 the left reformist
currant, lad by Michal Rocard, jolned the BP. The political project
of the PSU I8 to bulld 8 ‘movemaent for workera canfral and salf
managament’. Tha role of the revolutionary party within thal
remains confused. The PSL has a lederl slructure and rejscts
democralic cenlrallsm. In the 1977 local slections they supported
the Union of the Lefi slates and now have 940 local cauncilions.
Thia declslon provoked a aharp crisla within tha PEU, lsading to a
split by former members of the Alllance Marxisls Revalutionnalre,
the supporters of Michel Pabla who joined the PSU In 1875, The
Iatter, wha wished fo support the revolutionary laft candidates In
the eleclions, eslablished a new arganisation called ‘Communist
Committsss for Sall-Managament’ at & national confereance on 7-8

May.

6, Lutta Quvrigra: LO |s tha mainsiay af a amall internaticnal
currant comprising Spark In the USA, |ha African Union af
Internalicnallst Workars, apd Combat Ouvrigre (Antilles). Thelr
origins lia with a group which split from the Fourth International
prior to the Second World War. Thay mainlain thalr allsgianca ta
Trotakyism, but argua that only the USSR can be considered o
workars state, the rast being slate capitalisl. LO previoualy
maintained lraternal relationas with the British SWP, but thesa
wars brokan at a confersnce in November 1975 on the Porluguesa
revolulion. Since his timé LO hava besn discussing with the
Fourth International to clarify aress of political disagreemant and
possibilities lor joinl work.

6. OCT: Organisation Communisle des Travallleurs, amarged In
Decamber 1678 from the lusion of Réwolutlon! and the Groupa
Quvridre 8t Populaire. At tha tima of the fuslon, Réwolution], & spiit
from the French seclion of the Fourlh Internatieral, numbered
1,100; and GOP, whasa origina lie with the PSU, 400. Both
organisallons agreed on the central political, and ultra-laft, project
of tha construction of a ‘warkars and popular laft”. This united front
from balow s put forward as a ‘real and global alternative io
relormism’,
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caongretlsed, notably by tha moves end the agreement
cancluded with the OCT and LO for the municipal elactions
7l

* to astablish resolutaly aur paper Rouge as the forum of
debate and confrontalion batwean |he publicalions of the far
lelt;

* foelaborate attentively the tactical and practical means of
implemantation of our unitary policy for each sector of mass
work, along with the immediate axes and forms of discussion
with LD, the PSU. and OCT.

VI.FACINGUPTOTHECRISIE

Our raspanse to susierly is o defend the workers' own
damandswhile putting forward a unity ing platfarm.
* or the defenceof living standards: amintmum wage of 2,300
francs a month (E60 a week); 300 franc (£8 a weak) risa for all;
a sliding scale of wages calculaled on the basis of a common
index of tha trade unions;
*forthedefence of jobs: rejection of redundancies; reduction
of the work-rate; Lhe 35 hour waek; opposition to short time
working: exposure of the ‘'maternal wage' [allowance granted
{oawoman who leavas theworkforce foran sxtandad pariod 1o
have children — Ed.] as a disguised form ol femals
unamplaymant;
* for the defence of scclal security; 100 par cenl coverage of
the costs of sicknese and valuntary tarmination of pragnancy,
which are nol covered al the momeant: repeal of the 1867 rules,
for a single systam of soclal securily contributions borne by
the employers.

- - " - -

But in the presant situation we cannot be satislied wilh an
approach ihat atarts from the elementary fevel of
poneciouanass of thaworkaers, Duragproach, ontha conftrary,
must havea iwo-lold starting palint

* |he lagt that the Giscard Government is discradited, in &
minarity posttion in the face of tha crushing majority of
woarkers, and inconstant reireat on theelectoral terrain;

* the parspectiveof a frontal attack on tha living standards
of the working class (the Barre plan).

This involves taking both facts into account while at the
gama time axplaining: (a) thal a counfer-attack ol the whole
working class is necessary 1o get rid of the Bama plan and
those whodrew it up; (b) that the CP and SP, without waiting
for tha 1978 elections. must demand to form & govarnmeant,
nol 1o manage the bourgaois siste within the framewaork of the
market economy astha Comman Programma anticipates, bul
te drive Glscerd out, meel the workers' damands, and take
anti-capitaliel maasuras which will open the way 1o warkers

power.

AFEICA
INSTRLCGO 1

Sand lo:

SUBSCRIBE

In the present world capitalist ecomomic crisis, we cannot predict the
increases {ikely to be incurred in producing, printing and posting Africa in
Struggle. The economic crisis has of course disestrous effects on African
countries, making the need for @ revolutionary Marxist journal in the
African milien even more urpent. We therefore ask you 1o moke a commir-
ment ta thiv praject by taking out @ subscription to this fournal and, {f at el
passible, making a dongiion fo the Africa in Struggle fund drive.

‘Africa in Struggle’,
¢!/o Ralgocrast Lid.,
32819 Uppar Straet,
London N.1.

From now on i is necessary 1o launch the struggle without
giving Ihe bosses time o manceuvre and reinforce their
poaltions:

* for nationalisation of the large firms without compen-
salkan,

"abolition ol VAT

* againsl prica rigas, for conlrol by the workers and
inhabitantsorganised in local commitiess:

* axpasethelactsabout wealthand prolits, workers control
ofstocks, ordarsand accounts;

" againgl the allagks on public and COMMUNal SArvices, wa
must start fighting for:

— the development of free, 24-hour nurseries staffed by
manand wamen and undar the cantrol al tha staff and thosa
who use tham;

— {he development ol local abortion clinics In (he
neighbourhoods, haspitals and lactaries, controlled by tha
stattand womean:

— répeal of the 25 percent IVG limit in tha hospilal syetam,
which meansemploying skilled stall and extanding the intakea
capacity of the hospitals;

— lree colleclive sarvicas (launderelies, restaurants, day
nursarias, etc.) which will end the isolation and specialised
rolas of women;

* againgl tha culllow of capitaland spaculation, contral by
the bankworkers of all transactions, lifting of bank and
businass secrecy.

Tha attacks ol the austarity plan and the bosses’
manaauvresinthafaseaol thaprobabllity of a vietory al tha left
lead us, then, 1o place the guestion of workers cantrol once
mare to Ihe lore. Hanceforth concrete experiances can ba
tranzlated info reglily. Even If their practical effects remain
limited, we can publicise tham in order that lessons can be
drawn from tham on the national leval. They can also assuma
an enormous educative value lor a whole series of vanguard
trade union militants and constitute an affective preparation
tor the strategic tasks which tha working class will have to
takaup, and lothe relormists’ solutions

7.0In the March munigipal elections the LCA, LO and OCT agreed =
jaint programma and siate ol candidates In aver 30 citias., In Paris
the everage vole was 3 per canl, in the provinces |t avaraged & per
gant. High wotes ware obtained in imporiant working class lowns
— Orleans 12 par cent, Kanoy B,3 par conl, Caen 8.3 par cant and
Rouan 7.6 par cenl. Following this success a furthar egreemend
wos reached lor 8 jaint evalutionary contingent an tha May Day
demonstrelion in Paris, 15,000 paaple marched bahind the
roviodu lionsany l&it's Danners.
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review

Bukharin and
the Bolshevik
Revolution

Bukharin and the Bolshevik Revolution, &
Politicsl Blography 1888-1938, by Stephen 3.
Cohan (Wildwood House, ©£4.50)

Like most of the other leaders of the
Bolshevik revolution, Bukharin has, for the
lasi forty years, been in the shadows cast by
Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin. It is only of recent
date that Bukharin's ideas and legacy are
being re-examined and with & bLitle more
objectivity. The hiography of Bukharin by
Stephen 5. Cohen fills a gap and has been
much needed: from this point of view the
book is very welcoma.

Oie of the problems facing any hiographer
of a Bolshevik leader s the inaccessibility of
Savier archives and of private papers located
in the Soviet Union. As Cohen points out,
only Trotsky's private archives are apen 1o
inspection (and until 1980 some of these will
remain closed); the remainder of the Bol-
shevik leaders’ private papers are still under
lock and key in the Soviet Unfon. This
problem has meant that anyone wishing to
write such a book as Cohen's must, of
necessity, largely rely on published records.
Cohen recognises these limitations when he
remarks: "When Soviet scholars are eveniu-
ally able 1o study and write freely about their
revolutionary founders and their formative
history, the account in this book will
presumably be supplemented and some
judgements revised.' Any such biography is
even mare of 8 wark of detéection than
biogrmphical researchers normally have 1o
face. But | do not think we have 1o wait until
the Soviet archives are opened before some of
Cohen's judgemenis are revised, but more an
that later.

Such a blography of Bukharin is long
overdue, since it helps 1o restore a proper
perspective 10 what for many is now rather a
remote period. Morcover, a biography of
Bukharin iz doubly welcome, since it also
serves @5 & signal reminder of the cemtral
place thal be occupied in the development af
Bolshevik theory end practice. The true
stature of Bukharin has been overlaid and
ohscured by the attention focused upon the
latter part of his life, ending in the obscene
farce of Lhe 1932 Moscow Irial. Among
revolutionary Marxists Bukharin has largely
been Ignored, panly because his name has
tended to become synonymous with the
appellation  ‘right-wing” thai wes justly
bestowed an him in the last decade of his life.
However, it might be pertinent to remind
oursclves that, [irstly, Bukharin did not

alwavs carry such a label and, secandly, that
even in his nght-wing days he was the lender
of Bolshevik-Commmumists, sven if right-wing
ones, Becanse of this neglect it has been lefi
to liberal academics 1o rescue Hukharin from
s undeserved obscurity.

Cohen documents much of Bukharin®s
pionecring work in the theoretical field on
such guestions a3 imperiglism nnd the
imperialist state, and how he related 1o bath
these phenomena developments in modern
capitalism (circu  1918). Among ihe Bol-
sheviks and Russian socialists generally,
Bukharin was among the first to develop
ideas abaut the nature of imperialism and the
consequences of monopolisation upon the
Stale. Lenin drew heavily on Bukharin®s
work when he came lo wiile his own much
more widely known book Imperiafizm: The
Highest Srape of Capitalizm, although it is
wrong — 05 Cohen indicales — to suggesi
that there were po differences in the approach
of the two. The differences subsiantially
revolved around the question of the rale and
nafure of The imperialist State, Lenin tending
to think thai Bukharin was showing semi-
anarchist tendencies. The war and the
collapse of the Second International, how-
ever, forced Lenin to reapprdse @ number of
previous positions. In this sense Bukharin's
writing on the imperialist State prefigures and
points the direction for Lenin's Store and
Revolution. After a period of disagreement
on the subject of the State, Lenin came to
acknowledge the correctness af Bukharin's
ideas, and embodied them in his awn work of
197,

Bukharin also pioncered study of Ihe
theoretical implications of the transition (o
socialism in his work The Ecomomics af ihe
Transition Period. Cohen hes not given an
adequare treatment of thiz book, which is a
highly compressed text — Bukharin himself
admitted thal §t was wrilten “in  almost
algebraic form'. A proper consideration of
this rext would have enabled Cohen o
understand many of the constants in Bu-
kharin's subsegquent evolution during the
1920z,

However, Cohen gives an interesting des-
eription of Bukharin': independent cast of
mind in his relations with Lenin. It shows &
finely balanced relatiomnship, being @ mixture
of affection and heated exchanges. Whatever
Bukharin's Faulis, he was not & sycophant
with Lenin, in faci of all Lenin's close
collaborators Bukharin scems o have dis-
agreed with him most often; and Lenin docs
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not always emerge with credit from Cohen's
acrount.

Bukharin was the youngest of the top
Bolshevik leaders in 1917, and this point
needs 10 be weighed when assessing his
subsequent evolution. The Bolshevik seizure
af power in Petrograd has always claimed the
overwhelnming atention of those who sudy
the revolution of Oclober 1917, Cahen's
account brings out two important points that
have lended o be obscured In this respect
Fursily, in ithe period leading up 0 Ocober,
from Apeil 1917, Lenin relied heavily opon
the younger Bolsheviks in winning the pariy
to his position, firstly in the struggle to gel his
April Theses adopted and then 1o take ihe
decision to seize power. Bukharin played o
kev role in this process, since he was the
leader of the younper generation in (he
Maoscow organisation. and it was he and his
pear group who overiurned the older,
estnbliched Holsheviks in the Moscow region,
In the discussions of the actual seizure of
power it seemed likely thal Moscow would be
the first 10 take the oprising from the sphene
of discussion 1o that of action. 1o the event It
was Petrograd that led the way, However, il
is warthwhile 1o note that Bukharin was only
29 years old when he led the upriing m
Moscow, Unlike the Petrograd events, there
was Tnirly heavy fighting in Moscow in which
500 party members lost their lives. Bukharn
is usually portrayed as being whally inlellect-
ual — nol o practical’ man — yet hie role in
Mozcow in 1917 doss not bear oul (his
assessment. The second poind thal cmerges
from Cohen's account s thar it was Trotsky
and his group, who caly jeincd the Bolshav-
iks in June 1917, who dominated events in
Petrograd during the period of preparation
and sctusl seizure of power. Almost withour
exception the old guard of Leninist Bolshev-
iks played subordinaiz roles or actually
opposed the party in the October revalution.
Cohen quite skilfully and concretely dem-
onstrates the validity of these iwo proposi-
tions.

Insofar as Cohen has written only 4 one
volume biography he has been forced 1o be
selective. However, even allowing lor the lack
of Bukharin's privaie papers, | leel that Where
are certain important areas and points that
are missing. The most notable ebsence & any
redl treatment of RAukharin’s role in the
Comintern. From its inception in 1919
Bukharin playved & lcading role in the
functions of that body. It is true thal, unlil
his fall from power in 1925, Zinoviev played
the central pubiic role, and only after 1925
did Bukharin occupy the centre of the
Comintern stage. Bui Bukharin's mvolve-
ment was on & continuing basis for ten years,
Cohen's failure to make more than a passing
reference 1o these activilies seeme ta me o
flow from more than the need 1o compréss.

From the year 1920 onwards Cohen has
concentrated his attention on Bukharin's
relationship to inicrnal Soviei and party
affairs, and in particular his role in the
industrialization debate. Coupled with this is
an inadegquate analysis of the social forces
behind the debating positions.

This Is where Cohen's treatment falls down:
without an adeguate analysis of international
events, particularly the failure of the German
revolution and the debacle of the Chinese
Communist Party uader the tutelage of
Bukharin and Stalin, ane cannot grapple with
the risc of the Soviel bureaucracy and ita
subsequent victary. It is true that internal
Soviet conditions were themselves alone
sulficiend for the rise af such a3 social
formation, but there was no inevitability
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about its victory and Cohen docs ot really
irv ta explain the rise of this formation and
its relationship to-external factors. Moer can
one divorce the tiumph of the theory of
‘wocialism’ in one country from the rise of the
Sovier burcaucracy. Cohen makes no aticmpl
it such an analysis and because of this mulfs
his discussion of the origins of the theory. It
is triie that some af the plirised and ideas that
he pinpoints from Bukharin seem 1o be the
first wiierance of the theary, but one feels
that had everds taken another course one
would not remark upon them now, Caohen
does not ask why, despite what ‘seem to be
hints and silusions from Bukharin, it was
Gyalin wha first articulated the theary of
'socinfism’ In'one country in ils most rounded
marmer, | Cohen had examined this point he
might have been led on to the question of the
bureaucracy. Andif he had done so he would
have been forced to ook at Bukharin's
relationship with that particular force. In this
respect Cohen's trestment of Bukharin's fear
of the ‘pew Leviathan' & deveid of clas
cantent and as swch tends 1 downgrade
Bukharin to a liberal-democral.

Whilst there iz, cbviously, a fairly full
treatment of Bukharin's economic ideas in
the 19205, Cohen does less than jusiice (o
Bukhardn's oppenents and this often tends to
ohseure the discussion. Every now and gain
Cohen admits that the ideas of the Left
Opposition were distorted, but ke makes no
attempt to present & balanced picture, Mor i
thix occidental, as we shall see

There is anather nspect with which Cohen
hits faited to deal, mamely Bukharin's role in
the campaign against "Tratskyism' in the mid-
Twentles. Bukhurin and his Red Professors
unleashed a deloge of bes and distortions
apon the keft — and Trotsky in particular —
which played no small part in rallying & lerge
part of the new intake of raw party members
{the Lenin levy] anound the Central Commit-
e majority, {1 leave aside the particolar
gkills’ which Stalin used at the same time.)
To write a hiography of Bukharin with such
omissions  vitlates its owvernll usefalness.
Buklharin helped 1o perfed ihe techniques
which were luter 1o lepd 1o hie own rout by
Senlin in 1928-29, but Cohen passes this aver,
Was he perhaps afruid that i would detract
from his hero? 1 sy hero deliberately, (or th
i how Dukhnrn sppenrs in Codven’s Scoount.
Perhaps all good biogaphers have  this
tendency, but Cohen seenis 1o have allowed it
1o abseure his judgement.

Cohen started out 10 write this biography
with & particular thesis which be wonted to
prave, In the preface he writes: ‘Much of
what follows will suggest thul by the
mid-Twenties Bukharin... and his allics werc
more fmporiant in Bolshevik pobits and
thinking than Trofsky or Trotskyism. It will
muggest, in short, that the view of Trotsky “'as
the representative figure of  pre-Stalinis
commumism and the precursar ol post-Stulin-
ist communism' is & serious misconception’
(p.xvi). This theme is linked, right at the end
af the book, to the ides that Bukharinism is
the uncerlying mleology of *socialism with o
hunan face' in Emsiern Europe, In trying to
prove It thesis, Cohen ks irying (o prove tod
much. If Troisky was not the precursor of
post-Stalinist communism, how does Cohen
account for the enduring mnd increasing
appeal of Trotsky's ideas (o the youth of the
world? Every time there has been a radical
ppsurge Troisky's ideas have gained cur-
rency. One may not ke some of the ways that
Trotcky's ideas are presented, bul | have not
scen any Awkharink organiurion propagatl-

inig its ideas recently. Any groups that owed
alleginnce to Bukharin faded away in the late
1930s. To say this does not in any way detraet
from Bukharin's merits, bul it does mean
that in the scales of history Trotsky weighs
far more than Rukharin. For history is not
made by Professors of Histary writing books,
but by peaple — such as the 1q-year-aid
Bukkarin — scting it ow in actual strogale
{Incidentally, 1 feel that only an academic
could talk of Stalinist communism, there is
no way these two terms can be coupled in

=
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BURHARIN
reality. since they stand in constant opposi-
tion 10 each other.)

Bui, it may be said, in Eastern Europe, in
the "socinlisi' countries, Bukharin and his
Ideas inspire the ‘liberalisers’. Suffice it 10
gay here that it is among the furcaucrats that
a bowdlerised wverslon of his kdeas are
popular. However, serious  consideration
st be given to the idea of the convergence
of basic ideas between the Bukharinist
apposition and the Trotskyisl one, particu-
larly in 1929-30, Moshe Lewin, in hi
Palitical Undercurrenis in the Sovier Econ-
omic Debave, provides much evidence 10
support thie thesis. Cohen, on the other
hand, does not scriously consider 1his
question, and (hos arises from his determina-
tion 1o ‘prove’ his thesis thal Bukharin was
more realistic than Trowky, However, it st
be ndmitted that any serious rending of the
econamic idess advanced by both Troisky
and Bukbarn in this period does thow
considerable agreement when fnced with the
excesses and irrationalities of Stalin's indus-
trialisation mnd collectivisation drive

The fact thar many Left Oppositioniss
capitulated to Stalin at this pericd (1929-30)
is usually taken a8 & sign that they thought
that Sielm  was  adopting, albel in a
buresucratic manner, the economic policies
af the Left Opposition. After some mament-
ary initial hesitation, Trotsky came Lo the
comclusion that this was noo the cise, and
remained firmly in opposition to the whole of
Swahin's policies, And Troisky, who for &
pumber of years had appeared (o be the
radical on ecomomic questions, Wwas now
focced Into the role of moderate. It seems to
me Uil Tromsky did this because he realised
that without, asa first step, the restoration of
inner-party democracy, the vasily increased
tempo of industrialization and wholesale
unprepared collectivisation of agriculture
presenied a8 many dangers, if nol more, than
the previous snail's pace tempo. The fact that
Tratsky was prepared 10 consider a bloc with
Bukharin against Stalin, 1o fight for the
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restoration of inner-party democracy. indi-
cates Trotsky's appreciation of the seminal
importance of an overgll, and not one-sided,
sirigegy of development [for the Soviet
Union.

In this respect it has to be considered
whether Trotsky merely stood firm on his
previous positions when faced with capitula-
tiore within his own ranks, or whether he
ciime 1o realise that the Left Opposition had
not been so homogeneous a2 had been (and
spill is) assumed? The fact that Preobrazhen-
sky, the leading cvonomist of the Left
Dpposition, capitulaied to Swlin, while
Trotsky remained firmly opposed, should
provide some ground for re-consideration of
the pericd and the evolution of Trotsky and
Rukharin. 1939-30 precents a picture of (wo
ships that pass in the night, both seeming o
he on the same course. bt this did not last.

Cohen consistently fails to come t0 grips
with these problems, since it would tend 1o
detract from the picture he wishes 10 present
of Bukhorin, There was a clear shifl on the
part of Bukharin in 1928.30, which broughi
the possthitity of a bloc with the Lefi
Opposition within sight, The fact thai it did
not tmke place is not only imporlant in
assessing the sirengths and weaknesses of the
Left Opposition, but oven more 5o in
esamining the Right Opposition and Bu
kharin in particular, Cohen does not cven
attemnt to deal with such problems, since for
him Trotsky and the Left Opposition are
merely @ small band erying in the wilderness,
whilst Bukharin apparently represented a
broad, if diffused, opposition within all
sections of Soviet sociery. What Cohen
forgets is that the social bate of the Left
Oippasition — the Soviet working class — has
been enormously increased sinee 1930, whilst
the social straia thel the Right Opposition
reflected — the small peasanis — has
gll bul disappeared from Soviet socely.
The Left Opposilion may have been
crving In the wilderness by 1930, bur in
the last analvels all that Bukharin could do
wis (o gry in anguizh ar actions of Ihe
predatory monster he had helped to victory.

The histork merit of Trotsky lics precisely
in the fact thet he did not capitulate, that be
was prepared 1o carry on a principled struggle
against the Sovier buresucracy against all
odds. 1o the process he farged many of the
intellecinal weapons that are needed, firs 10
understand this phenomenon and secondly 10
combat it. Bukharin's consiviers refusal 10
take up the struggle against Stalin in public
meant that he always had 1o compromise 1o
Smlin's advantage. It was of little con-
sequence afler 1930 that Bukharin's privete
views sometime: coincided with Trowsky's
jpublic positians, because Bukharin never did
anything about them, while Trotsky did.

11 this review has seemed overly critical, it ls
Because the mattens deall with are not merely
ones of historical interpretation ar judge-
ment, they are central (o politics here
and now, And as such the omissions and
faflures cannot go unnoticed. Thix is not to
pay that those who are inierested in
uncovering the real heritage of revolutionary
Marsism should not rescue Bukharin from
his undeserved oblivion, but at the same time
it may be necessary to rescue him from his
more uncritical admirers. A cudy of
Bukhasin's writings i necessary for us 1o
reappropriate our heritage, those that da so
will be richly rewarded. Bul they have to-study
eritically. Cohen's book needs 1o be used
in the same way,

KEN TARBUCK
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Some time last year the rock stor David
Bawie made some overtly right-wing staie-
ments in an interview. Since that rime there
has been a lairly uniform dismissal of his
musical contribution on the left by the
throwaway phrase *oh, that fascist’.

Such a response s useless and inadeguate
The relationship of politics to  ari
particulurly in the case of one individual
artist's politics — is a far more complex
guestion than tuch an equation  would
recognise. | will show this in reference 1o
Bowie's latest LP Law (RCA PL 12030
Sterec) — @ record that what | shall
characterise as a "vulgar reductionist’ posi-
tion cannol possihly come (o grips with

Terry Engleton has already set (e tone for
thiz discussion in his useful book Marvism
and Literary Criticivn when he said: "What
needs to be added i Marx and Engels’
“mrinciple of contradiction™: that the polit-
ical vicws of an suthor may ron counter (o
what his work reveals," He refers elsewhere In
that book to the fact that Yeals, Pound,
Eliot, Lawrence and Pirandcllo all flirted
with fasciem or became (mscisis and bsks
whether this means that their work should
therelore be zutomatically dismissed

So too with David Bowie in ihis day in the
fizld of comemporary music, though of
course there are no implications af compara-
tive *artisiic worth' in the analogy. Bowie's
persona and art is complex, and in particulnr
1 am not able 1o discuss in this anicle the
imponiant  politico-sexual  implications: of
somc of his lyrics or his  supposedly
androgynous ‘image’. However, it iz un-
deniable that for a period he nurtured the
ultimsale in seif-conscions, ‘super-star’ charac:
teristics, which imevitably slippsd over into
a grossly sch-indulgent and repulsive nar-
clasizm.

Cerianly, too, his lyrics have ofien echoed
strong overtones of a Nictzschian seper-rmans’
super-race philosophy, which was histarically
the intelleciunl precursor of fascist ideology.
Mevertheless, much of his cutput was original
and socially revealing, exposing dilemmas in
gy heterosexual relationships in an amusing
and often original manoer. Original too
was his capacity to adopt and svnthesize,
sometimes in a chamealeon-like manner, many
of the musical strands in post-war popular
culture.

The lavest LP Law, an which he collabor-
ates in part with ex-Roxy Miigic member Eno,
i @ whole pew departure and cannat be
undersiood by the apphication of politicl o
sociological criteria alone. | would argue that
in this work Bowie, despite his fairly recem
overt paolitical promouncements (which we
would condemn and attempt o discourage
physically should they obtrude publicly in
future) has produced something which one
rould justifiably calegorise ps ‘progressive’,
abused as that term has been. It represents.
in some ways, a significant break with the
function, form and social content of mast
conlemporiry popular music and certainly
Bowic's previous records.

If there were a genuine danger that popular
music, a3 practised by Bowie and others,
could be used by the forces of réaction in a
direct and effective manner, then one would
expect o see the increase ol several features
in that music. First, the use of avertly and
clearly articplaied vocal messages i the
sOngs, conveying reactionary or racist
themes, Second, the utllisation of simplistic
compulsive rhythms to intensify the phen-
omenan af [passive] mass emotion, or what

MICHAEL FUTLAMND (London Faaturea Intlemational)

Phaoto

has been called ‘mass hyueria’. Third, the
build-up, through variows audio-visual tech
niques, af the ceateal, individual "charismi-
" super-star, divorced fram any collecive,
eollaborative musical context, ta play the

quasi-fihrer role.

What iz amazxing about the current LP Low
ig that abmost all of thewe rendencies have
been negated or reversed and steps even taken
to challenge the whole conservative musical
approach represenied by the rock genre. Even
the album-cover and (he title express this
changed stance — the Low of the title sursly
being an abbreviation of “low-key". Gone &
the contrived and gaudy razamarazz of many
previous albums,

Furthermare, the record as 8 whole 15
obviouzly a collective and collaborative
project with others, particularly Eno and
Carlos Alomar, the guitarist. Gone is the
up-fromt prominence of the Bowie persona,
lyrics or voice — he is intcgraied inle the
productbon, not sitting on top af it. Compare
Law with the schizobd, self-reverential preen-
g of Zigwy Stardust, [or example,

The firmt side of the album is composed of
seven relatively orthodox-sounding  rock
numbers, in line of descent from his more
recent, rather colourless albums.

Turn the record aver and extraordinary
things begin to happen. Here Bowie, in
collaboration with Eno on two of the four

Page 63

tracks, rides righ! over the conventions and
form of mainstream pop into completely new
fields. On the extended and most remarkable
track *Warszawa’, they dispense with the or-
thodox driving rhythms af the other side and
luunch inte o mulii-layered electronic lament,
reminiscent of (but far more (extured than)
Pink Floyd or Mike Oldfield. Parnculardy
interesiing is the way that Bowic's valce is
used in relation 1o the inviroments. Eno and
Bowie tolally reverse mnd re-wark the
relationship between the normally cenaral,
dominani vocal component and the other
Insrrumenis — in B sense [he mumc
‘decentred”. In additkan, all cognitive content
it taken out of the ‘lyric’, so thut Bowie
assumes an almost aboriginal 1one, counter-
posed ta the strictly tweniiclh-century ‘back-
ing' — which af courds isn"t *hacking” at all,
in the conventional senie.

A centrul problem in rock is the imposition
of & ‘hizrarchy” of imporiance between the in-
sLruments/voices, which comes down into lhe
singe mppearance itsell, Ena himself has
zalled the phenomenon '‘rankmg’, wherey
the padriarchal (sexist) ferm of conlecmporary
capitalism has embedded lsal oo b
compvemiions and eelations el ween  various
instruments and musical components. In
other wards ir [s & culvurally devermined fonm
whiwch embodhies IIII"'.IIII}::{ i conlEmporary
ELPSTE, o .|||1|_'|I'|. ihe |'!.'IIII_'.. Iy rr'lﬂ ir EVER
simpler, revelutonnry muse will have o
change the dots & well as the words,

It seems o me thar whim Eno and Bowie
hae it bempied on (he sécond side of Low is
firstly & progressive re-structurmg of «fhese
cenlial relations within mustic, displacing (yet
siill using) the human volcs, and sccondly o
fraciuring of the orthodox audio-hieraschy
which mamtains i, Tt iz surcly imtcrestng
furml peeds i b= I,"I:Ii-l;lll.'.ll:l hoew rwia male
bourEesls muskcnmns (one even “fascil’) can
be examining und helping (o solve some of
ihe problems that feminists and socialists
must begin (o tackleif a musical pracrice is 1
be forged which is i hine with our social and
palitical aspirations!

Of course, there are many other probloms
involved alongside these ‘internal’ ones, such
as the complex relationships: with  the
audience and the reducuon of all such work
1o commodity status under capifalism. These
are arcias which Bowie has not shed any light
an o date,

However, the turn which Bawie has taken
here s completely oul of tune (some would
say in more ways than one!) with either his
overt polideal wierances or the fears which
the left has had aboan the increasingly
redchionanry sociil role he could play. There i
no way that fascism could make use of such
numbers 45 ‘Warszawa’, “Weeping Wall®, or
‘Subterrancans’. This is cerebral music,
challenging the audience into intellectual
involvement and intersciion with it, not
passive, emotionally over-loaded acceplance

Similariy, there ix no way that such music
cpuld be vsed o magnify Bowie's previous,;
poteniially demagogic, ‘super-star’  Stage-
persana — it s @ clearly collechive, non-
individual praducr. This is a remarkable
evolution which, although in no way seif-
comsciousty political, has very explici ‘pra-
gressive’ implications, both musically and
waeinlly. It ceriainly vahidates the guotations
from Eagleton mentioned carlicr as applied
o music. and egually certamly puts paid
the crass reduction of arl 1o palitics (which |
ioa have been accused af) prevalent in lurge
sevtions ol the lefi
CARL GARDMER



Correspondence

A letter from Monty Johnstona

Dear Comrade,

Y our editorial remarks ‘Against Monolith-
ism* and your positive appreciation of the
discussinns in Marxism Tedsy in your Spring
1977 issue are 1o be welcomed. In that spinit 1
was happy 1o see you publishing an artick
Jodning issue with my writings on Trotsky and
the Popular Front.

Although of course | disagrez with the
argurnenis of the article by Patrick Camiller
and will at & later sage reply to them, |
consider thal up to the beginning of the
‘Conclusion” on page 30 i represents
legitimate controversy. However | am appal-
Ied and disgusted al the so-called conclusion,
which iotally abandons the terrain of
reasoned argoment o cngage in o utterly
unwarranted personal abuse and defamation,
degeribing me as an C‘amateur forger’, m
‘scurrilous intellectual swindler' engaged in
‘intellectual prostitution’ — und 8 “shady
character’ {page 30). Tt i on a par with the
warst kind of SLL/AWRP character assasgin-
ation and i in marked contrmsi (o the
Blackburn-Al reply 1o Geoff Roberts in Red
Weekly. It i5 cloarly incompatible with
reasoned and civilised discussion of the
important points af issue.

I am not o little poezhed dhat you shotld
think fit in vour editorial to "explain’ such
Innguage of calummiation — suphemicically
deseribed ns o ‘harsh lone® — ‘by the
provocative charncier of Monty Johnstone's
and-Trotskyism'. What the hell does that
mean? §5 ‘provocation’ deemed 1o be =
generic attribute of any criticism of Trotsky
in the same way as in the language of WRFP
parmnom gy sich critclsm aucomabwally
constitutes o “slancer™ Or i it possible 1o
muke fundamental crideisms without bemg
comgidered  ‘provocalive™? 17 30, perhaps
one could be 1old how? Actually, | am quite
unable (o fathom what it 5 thot makes oy
latcye Cogite article ‘provocative’ whercas
Internndlonal welcamed the tone and ap-
prodch af i predeccssor — Trodsky — His
Iidests — and desoribad it, much 1o the fury of
Workers Press, 23 ‘0 thorough and vigorous
priticksm of Trotsky's ideas. based on an
pnalysis of their conlent and application’
which ‘metdeulously refuted the slanders
againsl Trotsky! curtent in the Stalin period,

Pairck Camiller's anack was apparcnily
triggered afT by a live-word quotation in &
footnote ot the end of my Cegite article
referring not ta the Popular Front at wll but
10 the Second World War, Quoting Trotsky's
slatement thar, IT ‘the present war did natl
pronole revolution in any of the advanced
countrics, ‘nothing else would remain éxcept
unly o recognise that the socialisic pro-
gramme, based on the internal contrudictions
of capltallst goelery, ended as 3 Utopia’, 1
argucd that both this and his  grossly
over-optimbnic predictions about the war's
praspects for the Fourth Intérnational ‘re-
flevied his own imparience’. In o fooinote (o
this | wiole thal Ralph Fox; the Brithh
Commumist writer killed early in the Spanish
Clivil War, *aptly described this characteristic
in Troisky as the mark of "the pealy
bourgeoi in a harry"' ", If | had appreciated

the emotional chords that this would appar-
ently touch, | should have refrained from
adding the Foa guodation, whilst mainiaining
my point about impatience, which | think is
amply borne out by the quotations from
Trotsky po which it refers,

However, & simple reading of the offend.
ing footnote quoted above shows that | did
not say, a5 Patrick Camiller alleges, thai
‘Trotsky had all the features of what one
“Ralph Fox aptly described...as 'the petiy
bourgeomine horry" ™",

There can be no jostification ot all for his
statement that m thiz point 1 “finally broke
loose and fell free to heap on Trouky one of
those cpithets coined in the high Sialin
periad’, ket alone for the wild and defamatory
attacks on me that ersue, compared with
which my usé of the Fox quoration appears
pasitively courtecus.

50 contrary i all ths to your declared
editorial intention 1o avoid vulgar polamice
ar slanders’ and promote ‘real debate’ that 1
trust you will agres to publish & repudiation
al the libellous remarks in the anicle’s
“Conclusion’, along with an apology, and an
unconditional withdrawal by Patrick Camil:
I'HP
Yours fraternally,

MONTY JOHNSTONE

Patrick Camiller replies:

1 am giad to take this opporiunity fo
apologise for certain inflammatory remarks
al the end of my article. It was clearly wrong
1o suggest that Moniy Johnstone 13 in any
literal sénse s forger, tellectual prostitute ar
shady character. [ is evidently not the case,
and T never wished to imply that his method
of analysls ix the produc of personul
disrepurability. The possibility that my
remarks could be taken in thal way was un
unfartunare error an My part.

Howsever, one term to which Monity
Johnstone objects — ‘scurrilouy intellectusl
awindler’ — rnises m difTerent problem.
Perhaps the word scurrilous is 100 sirong —
in fact I think i ix, 2nd [ will take it back, But
in his lemter, Johnstone repeats a siriking
exemple of his general method of distorting
Trotsky's positions.

Johnsione chiims 1o have Tound prool
perfect of petiy-bourgeois ‘impatience” and
‘revinonist forebodings” In Trotsky's las
writings. Bui the comexi and acfual thrust of
the passage quated by Johnsione mre the
erued opposile of whal he would like os to
belizve. We have no spacxe (o documeni this
fully here — readers shoold themselves refer
to the articks “The USSR in War' contained
in M Defence of Marxism, Let us simply note
thint from beginalng to end it consists of a
sustained errack on the then widespread idea
that the proletarial is s spent historical force
doomed 10 be submerged in an engulfing
buresucratic tide. ltis thus astounding 0 hear
Monty Johnstone using against the proletar-
ian revolutionary Trotsky the very same (erm
{"petiy-bourgeds'l which the Fourth Inter-
national used as & sciendific charactensation
of these moods of desperation which it
foughl mercilessly at the time. Furthermore,
the phrase “if “"the present war'',,." which is
‘quoted’ by Johnstone is in fact scparated
[roam Lhe bulk of Lhe passage by a whole pags!

This i3 Trotky's rewl argument: ‘I,
however, it s conoceded that ihe presenmt war
will pravoke not revolution bur @ decline of
the profetariad, then (here remains another
nliernutive,...the replacement of democracy
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wherever It stll remained by & totahiarian
regime,.. signafising the eclipse of civilisa-
tion." What is this bul @ re-posing, in the
concrete conditions of the rise of fascism and
world war, of the classical aliernative
advinced by Marxists! socialism or barbar-
ism? If, following the war, the organisations
of the working class had besn everywhere
destroyed, then human civilisation would
ircdeed have been threstened. Ewvery child
knows that that is not what happened. We
know too that the colossal post-war rive of
the proletariai was held back from revalu-
tionary consummation by the oynical caleu-
lations of imperialist and Stalinis politicians
at the tables of Yalin, Bul that is another
story that Trotsky was prevenied from seeing
by the axe-blows of the GPLL.

The main poinl here is that Johnstone's
method consists not only of ripping quates
out of context but of disoriing the sense of
the guoled idea jtsell. Trotsky was simply
spelling out the real histonical basis on which
revolutionary Marxisis would have to aban-
don a sochilist perspective. s that a sign of
peiiy-bourgoois impatience or despair? Un-
der what conditions would Johnstone aben-
don a socialist perspective? Those mentboned
by Trotsky, or some others?

My sccond generul poini @ thal Monty
Tohnstone's hue and ory sbowt the WRP
leaves a rather distasteful impression. For the
undoubiedly standerous sitecks made by the
WRP on itz opponeniz pale into political
insignificance beside the massive machinery
of slander, violence and brutel toriure
direcied by the International netwark of
Stalinist buresocracies in Bastern Europe and
the USSH. Does Johnstone approve of its
barbarities in the USSR, Poland or Czecho-
slovakia? | am sure he does nol. Yei be backs
its historical revord as a fradition, and he is
happy, indeed proud, io remain n the same
world movement as the Szalinist oppressors
of the working class. This is, of course, the
resull mot of persannl degeneracy on John-
sone's part, but of his continuing political
aftachment 1o an umerly degenerare snd
pernicious politieal wradition. And this is
revealed with exceptional clarity in his whole
approach to the 1930s.

It emerges too from that Hitle *fiveword
quotation’ from Ralph Fox introduced at the
end of his Cogito article. Since this appears in
a general conclusion which ranges Troisky
and Trotskvism under the phenomenon of
peliv-bourgenis impatience, and since @t
refers to 8 book which consistently portrays
Trotsky as an alien claxs introder in the
workers mowement, the subtle distinction
which Johnstone now tries to draw bewesn
having the characteristic impatience of & petty
bourgeois and aciually being one ssems
rather specious. After all, impaticnce is alsoa
psvchological mssed in the revolubonary
workess movemnent, and it becomes petry-
bourgeoms anly when it ergufs its bearer in a
frensied divorce from the realities of the class
siruggle.

At any event. Johnstone genuinely believes
thatin 1977 in Britain it is possible to be taken
seriously as a scholarly and rober writer on
the history of the workers movement while
guoting the siandard opimions on Trowsky of
Stalin"s propaganda machine of 1922, In this,
and in hix disortions of Trotsky's positions,
he hetrays a lack of the most elementary
standards of Mstorical research — a lack
which, while disturbing in eny wrler,
becomet profoundly provocative in someone
from the Stalinist tradition atempring to
discuss Trotsky's struggle in the 19305,
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