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:I'o our readers

This isswe of ‘International’ is intended to break new ground.
Its contents, Ingether with that of the Issues that will follow it
will be devoted to one ceniral theme: how io develop o sirategy
adequate 1o the needs of a socialist revolution in Britain. All the
contributions relate to this theme, ulbeil in varying ways. One
indispensable component in the process of elaboraling a
revolutionary sirategy for the present musi be 3 consideralion
of previous analyses of British society advanced by Murxists,
These analyses, whether ‘classical’ or contemporary, provide a
point of departure for future work. Conclusions previously
reached may be accepted, rejected, or medified; but they
cannot safely be ignored. ‘Imiernational’ will therefore
regularly bring together and examine instances of these
analyses

Twe of the contributions in this issue are of this order. The
first, by Perry Anderson, |s an excerpt from his article ‘Origins
of the Present Crisis’, which originally appeared in 1964, In it
Anderson presents an analysis of the specific character of
English society, examining some of {he key lormative momenis
in its development. His conclusion is that one of the prime trais
af the English industrial bourgeoisie and working cluss has been
their extensive economic development but reiative political
weakness

A look nt (he historic development of British society from
another angle is contained in Trotsky's ‘Through Whai Siage
are We Passing?’, a section of which is cxeerpted in this issne.
Srarting with the apparent paradox that the capitalist country
that was, 51 the time of writing, the aldest and most sdvanced
econamically of any capitalist country in Europe possessed the
weakest Communist Party, Trotsky procesds to skeich @
graphic contrast hetween the course of develnpmeni of the
British and Russian workers" movemenis.

Future issues of ‘Internstional' will continue exploration of
previous analyses of British soclety with a consideration of the
wrilings of Marx and Engels on the subject.

The elaboration of a revolutionary strategy for Britain, of
course, requires far more than studies of British society itsell.
What is the specific relevance of the experience of proletarian
struggles elsewhere in the world, and how can the strategle

conclusions of Ihose struggles be re-fashioned 1o suit the needs
of the Beitish workers' movement? This will be anoiher of our
regular themes. In (his issue we present o discussion ariicle on
one strategi¢ topic on whirh (here hus been considerable debute:
workers' control, Tere, of course, ihe uclivily of the Insthinte
for Workers' Control has had p wide impncts In bis study of the
experience and (henry of workers' control, Thave Huiley
enumerates some key weaknesses in (he approach of the IWL,
examining instances of workers' control in the Russhun,
German, and Spanish revolutions, us well as in some of the
most advanced (rade-union struggles of recenl years. both in
Brituln und intermationally. He srgnes thal the TWC, by
ignoring the real role of workers' control in the mos! inlense
cluss struggles of European history, places the lssne In 8
relormisl context that Impedes nehlevement even of the goals
set by the IWC itself, let alone 0 more fundumental socialist
iransformation of socely.

Perhaps even more controversial tham the lssue of workers'
conirol has been the debate over the place of the women's
liberation movement in socislist revoludon, smd  more
particularly the relation between the organization of women
and the revolutionary party. In this lssue we offer an edited
transeript of the discussion on “The Women's Movemen| il
the Party’ held ai ihe satumn 1978 Marxisi Symposium
prgantzed by “International’ and “Socialisi Challenge’. Celin
Pugh, Shella Rowbotham, Beatrix Campbell, and Joan Smith
present widely differing views on the subject. In future [ssues
we intend to continue (o present organized debate on the mujor
subjects facing Marxists today. Moreover, the questions ralsed
in this particolar debate will surely be considered agaln in
subsequent lasues.

Two additional regular features of ‘International’ will be
reviews and currently unavailable muterisl om the history of the
worker's movement. Here uguin, the Tocus will be
revolutionary strategy. Tn this issue we present reviews of
Rudalf Bahro's “The Alternative in Eastern Europe’, which has
been called the most important thevretical work to come oul of
ihe workers' states since Leon Trotsky's ‘The Revolution
Betrayed', and of Ernesto Laclau's infuential analysis ol
fascism. In ‘From the Archives” we offer a detailed account,
including previously nntransiated material, of the first debates
on freedom of the press in break out after the October
Hevolution,



Revolutionary Strategy

The enigma of
workers’ control

Recent vears have seen a revival of interest on the European lefi
in the subject of workers' control of production. For decades
socialism has suffered grievously from its identification
with Stalinism, and the re-discovery of slogans which, in one
way or another, embody the theme of worker's democracy, has
served to re-assert the connection berween socialism and the
liberation of the working class. The Stalinist model of state
power 15 surely one of the greatest impediments to the advance
of socialism in the West and it iz vitally important that
socialists be able 1o demonstrate that proletarian power can and
does require that the institutions of a workers' state, hoth
political and industrial, be run by the workers themselves. The
ourrent international discussion of one such slogan, workers'
control of production, is therefore to be welcomed.

In Britain this revival has been animated (o a large extent by
the Institute for Workers Control (IWC), which has done some
valuable work in the labour movemenl, promoting demands
for the abolition of commercial secrecy (*open the books') and
for some form of control by the workers over managerial
decisions. These two themes have now become an established
part of socialist thinking in Brilain and a significant companent
of trade-union demands. Politically, the I'WC has encouraged
the development of a new left-wing in the Labour Party that
links the time-honoured theme of nationalization and a
planned economy to workers' democracy in industry. (In the
popular mind, of course, this new Labour left is associated
principally with the figure of Tony Benn.) In this and other
ways, the IWC hax made a modest contribution (o overcoming
the idea, unfortunately prevalent among most workers today,
that socialism automatically implies bureaucracy.

O the other hand, there are serious political weaknesses in
the work of the IWC. We shall discuss these later on. Let us
simply note that nowhers in the entire literary output of the
IWC is there any examination of the chiefhistorical experiences
of workers' control of industry. The literature is not only
doggedly Anglocentric — and workers' control of production,
properly speaking, has hardly ever been established in Britain
— bt also resolutely avoids discussing the great revolutionary
upheavals of the past, in which abundani examples of workers'
control can be found. The IW{ has conducted no analysis, for
example, of the Russian, German, and Spanish revolutions, the
Liberation of 1944-45, or the Paris Commune of 1871, and has
writien little on the more recent experiences in Chile and
Portugal.’ The various schemes for workers' control in British
industry drawn up by IWC supporter-groups and the proposals
of individual contributors have remained divorced from any
comprehensive debate over Lhe sort of conditions that might be
required to put them into practice. Despite the revival of
interest in the subject, workers® control remains an enigma to
the British left. A study of the significance of workers' control

in several strategic strugghes of the European working class may
help to dispel some of the mists of confusion that surround the
issue, [ts importance and application in Britain can then also be
clarified.

In the early days of the Communist International, workers'
control was not used as a svnonym for workers
self-management of industry in a socialist sockety, as is often
done today. On the contrary, a sharp distinction was drawn
between workers' management and workers' control, the latter
term being reserved for a particular phase ol framsition from
capitalism 1o a planned economy, During this transilional
phase, the proletarial, rather than move directly (o the
management of production, might simply exercise control over
the capiralizes. Thiz presupposes the continued existence of the
capitalisiz and their adminisirators for a temporary period.
Some of the confusion which surrounds the subject of workers
control iz terminological in orgin, for in the Communist
tradition, the term workers” management is used to refer (o the
administration of things (after the bourgeoisie has been
removed ), while control is used to refer Lo the administration of
persons {the bourgeoisicd, Confusion 18 compounded in the
English-speaking world by the fact that the words “coalrol® and
‘mansgement’ are frequently interchangeable in common
English usage. Other languages draw & finer distinction
between the two ideas: contrdile and gesrion in French, control
and gerencia in Spanish, konitrolia and wprewieniye in Russian,
In English, many people innocently use the term ‘control’
to refer indifferently to all forms of workers” zovereigniy in
industry, thus obscuring the distinctions made in the
Communist tradition. Nevertheless, in all countries, the slogan
of "workers” cantral' has been an object of political contention.
The reason is that © many people, the idea that the
working-class movement should nol nationalize privale
property and substitute worker-admimstrators for the
capitalists and bourgeois managers at the first opportunity,
represents an unacceptable compromise with capitalism,
Anarcho-syndicalist writers, for example, consciously refuse 1o
employ the term control as anything but a synonym for
workers' management of socialized property. (In this article,

1. It is significant. lor cxample, that the large collection of source
materials on workers' cantral assembled by Kenm Costes and Tony
Topham arc exclusively British; see Workers Conitrei: A Book of
Readings & Witnesses for Workers Conired, London, 1970, The
associnied Spokesman imprint has published some material on May
*68, notably Andrée Hoyles, Imagination in Power, Noltingham, 1973,
and on Portugal: Audrey Wise, Evewitness in Revolufionary Portugal,
MNottingham, 1975,
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we shall be using the term woarkers' control in the narrow,
Communist sense. )

Many may therefore be surprised to learn that by workers'
cantrol the Bolsheviks meant something less than the complete
spcialization of indpstry. But Lenin, who wrote and spoke n
great deal an the subject during the Russmn revolution, was
quite unambiguous on this point. In his 'April Theses', he
stated: It is not our irvrediare task to *‘introduce’ socialism,
but only to bring social production and the distribution of
products at once under the coarral of the Soviet of Workers
Deputies."! In his pamphlet, Can the Bolsheviks Retain Stare
Power?. written on the eve of the Oclober Revolution, Lenin
stated: ‘The important thing will not be even the confiscation of
the capitalists’ property, but country-wide, all-embracing
workers” control over the capitalists and their possible
supporters,” Another important pamphlet, The Impending
Catastrophe and How fo Combar Ir, & comprehensive
statement of Bolshevik economic policy published in Ociober
1917, speaks repeatedly of ‘control over’ and ‘supervision of'
the capitalists and not their immediate elimination. On coming
to power, the Bolsheviks pursued no other pelicy. Before the
escalation of the Civil War in May 1918, nationalization (of
whole industries) on government orders went no further than
the banks and the sugar syndicate. and although local soviets
often confiscated factories on their own initiative, 2 large part
of industry remained in private hands.*

Why did the Bolsheviks adopt such policies? Trotsky's
explanation ran as follows: “The very idea of this slogan
[ workers’ control] was the putgrowth of the transition al regiime
in industry when the capiialist and his administrators could no
Jonger take a step without the consent of the workers; but on the
other hand, when the workers had not as yet provided the
political prerequisites for nationalization, nor yet seized the
technical munugement, nor vet created the organs essential for
this."* Furthermore: ‘The proletariat...is interested in seeing 1o
it that the transition from the private capitalist to the state
capitalist and then to the socialist method of production be
accomplished with the least economic convulsions and the least
drain upon the national wealth. That is why, while nearing
power and even after seizing power by way of the boldest and
most decisive struggle, the proletariar will demonstrate
complete readiness to establish a transitional regime in the
factories, plants, and banks™ The foundations of this
reasoning are partly political, partly technical. Let us examine
the technical aspect first,

The employers in Russia sabotaged production extensively
during the months priar to the revalution and for some time
afterward, hoarding goods, fostering monstrous inflation, and
so on. Indeed, the bourgeoisie invariably embarks on economic
sabotage during periods of revolutionary upheaval, partly oul
of fear far the future of private property, partly in a spirit of
mischievous obstruction. The means of production,
diztribution, and exchange are turned inte political weapons.
The Russian proletarial therefore had to teke far-reaching
measures (o avert complete sconomicand political catastrophe.
During the revolution itself, however, the proletariat lacked the
‘political prerequisites’ and ‘organs of technical management’
needed to run industry. The bourgeoisie, like any other ruling
class in history, is not a mere excresence on sociery, but
performs & specific role in the social division of labour, in this
case organizing and administering production. The
revolutionary class does not come to power fully equipped with
the ckills and institutions needed to assume that role
immediately.

The Bolsheviks had considerable difficulty in organizing a
nation-wide apparatus for running industry. In December
1917, for example, the group around Bukharin and Radek,
which disagreed with Lenin's policy and favoured immediate
nationalization of all major industry, secured the creation of
Vesenkha, the Supreme Council of the National Economy. Bul
even they did not find it practical o proceed immediately to
sweeping nationalization. In practice, Vesenkha's authority
did not extend much beyond Petrograd itself. It had no plan of
production and no network of trained personnel — communist
administrators, statisticians, or even clerks — able 1o
soordinate and manage production throughout Russia, The

civil service boveotted the Bolshevik governmeni. These
problems were exacerbated by the material state of the country
al the time. Commumcations between Petrograd and the
provinces were in disarray, the roilways in chaos, the
transportation sysiem as o whole in ruin: after three years of
wir Vesenkha found it difficult 1o reguisiion a few sticks of
furniture for its own headquarters, let alone coordinate The
sconomic activities of 150 million people. In The Bolshevik
Revolution, B H. Carr reposts that in some towns workers who
had driven cmployers away were forced to seek their return. He
cites the case of one factory that had w close becaute the
warkers’ committess proved unahle to run it.” Speaking of the
capitalists and their administrators, Lenin said bluntly: "We
musl lesrn from them. and there is something to learn, for the
party of the proletariar and its vangunrd have ne experience of
independent work in organizing giant enterprises which serve the
needs of scores of millions of people,™

The policy of workers’ control was desianed to respond 1o
bourgeols economic sabotuge while laking due account of the
difficulties of the praletariat in menaging the entire econnmy
direetly without relying on the expertise of the capitalists and
their agents, The aim was to eapose the activities of the
employers and merchants to public gaze, to prevent them from
subotaging production, and to persuade them, hy force where
pecessary, 1o remamn ui ther posts. [f some could be compelled
i continue productive netivities, subject 1o strict accounting
and invigilation by the workers, that would be all (o the good.
At the same time, the new regime would gain o breathing space
during which 1o form new institutions, train a cadre of
communist administrators, and repair the infrastruciure so as
to draw the workers into the manugement of industry at all
levels of the state. Warkers' control, therefore, un inlerim
policy designed o see the revolution through s most arduous
period, would serve s twofold purpose; Lo restrict and gradunlly
suppress  the social power of the bourgeoisie  while
sumultaneously enabling the proletariat to train itself to manuge
industry, 1t would express a dialectical process of suppression
and apprenticeship. Even during War Commumsm, whes the
exigencies of the Civil War obliged the Bolsheviks 1o
nationalize the bulk of the indusirml economy, which was
‘transferred to the management of the republic’, as the official
formula put it, the Rolsheviks still sought technical asieranece
from former capitalists and their administrators, offering them
posts in industry as ardinary state employees.

Ln terms of its economic objectives, the pohicy of workers'
control was not a grear success. A large number of employers
cither fed their enterprises or were driven off by local soviets
after being convicted of sabotage. Under War Commumnism,
bourgeos experts boveotted the regime wholesale, joining the
Whites wherever they could despite the Bolsheviks' offer of
special remuneration and other privileges. This was a serious
material blow to the workers' state,

The polilical aims of the workers' control policy were
explained by Trotsky this way: 'By its readiness to esiahlish
ransitional forms of workers’ control, the proletarian
vanguard wins over Lo its side the more conservative stratia of

2. Thesis &, “The Tasks of the Praletariat in the Present Revolution®,
in Selecied Works, Moscow, 1970, Yalume 2, p.45.

3. Sefecied Works, Valume 2, p. 410,

4 T H., Car, The Bolshevik Revobuion, Volume 2,
Harmondsworth, 1971, pp. 87-104. In the carly 1930s, Trolsky
reproached @ grovp of German communists for using the slogun of
contral 1o mean ‘the management of the industnes by the worker',
Why, he protesis, ‘designale management as confred? ln the language
of ail mankind control ks understood 1o mean the surveillance and
checking of one institution over the work of another. Control may be
active, dominant, and all-embracing. But it remains control.” Leon
Trotsky, The Struggie Agoinst Fascism in Germary, New Yaork, 1971,
p. 243, Trotsky not only supported Lenin's industrial policy in 1917,
despite their previaus diffarences aver the tasks facing the revolution in
Russia, but continued Lenin's usage of *workers' control’ long after the
degeneration of the Commumnist movement.

3. The Striiggle Against Fascizm in Geeemany, po 243,

6. Ibid., p. 245.

7. Lenin, Safected Works, Volume 2, p. 76,

B. “Lefi Wing' Childishness and the Petty-Bourgeois Mentality’,
Seiected Works, Vol. 1,p. 703,



the proletariat, and meutralizes cenain groups of the petty
bourgeoisie, especially the technical, administrative, and
banking staffs. Should the capitalists and the entire upper layer
of the administration demonstrate an utter irreconvilability by
resorting to methods of economic sabotage, the responsibility
for the severe messures that follow therefrom will fall, in the
eyes of the nation, not upon the workers but upon the hosile
classes.'* Such, headded, is the ‘paolitical import’ of the slogan
of workers' control. This was of particular importance in
Russia, where the petty bourgeoisie (in this case the peasantry)
constituted an outright majority of the population. Most of the
nationalizations carried out aflter CGelober, whether locally or
nationally, were described as ‘pumitive’ — retribution for
sabotage or non-cooperation by the owners.'* To the peasants,
attached as they were to the idol of private property, socialism
appeared as just punishment of the bourgeaisie for ruining the
people. Although workers' control in Russia was cut short, it
seems reasonable to conclude that the political import of the
policy played its part in the Bolshevik success. As Trotsky
wrote, the slogan of workers' control ‘retains an enormous
[ political] significance independently of the degree to which it
will be realized in reality, if realized at all”."'

The controls exercised by various proletarian institutions
during the revolution were quite comprehensive, No doubt
many readers familiar only with present-day discussions in
Britain sbout workers' control will be surprised to hear jusi
what the measures taken entailed. One of the earlicst decrees,
issued in April 1917 by the ‘exploratory conference of factory
commiltees of the Petrograd War Industries’, stated: ‘From the
Factory Committee should emanate all instructions concerning
internal factory organization (i.2. instructions concerning such
matters as hours of work, wages, hiring and firing, holidays,
etc.). The factory manager to be kept notified.”' At the First
Full Congress of Petrograd Factory Committees, which met in
May 1917, Lenin's resolution, which passed overwhelmingly,
ciated thar to establish comirol ‘it is necessary, first, to make
certain that in all the basic mstilutions there is &8 majority of
workers, not less then three-fourths of all the votes, and that all
owners who have not deserled their business, as well as the
scientifically and technically trained personnel, are compelled
te participate’. Furthermore, all commercial and bank
accounts were ordered open to inspection by any shop or
factory commitiee, central or local soviet, or trade union, with
management ‘compelled to supply them with all the data®. "

The Second Conference of Factory Committees declared
that the committees had ‘the right to dismiss all those who could
not guarantee normal relations with the workers' and that
‘administrative factory personnel can only enter into service
wirh the consent of the Factory Committee'. ' All these powers
were codified at the First All-Russian Conference of Factory
Commitiees, which met on the eve of October. This conference
accorded the factory commiltees the power to “éxclude from
participation in the discussion any member of the factary
administration’ and 1o confiscate the enterprize in the event of
‘illegal acts™.'*

In other words, workers’ conirol meant that the workers
would have veto power over the decisions of the employers and
administrators. It was ‘passive’ and ‘observational™* anly in
the sense thal its aim was Lo ensure continuation of existing
patterns of output and supply, but the methods used (o achieve
thiz were, as Trotsky put it, ‘all-embracing’, Have no fear, said
Lenin, the workers 'would institute such supervision that every
Tit Titych will be surrounded as the French were at Sedan”."
The workers would be sovereign. In his History of the
Russian Revolution, Trotsky tells us that during the summer of
1917, when workers' contral was first put into effect, the
workers in various parts of the country were subjecling
individual employers “now to enforced appearance before the
soviet, now to house arrest...no wonder thal the workers'
militia became an object of special hatred to the possessing
classes’.'" In other words, as conceived by the Bolsheviks
workers' control implied that the working class would held
effective state power, The February insurrection, after which
the saviets formed, had delivered nearly all real power to the
armed proletariat and soldiers (with the exception of the
governmental apex); in this sense, Trotsky was able 1o say that
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‘the dictatorship of the workers and soldiers had already beena
fact ever since 27 February'," and Lenin frequently spoke of
the possibility of the ‘peaceful develnpment® of the revolution.
Naturally, this state of affairs — proletarian power — did not
altogether exclude agreements with the industrinlists

Mevertheless, such ‘mprecment’ oecurred under the mastive
weight of organized proletarian domination, This reflecied an
alignment af lorces opposile o that of trade unionism, where
workers are perminted to bargin amd come (o agreements, but
only under the organized welight of bourgeois dominalion,
With the proletariat holding tate power, workers’ control,
which leaves the capitalisis and heir administrators nominally
in posseasion of the enterprise, is not necessarily a compromise
with capital. On the contrary, it can lay the basls for its el fecive

suppression,
1

In the Communist tradition then, workers' control belongs in
the period of the revolutionary overturn, [tcan be Yimposed” on
the bourgecisie, Trotsky wrote, ‘only by force” and ‘can
correspond only to the period of the convulsing of the
bourgeods state, the proletarian offensive, and the lalling back
of the bourgeoisie, thar is, to the period of the projelarian
revolution in the Tullest sense of the word.™ Experfences ol
workers' control, and indeed of workers' management, are ro
be found during all the greal prolefarian revolutions of
twenticth century Europe, whether viciorious or not, Despild
the currently fashionable allegations ol Eurocommunisls, the
main Teatures of the Russian revolution were By no means
unigue of peculiar 1o Russia. The revolutionary experiences of
the Western proletariai have been as rich as those of the
Russian, though ultimately less successful. The paths taken by
the revolution in the indusinel feld, however, vary
considerably. A brief lonk at two other proletarian
revolitions, inwhich different industrial poliches were pursied,
will clarify further the real meaning of workers' contral,

The German revolution of November 1918 was more
powerful, comprehensive, and politically advanced than the
February revelution in Russin. The armed insurrection of 4-49
November, which overthrew the Kaiser's government and all
the political institutions of the Kaiserreich throughout
Germany, resulted in the formation of & coalition gover mnen|
of the two Socialist parties, the SPD (Sccial Democratic Party
of Germany) and the USPD (Independent Social Democratic
Party of Germany). Thizs government was [ormally
independent of the bourgsoisie and resporsible to the workers'
and soldiers’ councils that had seized power during the
victorious uprising. At the time, November 1918 was widely
raken o be the CGierman version of the Russian October As one
historian put it, all the social classes in Germany ‘knew, or
thought they knew, that they could not resist the councils. They
resigned themselves to, or welcomed. the fact that Germany was
tobesocialist’. ' The dayafter theuprising in Berlin, some 2,000
delegates elected from the factories and barracks of the
capital met at the Circus Busch hall and constituted the Berhin
Workers' and SolMiers’ Council, This hody declared itsell the
supreme organ of power in the Reich, proclaimed Germany a
socialist repubdic, and resolved to overses the actions of the ocw
governmenl, which was instructed to socialize Cerman
industry, draft a constitution based on the principles of

8, The Sirugele Agalnst Fascism in Germany, p. 245,

10. The Balshevik Revolution, Volume 2,p. 87.

11. TheSirugele Apainsi Fascisen in Germany, p. 245,

12. Quoted in Maurice Brinton, The Bolsheviks and Warkers
Conirol, 1917-192), London, 199, p. 2.

13. The Bolshevik Revolurion, Volume 2, p. 67.

14. The Bolsheviks and Warkers Cantrol, 1877-1921, p. 9.

15. Full text in John Recd, Tent Days Thar Shook rhe Worid,
Harmondsworth, 1977, p. 287.

15. The Bolsheviks and Warkers Cantrod, 1817-1921, p. 20.

17. Selected Works, Volume 2, p. 410,

I8, History aof the Rusrian Revohitton, Sphere edition in three
volumes, 1967, Volume |, p. 393,

19. Ibid.. Volume 3, p. 300

20. The Struggle Againsi Fascism in Germany, p. TH.

21. Rudoll Coper, Failure of e Revolution, Cambridge, 1955, p. 99.
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T : ret'iuluﬂnn Illu'.' the Russian, had its arigin in
ﬂl'flltemu '.':Il.is hatred generated by the horror and privarions
of the First World War. But the Russian workers were swamperl
in the petty-bourgeois miliew of the peasants and
peasani-soldiers, while the German proletariar was numerically
and socially powerful. While there were serious shortages of
food and other essentials in Germany at the time of the
revolution, mainly because of the blockude imposed by LIS
imperialism in 1917, industry in Germany had suffered far less
dislocation than in Russin. Germany was a modern industrial
country, with a powerful, well-organized, and culiumlly
advanced proletariat, All the economic and social conditions
existed for the rapid socialization of industry, As Lenin was
fond of saying, Ruossis possessed the ‘political hall® of
socialism, Germany the economic. Many of the Movember
insurgents were convinced thal the new government of
*People’sCommissars' in Berlin had no reason to hesitate before
nationalizing industry and recrganizing it under a
socialist plan. The bourgeoisie, overwhelmed by the Movember
events, seemed at first resigned lo its fate, having little cholce
but 1o obey the instructions issued by the workers' and roldiers’'
councils meeting beneath the red flag in city halls throughout
Germany. Workers' control, it was widely assumed, had no
special palitical or economic function, and would be but & way
statiom in the itinerary aof the revolution,

But the measures the workers anticipated from the
*socialist” governmen! were not forthcoming. The réevolution
had been organized by the cadres of the USPD, a party that led
the industrial workers and whose rank and file, together with a
significant part of its leadership, admired ihe Bolsheviks, But
by joining a coalition on egual terms with the SPD, the LISPD
made a serious error, Lending its own prestige to Ebert and
Scheidemann, the USPD allowed the SPD leaders to present
themselves as revolutionaries while curbing the revolution. The
Circus Busch resolutions were never (ransisted into
government decrees. This was not for wanl of an apparatus,
economic plan, or material possibilities, bur for wanl of
political will. Ebert, who was engaged in a plot with the High
Command of the military, devoted most of his energies 1o
securing general elections to a Constituent Assembly, which
occumed in January 19149, By this device, Ebert sabaraged the
revolution, for the (wo socialist parties, having taken no
decisive measuresin the interim, failed 1o gain a majority at the
polls. Then, in February 1919, Ebert gratefully formed a
coalition government with the two major bourgeois parties and
repudiated the workers' and soldiers' councils. Berween
January and June 1919, the warkers fought for the sovereignty
of their councils, bul their struggle was drowned in blood by
Naoske's Freikorps soldiers during the lerocious civil war that
raged in all the industrial districts of the country during those
manths, Throughout this period, Ebert continued to promise
thal ‘socialization is on the way'. But soclalization never came.
In reality, then, Eberi’s palicy of halting the revolution ai
contral was a case of prevarication designed to buy time to
prepare the counter-revolution against the working class,

Socialization was buried by the defeat of the workers in the
civil war. It is instructive, however, to examine the measures of
workers' control taken by the councils during the weeks and
moenths prior to this tragedy, as the councils tolled in hopeful
anticipation of rapid social transformation. Remarkable
descriptions of this work have survived in the memaoirs of two
leading participants in the revolution. Albert Grzesinski was a
top-ranking member of the SPD. In his book, faside Germany,
he describes how the workers' and soldiers' councils ran the city
of Kassel. Such bodies, Grzesinski writes, *were in full power
thraughout Germany'.** The Council of Kassel, which had
600 representatives, about half of them soldiers, took a variety
of economic and commercial decisions. It imposed the
eight-hour day, confiscated all local food supplies, and
arranged @ system of rationing. It alsa attempted to secure
employment for returning soldiers. In a remarkable passage

whichconcludes onan amusing note, Greesinski ells us: *One of
the first acts of my adminisiration was the immediate shutdown
of the great munitions factory cstublished in Kassel during the
war and emploving approximately twelve thousand men and
women. The workers were discharged with two wecks notice
and sent back to their home towns, Those who were residents ol
Kassel were re-employed For the purpose of conducting the
necessary inventory, Immense quantitics of food were stored in
the factory warehouse — among them a large number of catile
requisitioned by the management for s own use, wineh had
caused considernhle ill-Tealing — were turned over 1o the local
relief organizarions, The (acpory was used as a storape place for
military cquipment. An order forbidding all work in the barber
shops of Kassel an Sundays was also issued by me. This
mieasure wis later generally adopred throughour Prussig, "™ This
touch of civie pride suggests that Grzesinski waz a church-going
socialist, He became chief of police af Berlin in the 19208,

Meanwhile, Toni Sender, the young USPD member who led
the workers® and soldiers' administration in Frank furt, relates
in her autobiography that the emplovers wanted 1o conlinoe
munitions production. (We know from Hindenburg that the
High Command viewed the armistice ax 2 breathing space thal
would permit Germany o resume the war later.) *“We opposed
this idea’, writes Sender. All war produciion was siopped.
Moreover, she adds, *we would collaborate in the shilt 1o peace
production, bur would permit no discharge of workers. The
working day was to be not longer than eight hours, and we
reduced it 1o four when necessary o make place Tor (he
homecoming soldiers".* Several million German soldiers ware
demobilized and secking jobs in lnie 1918, The mmposition of a
sliding scale of hours as decreed by the workers' and soldiers®
vouncils made it possible 1o re-employ them. A joke doing the
round of salon seciety in Berlin at the time had it that German
labour had discovered a new slogan lo replace the time-
honpured demand for the eight-hour day: the *no hour
day’, Neither Toni Sender nor Albert Grzesinski describes any
cases of confiscation and socialization during their period of
office. Mevertheless, the workers were clearly growing
impatient with the government, A number of Berlin enterprises
were confiscated by the workers, and the councils in Saxony
and in the Kuhr aitempted (o rake over adminisreation of the
mines in February 1919. The government, however, refused (o
recognize Ihem, and the general strikes thar broke out ro defend
these and other proletarian actions formed part of the civil war
that consumed so many lives,

A rather different pattern emerged in the Spanish revolution of
1936-1937. The pronunciamientoof 17 July 1936, when Franco
rallied his generals for the overthrow of the Hepublican
autharities, was answered by a fierce revolutionary uprising of
the proletariat throughout Spain. The workers’ insurrection of
18-21 July not only defeared Franco, leaving his military forces
divided and without air or naval support, but also inaugurated
one of the most profound social upheavals in European history.
The beginning was exceptionally bitter. Towns captured by
Franco in the early days of the rising were subjected to the most
ghastly massacres, while in other cities the counter-
msurrection of the workers took a heavy toll, particularly
where the rising found the workers unarmed at the critical
moment. ' This bitter beginning, dering which thousands died,
followed immediately hy & full-scale civil war, dictated pro-
Ictarian policy in industry. The Warkers' Commitress,
which temporarily became the de facto public power in most
places in the Republic {only in Aragon did they formally
remove the republican civilian authorities), rounded up and
imprisoned a large number of bourgeois who were not guick
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enough to make their escape. July and August 1936 were the
months of “red terror’. Each party and union in ncarly every
town and city had its own tribunal, prison, and place of
execution. Many tens of thousands were executed as fascists
during the first months of the war, among them many
clergymen. It has even been said thal in parts of Spain an
upper-class manner of speech alone was sufficient to condemn
a person o death.™

Generally, the outrage and fury of the masses lefl little reom
for workers' control. Even those workers who were not
anarcho-syndicalists, to whom full workers' management of
cach and every cnterprise was a matter of high principle,
wanted to remove the bourgenisie promptly, The pieture that
emerged in the first weeks of the revolution in republican Spain
wag, of course, uneven, but there was & notable trend towards
confiscation and workers' management of factories. In some
areas, Asturias and Aragon for example, eollectivization was
nearly complete, the factories being run by the CNT or UGT,
the two Spanish trade unions. [n Catalonia, ndustrial
heartland of republican Spain, some 70 per cent of industry was
collectivized, and the Central Committee of Anti-Fascist
Militias worked miracles in building chemical and metal
industries from seratch. The Mediterranean ports were
managed by the unions. Elsewhere, a lower proportion of
industry was confiscated. In Valencia, it was about 30 per cent,
in Madrid as low as 30 per cent. Franz Borkenau has reported
that the UGT in Madrid even concluded profit-sharing
agreements with employers in place of expropriation, ™ which
SeeMs AN UNNECESSArY Compromise.

In areas in which confiscation was widespread, it was not al
all confined to large enterprises. In some cases, the owners of
small and medium-sized enterprises were simply controlled by
the local commitiees and urged to converl Lo war production
whenever possible. In other cases — sspecially in Catalonia,
thaugh the practice was nol unknown in Madrid — thousands
aof these small businesses were expropriated, something that
infuriated the Stalinists, who, historians agree, formed the far
right wing of Spanish labour. Erstwhile owners found them-
selves working alongside their former employees for the
same wages. Small businesses considered backward,
uneconomic, unhygienic, or inefficient were candidates for
such treatment, which often included entire trades, such as
dressmaking, tailoring, cabinet making, metal and leather
goods, restaurants, and so on. The enlerprises seized in this
manner were declared the property of the CNT or UGT. In
some cases the machinery was collected and put into a single
building. Many buildings which fell vacant during the
revolution or Lhe ‘terror’, particularly churches and convenls,
were turned into warehouses, stores, markets, public kitchens,
and bamns. In the countryside, the CNT, and later the UGT,
ook over and ran the large estales as collectives. Many
peasants, however, elected to go no further than the formation
of cooperatives ~'though the hiring of agricultural labour was
abolished.™

From the outset, the workers faced the necd for centralized
management of industry, especially because of the pressing
demands of the ¢ivil war. The workers’ parties, however, failed
{0 remove the republican government in July, despite its
conciliatory attitude roward Franco. By September, the major
workers® parties could affard no further dallving, but instead
of seizing power, they joined the Republicans in a coalition
under Largo Caballero. The bourgeois republic and its
institutions were preserved. The Workers' Commitiees were
curbed, and the old republican administrations were deerned
the only legitimate public authorities, The traditional leaders of
the proletariat assured their followers that the revolution was
onlybeing placed in cold storage until afier victory over Franco,
arguing principally that Britain, France, and even the Sovietl
Union would not supply arms to a ‘red republic’. The
revolution therefore had to be ‘camouflaged’. In practice, the
umions and workers’ parties held real power in industry, for the
government could not conduct the war without the aid and
active involvement of millions of workers. But the failure to
¢reate a workers' and peasants’ government had scrious
consequences, both immediately and in the long term, not least
in the fectories and on the land,

Caballero's defence of republican legality (on which basis
the police and courts were restored, and the armed forces
regularized under bourgeois officers) entuiled refusal to legalize
ihe confiscation of factories. Only the confiscation ol land was
ratified, and then only if the land were wized from ‘known
fascisls’. As 2 result, bourgeois owners eventually returned and
began reclaiming their property under povernment protection,
The banks were never nationalized, nor was 8 monopoly of
forcign trade sver enacted, The banks were suhjected only 10 8
mild form of workers” control that prevented dishursement of
funds to fascists, but they remained free to deny credit to
collectivized firms

The pressure of credit deprivation helped 1o dissuade
workers from extending confiscations. Later, the Stalinists,
rogether with Negrm, demanded the surrender ol many existing
collectives to insistent owners, Without title 1o the factories and
landl, the workers were at the merey of this constant crosion of
their gains. Under the Negrin government (Cabaflero fell after
the armed assault on Catalonn by the Stalinists in May 1837)
force was openly applied. In 1936, the government of
autonomous Cutulonia (the Generalitat) had legalized the
collectivization of enterprises with more than 200 employees,
though it had permitted compensation to sharcholders, which
mernt thal former awners in exile continued 1o draw revenue
and thereby kept ome fuol in the door. But the Megrin
government revoked cven this decree. In Aragon and parts ol
rural Cataloma, some of the former ocigues (bosses) were
reinstated when collective Farms were forcibly hroken up in the
summer and autumn of 1937. Other openly destructive
measures included the de-collectivization of trade in Catalenin,
which led to notorious speculation and inflation by private
middlemen during the winter of 1936

The war againsi Franco was lost not in industry, but on the
political and military fromts. The firs republican govern-
ment, the Giral ministry, proved unable or unwilling 1o defeat
Franco in the first critical weeks becausc it wes g government of
the bourgeoisie. The republican navy, for example, was
withdrawn from the straits of Gihralar for fear of offending
Britain and France, thus permitting Franco to land troops from
Morocco. Instead of launching an offensive against Franco's
initially weak forces, the government drew in troops for the
‘defence of Madrid’ — whether from Franco or the social
revolution was not entirely clear. Antipathy to the revolution
dictated the militarily suicidal policy of depriving revolutionary
Aragon of arms, and prevented encouragement of a workers'
uprising in the key industrial areas of the Basque country.
Bourgeois interests and Anglo-French alliances prevented the
government from declaring independence for Morocco,
Franco's home base.” In addition, the capitulation of the
workers' leaders to the bourgeoisie inevitably unleashed
counter-revolutionary developments behind the lines — the
suppression of the Barcelona commune, the persecution of the
POUM, censorship, the humiliation of Caballero by the
Sialinists. All these actions spread doubt, suspicion, and
pessimism, all of which inevitably helped to undermine the war
eiTort, which depended on popular revolutionary enthusiasm.
Although the crosion of the economic and industrial gains
made by the workers within the Republic contributed to the
defear of the workers, the political and military factors were
ultimately decisive. One of the lessons of the Spanish events is
that inthe faceof political treachery, even the radical solution Lo
the industrial question adopted by the Spanish workers — a
direct move 1o management without passing through a phase of
contral — gives no automatic guarantee of victory.
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Tosummarize, then. When workers today express an ambition
to "control’ or ‘run’ industry, they mean that they want to be "in
charge' of production. They want to be sovereign. For the
Commumst movement, the working ¢lass could acquire real
power in industry only under revolutionary conditions, which
meant when workers were actually bidding for state power,
Yet, once the workers take hold of state power, their
sovercignty in industry may take various forms, depending on
the circumstances. On some oocasians, workers” power may be
cxpressed in industry in the form of & transitional regime of
control aver the bourgeois administration; on others, by means
of outright workers' management. Workers' control, then, has
been an optional phase historically. In some cases, it may
represent a step forward, in others a step back; even where the
mare ‘radical’ solution — workers’ management — is adopted
in preference to contral, the revolution is by no means sure of
success, for whatever form of sovereignty in  indusiry
circumstances may dictate, the working class must lay its hands
on state power — and this it must do uncompromisingly — in
order to establish it.

i1

Britain today, of course, is a long way from experiencing
anything resembling the events in Russia, Cermany, or Spain.
There is no indication that we are living on the verge of a
revplution. Nevertheless, the relatively placid traditions of
English politics, at least since the nineteenth century, should
not be laken toimply that such experiences will prove irrelevant
te the future transition to soclalism in Britain. The three
countries considered above, after all, had wvery dilferent
political traditions and forms of regime before the outbreak of
the revolution. Today, however, the left faces tasks of a
different order: fighting to win the workers to socialism. The
vocabulary of workers’ control can prove extremely valuable
for this purpose. We agree with Ken Coates and Tony Topham
when they say, in The NMew Unioaism, thal in raising the
question of control we should not begin with the abstract or
the remote. On the other hand, withoul studying the greal
revolutions of the past, the workers® control ideas available 1o
socialists will inevitably be meagre, and the use of such themes
by socialists in the present struggle 1o raise the class
consciousness of the workers will be far less effective than it
could otherwise be, This is precisely the difficulty with the [WC
and the work of Coates and Topham, whose ideas we shall now
examine in some detail.

Coates and Topham are well aware of the classical
distinction between management and control. They reserve the
term self-management for the socialized industry of the future,
Workers' control, on the other hand, presupposes the existence
of the property-owning class. As they put it: ‘until the question
of awnership is solved — that is, =0 long as employer authority
is still a separate thing based on property nghts — workers'
conirol will continue io be asseried as a countervailing element
in a dual power, existing alongside and contesting the
established power of capital and its agents."”* We shall examine
the particular question of dual power later, a topic over which
Coates and Topham [all into considerable confusion. For the
moment, let us simply note that workers® control assumes the
existence of the capitalist administration, Consequently, argue
Coates and Topham, the powers the workers require in order to
control the capitalist, avoiding the pitfalls of consuliation and
participation,'* ‘may be summed up in four words: power to
oblain information, 10 establish supervision over management
activity, 1o impose a vero on arbitrary decisions, and ro obtain
representarion Tor workers 1o carry out these funciions. The
areas of decision-making to which these powers should apply
include literally the whole field of industrial activity*."

Because of their failure to study the full history of their
subject, however, Coates and Topham too often depict
workers' control as an instance of militant trade-unionism Lhat,
on closer examination, fails to measure up to the promise of
their own delineation of conirel. Militant trade-unionism
undoubtedly can help to draw the workers' Allention o
socialism, and so can the demand for workers' control. But if
workers' control is reduced to a synonym for militant
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trade-unionism, then we deprive ourselves of a valuable
weapon., Worse still, the horizons of the labour movement
could even be lowered rather than raised. Let us look at some
examples.

In recent years, the Amalgamated Linion of Enginesring
Workers has been fighting for what it calls 'status quo’
agreements. These stipulate that management shall not make
changes in working conditions and arrangements until both
sides have discussed them in the negotiating procedure. Contes
and Topham comment that this "implies that the workers would
have the right 1o veto the unilateral and arbitrary decisions of
managemen! over a wide mnge of issues — dismissals,
redundancies, discipline, alterations in speed and content of
work, manming arrangements, etc.™ This, however, 15 an
exaggeraiion. (Granted, managemeni decisions are no longer
‘unilnreral and arbitrary” in that status-gquo agreemenits compel
negotiations. If *unilateral and arbitrary® decisions are defined
as those implemented without negotintion or consultetion, then
slatus-quo agreements do indeed give the workers veto power
oversuch decisions. In no way, howsver, are the workers given
the right to veto any decisions of management in the
meaningful sense of actually ordering managenrent 10 suspend
objectionable decisions. On the contrary, al the end of the
negotinting process, management can order implementation of
its decisions, and the workers then face the choice of accepting
thedecisions or combating them throughindustirial sction. This,
however, is merely trade unionism, be it of a militant variery.
Thus, hy a terminnlogical device — inserfion nf the exprescinn
‘unilateral and arbitrary” — Coates and Topham have blurred
the distinction between trade unionism and warkers' cantral,

Anpther example: many unions, faced with job evalumion,
have demanded ‘mutuality’. Coates and Tapham akso include
this under the rubric of ‘workers' control’.* Mutuality is the
right to contes!t work evalualions made by the scientific
‘caperts’ appointed by management. Here again, however, the
umions are demanding notlhing more than the nghi o negoliate,
nol the right to veto. To extend the compass of collective
bargainng is quile imporiant, of course. Bul the dulinclion
between collective bargaining and the right Lo veto is none the
less real. It is clearly evident in the contrasl between these
trade-union practices and the various powers claimed, for
example, by the Russian factory committees, By blurring the
distinction, Coates and Topham ail 1o raise ambition and risk
promoting contentment with the very situation they are striving
D GYETCOME.

Similar ambiguities arise in industries in which workers
have impozed a degree of de facto independence of
management prerogatives. In cases in which shop stewards
operate their own overtime roster, informally regulate the
speed of work, determine their own tea-break, and so on, The
New Unionism informs us that ‘workers control is being
cacrcised”.'" Coates and Topham, however, (ail 1o examine
crilically the ways in which these ‘controls” have been achieved.,
Some good examples, often quoted by Coates and Topham, are
to be found in Huw Beynon's book, Working For Ford. One
steward explained to Bevnon: ‘1'd set him up [ the supervisor]
for cases, and destroy him in the office, Everviime [ was in the
office I'd say something aboul him. That's whal we had 1o deo.
We had 10 do it. We Aad 1o destroy the foremen. We've got it
pretty easy now. The blokes are (old what has (o be done at the
beginning of the shift and they work out the speeds, and the
times when they're going 1o fake their breaks lor tea and
cards,'* In other words, by discrediting the lower supervisors
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= the cves of management, the workers were able to keep
mammponent ignorant of the real situation on the shop floor,
Mevertheless, declines in output were eventually spotted by
higher management, even when supervisors had lost confidence
in themselves. The same steward admitted: ‘We're going to
have to give way on manning on this section spon. We've jusi
been fortunate with the change in the fascia panels.'" Another,
‘dizscussing the illicit practice of paying cach worker (o take one
Friday night ofl in every eight, explained that it ‘became 100
regular, too open and was nmoticed by management,..so
management intervened with threats and the pool was
abandoned’.**

In other words, the workers had no actual nght Lo veto. On
the conirary, their ‘conirols’ operated only so long as they were
concealed from top management. Such ‘controls’ are ‘coveri’,
accomplished by evasion in the face of managerial omnipotence
rather than confrontation. 11 seems Lo be the case that workers,
especially skilled workers, are often able to conceal some of
their activities [rom management because of their [amilarity
with the job. Itis, of course, important 1o defend these limited
areas of [reedom. In some cases, especially where management
may not discover what is happening for a period of years,
workers may come |o regard what they got by stealth as theirs
by right. Dockers, for example, used to nperate the “welt” —
working hall-an-hour-on and half-an-hour-off — and even
achieved a kind of retroactive recognition of this right when
they *sold’ it back to the management. In general, however,
workers in such situations are unlikely to conclude that they are
*in control’ in any meaninglul sense of the term.

By contrast, when workers veto managemen! arrangemenis
openty, the conditions are usually exceptional and ephemeral.
For example, when the 5,000 workers ai the Firelli tyre factory
at Turin established new speeds without any “help’ from
technicians and ran the plant at various speeds, they didsoasa
demonstration, the aim being to show that piece rates were
nonsense. When public transport workers in France and Japan
stopped collecting fares, it was an ingenious form of strike (a
‘reverse strike’) (o win public support while simuhaneously
hilting the emplover and not hurting the workers financially.
To establish this kind of open control permanently or
semi-permanently, to be able to feel the right to do it at will,
would be tantamount to conguering power from management.
Since this is unanainable in “normal’ times, the strategy of
negotiation combined with evasion is more atiractivé and
common. The right to vetois a very advanced demand, and few
workers have adopted it in recent years."'

When we leave the shop floor and (urn 1o broader questions
of enterprise management, we find that the ambiguities in
Coales and Topham's work become more dangerous. Tt is
extremely important that British trade unions have turned their
altention in recent vears to the boardrooms. The maost
interesting response o this by the bourgeoisie has been the
Bullock Report. Under Bullock’s recommendations, the law
would provide for managerial boards of companics 1o be
composed of representatives, hall of whom would be appointed
by unions, half by employers. To aveid deadlock, Bullock
recommended a '2x + v' formula, according to which a third
group of ‘independents’, always consisting of an uneven
number, could be called in by appeal to an Industrial
Democracy Commission. As Coates and Topham point out in
their Guide to the Bulfock Report, the *v' component would
ineviiably be composed of people hostile to the workers.** The
aim of the Bullock Report, like the co-determination schemesin
Germany on which it is based, is to accord the unions
‘responsibility without power” and thereby implicate them in
capitalist decisions, particularly the more unpopular ones.
These and many other criticisms of Bullock are made
effectively by Coates and Topham, and show why socialists
should give no support to Bullock, What is missing Irom their
presentation, however, is any effective means of exposing the
aims and deficiencies of Bullock in such & way as to poinl the
workers towards siruggles for real powers.

Coates and Topham advise workers (o counter the '2x+y'

formula by insisting on the original TUC suggestion of equal
employer-worker representation, ' which would naturally
produce deadlock, as Coales and Tapham admit.* Indeed, it
turns outl that this is precisely what they have in mind. The
board would be unable to take anv dispured decisions ar all.
il otes" would normally be either 1009 ar 50-50.'" What,
then, is the purpose of such a ‘managerial’ board? Uliimaicly,
it is nothing but a new forum Tor — collective hargaining.
“Collective bargaining can enter the boardroom’, they tell us.™
The trade-union side would remain *purely oppositional”.*" For
Coates and Topham, rhe 50-50 proposal would impose "prior
consultation’ ar boardroom level, or, in other words, "extend
the principle of status quo’ into the boardroom. ™ As in the cuse
of status quo on the shop floor, the final say — in other words,
sovereignty — would inevilably rest with management. Despite
this evideni fact, Coates and Topham declare that parity would
amount 1o ‘outright workers' control®.**

It may be wondered why Coates and Topham never demanid
that the workers be given an outright majoriry on the board,
which would amount lo genuine vélo power. As they explain
elsewhere, the workers want (o *parlicipate” in the affairs of the
company; life continuously drives them Lo seek access (o the
inner samctum of management, but they do nor wamt in
*participate’ in the sense of accepting ‘responsibility withour
power’." [n thal case, we ask, why not give them power? And
power would require i working majority at the very least. In
none of their work, however, dn Coates and Topham discuss
thiz idea. In The New Unipnizm they dismizs the subject as
unimportant.* They call for workers' majoritics only in the
public sector, where, they argue, workers tshould insist on
self-management, which involves “at a minimum, the direct
election of at least hall the members of all governing boards,
and the right of veto over all appointments, including thar of
the Chairman®.'" In the private sector, on the other hand, the
workers should remain *purely oppoditional”,

We agree wholeheartedly that workers should have
majoritiesin public industry. The workers’ control movement in
ihe mines and railways at the time of the Firm World War
demanded this. More recently, the IWC group in steel drewupa
similar plan, which was adopted as policy by the craftzmen’s
co-ordinating committee in the industry.™ Such a siate of
affairs would no doubt transform the policies of the
nationalized industries, and certainly enhance the popularity of
nationalization among those still working in private industry.
But whar are the objections to extending it to privale industry?
Tt was the extension of workers” majorities to private industry
that canstituted workers' contral in other times and places. As
we have seen, it was among the measures Lenin demanded in
private enterprise in Russia. Circumstances may well arise in
furire that compel the workers to place themselves in charge of
the private sector before they command the legal and technical
prerequisites for socialization. Indeed, in so doing they may
hasten the transfer of ownership. The Coates-Topham
approach exclodes this possibility.*
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Thus we find that Coates and Topham have a strong
tendency 1o assimilate workers’ control 1o militant trade-
unionism. One writer for the IWC, Ernie Roberts, has written a
book thar explicitly identifies any form of waorking-class
struggle a5 workers® control," In the vision of Coates and
Topham, the proletanat mea; nhabit one of two worlds: that of
the present, where workers fight capital in private industry
through the mast advanced forms of trade unionism, and that
of the future, where industry is socialized and the workers
exercise self-management, There is no concept of fransifion, of
conditions under which the workers exercise less than
self-managemeni, but go well beyond the mere axpression of
apposition,

Theirindifference to the problem of transition s expressed in
their confusion aboul the question of *dual poweér’, According
1o the revolutionary view, dual power i5 nol a situation in which
there is merely opposition, confMict, and struggle. 1t is a very
special situation In which srare power it no longer monopolized
by a single social class, in which the institutions of the staie
apparalus ol the ruling class are challenged by new institutions
expressing the power of the exploited classes. It can arise only as
the resilt of a revalutionary uphieaval, 17 we are io believe that
dual power exists wherever there is class struggle, then dual
power is as old and continuous as the existence of classes, The
need for & special concept of dusl power — and with it,
workers’ contral — then disappears aliogether. Coales and
Topham, however, arc silent on the guestion of revolution.
This is the origin of Lheir difficulties over workers® contral. ™

v

It may be ahjected that veto power, voling majorities, and so
an, are generally onattainable, whereas the extension of
collective hargaining is. If that is true, however, then the
distinction between the two shonld be preserved. Workers"
control can generally be realized only by the revolution. But the
revolution has to be prepared. Insofar asworkers® control has a
role to play in this préeparation, two things are vital: first, a
sustained effort of agitation and propaganda around demands
for workers” control; second, the experience of episodes of
workers' control, or even sell-management in Individual
enterprises, no matter how fleeting or episodic they may be. Let
us consider these first.

The pact decade has seen a number of important incidents of
workers* control and sven sell-management In a number of
individual enterprises, particufarly in the fight -against
redundancy. All such incidents, even the most wide-ranging,
illustrate the limitations bourgeois society places on the
freedom of the workers. Indecd, they bring the shape of
bourgeois power into sharp relief, and for thal very reason
enable many workers 'o draw revolutionary conclusions from
them. Although they fall short of the revolution, thess struggles
have served to unmask bourgeods claims that the capitalists are
able to run production competently and in the interests of all,
By their example, they point to 2 new social order, It hag been
said that the right 1o sack is among the most sacred rights of the
employing class, the very basis of labour discipline, But even
before the revolution removes this right and abalishes the
privale properly on which il is based, the employers and their
governments be made o pay, by means of these partial
struggles, an enormous politicg! price for whatever cconomies
they seek to make by sacking workers. This may deter them
from declaring further redundancies; it will certainly hasten on
the revolution.

One of ‘the most popular tactics in the fight against
redundancy in recent years has been the factory occupation.
Thiere are many practical advantages to cccupying a factory,
even in disputes over issues other than redundancy.
Clccupation prevents the movemeni of supplies and the sale of
machinery, plant and other property, as well as serving to hald
the work force together. Bul it has seldom proved possible for
the workers to re-start production in a single occupied factory,
whether under workers" control or management. For this raises
questions of credit, markets, and coercion, which the workers
arerarely in a position to solve. Usually, the workers tend 1o sil
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tight in the factory. We shall call this ‘simple occupation®. The
workers are not able simply to negate the right of the employer
to sack rhem, but simple occupation radically alters the
relatipnship of forces during the hargnining process, becanse
the workers then bargain with the emplovers’ awn posscssions.
In effect the workers trade capiahst assets for jobs. This
process can be extremely costly for the employer in economic
ierms, bui 15 also a political blow. ai the ruling class, since the
workers are acling in complete defiance of the property rights
thani society normully (Ekes (or granied.
A good example of a successful simple occupation cccurred

m Scotland in 1971, when Plessey allempiel (o sack the 700
workers @b ils factory in Alexandria. Plessey had bought the
factory from the Roval Navy in order to sell some of its valuahle
torpedo-making machisery, transferring the remainder of the
factory to southern England, South Africa, and Portugal, The
workers occupied and barricaded ihe plant. Several ihousand
workers were alerted at local labour exchanges in case of attack
by the police. 1t took five months to defeal Plessey, but the
workers retained their jobs, '* Other such occupations have mel
with varying degrees of success, Some have been defeated.

If occupation of a factory attracts extensive mass support il
can casily become part of & broader movement which may begin
Lo raise the guestion of political power. The best two recent
examples are the siruggles that took place at Upper Clyde
Shipbuilders in 1971 and the Lip waich-making factory in
France in 197). In both cases, the workers went beyond simple
occupation and restarted production, in one case under
workers' control, in the other workers’ management. This was
not the only, or even major, reason why these struggles became
major foci for the workers” movement. LS was ai he heart of
theScottish economy, and its occupation was a dramatic event.
In the case of Lip, the very advanced form of workers®
celf-management adopted wax more critical in attracting
support. The mast important point, however, i3 that both these
struggles set of f movements that threaiened to put the question
of political power on the agenda.

LICS was a consortium of five shipyards on the Clyde which
the Heath Government tried to break up, closing down iwo of
the yards and hiving off the athers {0 private enierprise. The
workers responded by teking over the yards and staging what
they called a *work-in'. The polilical siluation was favourahble
to the UCS workers, and they took lull advaniage of it. The
Tory government was pushing through the Industrial
Relations Act, allowing loss-making firms like UCS (‘lame
ducks') 1o go 1o the wall and pursuing a tough incomes policy
that had already crushed the postal workers strike in 1971. The
action of the LICS workers suddenly plaged them at the head of
a nalional movement against the Tory government and jis

rhetaric of workers” control, demanding anly amandstory provision of
all relevant information tothe unions. Morndng Sear, 3 February 15977,

55, Ermie Roberts, Workers Contred, London, 1973, In their first
misjor work on workers' control Coates and Topham say: *Workers"
control exists whercver trade union practics, shop stewards sanctions.
and epllective power consirain employers” (Can fhe Workerr Run
Jedustey?, p. 235), In a later book, they are more caurious: *,..the
germs of workers' control exist, in greater or lesser degree, wherever
strong independent trade union and shop floor powers act (o restrain
emplayersin the axercise of their so called *“prerogafives™.” (The Mew
Unionism, p. 60, our emphasis). The-addition of this caveal hardly
clarifies marters.

56, Ernest Mandel bas written most extensively on the subject of
dual power. However, his partcular treatmend lends itsell o the
confusions of Coates and Topham, Mandel believes ihat dual power —
or it Jeast leagthy periods of it — precedes & revalutlonary situstion and
a revolulionary uprising, whereas, in palpl of historical fact, It more
commonly follows therm, The classical periods of dunl power signified
the betraynl of the workers” revolation by the reldrmist and eentrist
leaders. For Mandel's views, see his book, Rewuilonary Marxist
Taday, London, 1979, We shall argue this view and deal with fs
implications on another oocason.

%7: Far reasons of space, the following scouon deals largely with
struggles aver redundancy. For workers' control [n relation wo the
media, see my articie in Media, Pofisics eng Culture, Ed., Carl
Gardner, Mocmillan, 1979,

58. Red Maole, 20 October 1971.
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policies, UCS discredited the Tories politically and aroused the
whole working class against them, Jimmy Reid, one of the UCS
leaders, put it this way: 'Let it be known by Mr Heath that if he
doesn't sutisly our demands, this explosion will submerge his
government and sweep him out of power,' Here was the core of
the workers' strategy.

in the event, Heath did fall in 1974 following his defeat by a
movement stimulated in part by the courage of the UCS
workers. Bul Heath could have been brought down much
earlier if the TUC had seized on his political predicament to
launch a determined, across-the-board attack at the time of the
work-in. Had the Labour Party and TUC simultaneously
drawn up an economic plan for resolving unemployment {then
becoming a major prablem), 1o be implemented by an incoming
Labour government under workers' supervision, they could
have won the support of & majority of the people for a struggle
to bring down Heath and replace him with a workers'
government. Bul the TUC refused to launch any struggle at all
at the time of UCS and even came to Heath's rescue afier his
defeat at the hands of the miners i 1972, The TUC leaders were
thus able to prevent the UCS warkers from winning their full
demands, though they ultimately proved unable to block the
overthrow of Heathin 1974,

The work-in itsell involved a series of measures taken by the
workers in the vards, The discharged workers turned up fior
work and were paid out of a fighting fund; the stewards
controlled the gates to prevent the movement of machinery; the
liquidator was barred from the yards; ships under construction
were completed under the overall supervision of the shop
stewards. These were modest moves, but in & very real sense
they represent an example of workers’ control. The lower
managerial staff ef fectively functioned under the vigilant eye of
the workers. Indeed, some of the lower managers grew
sympatheticto the workers' cause, for their own jobs were also
in jeopardy.

Ry its nature the work-in could be of only limited duration,
lasting as long as the existing contracts (though there were
threats to hold completed ships hostage in the yards)
Nevertheless, before the problem of new orders had to be faced
the UCS struggle had caught the popular imagination. The
work-in tactic certainly played arole in this. It was not simply a
demonstration of the workers' determination to retain their
jobs, oran affirmation of their beliel m the social value of their
labour. Workers had actually taken charge of production for
the first time in living memory, For many people this had a
deeply symbolic significance, and tens of thousands showed it
by gathering at the gates of UCS in solidarity. "

The other great struggle of the period, in some ways even
more daring than UCS, was at Lip, a Swiss-owned watch
factory at Besangon in France. In 1973, the awners resolved Lo
dismantle the plant, sack the workers, and cart the equipment
off to Switzerland. At first the workers not only scized the
factory but ‘sequestered’ the employer himself. After the
riot-police had freed him, the workers appropriated a
consignment of waiches and stores as a guaraniee pgainst
payment of wages. Later, they set the factory in motion,
producing watches under their own self-management and
selling them — illegally — throughou! France with the aid of
sympathizers in the workers' mavement.

The Lip workers ran the factary for several months entirely
under their own management committees, which were
democratically elected. The workers themselves were reluctant
1 call their action ‘self-management’, because they were
anxipus not to give the impression that Lip could be
permanently administered in the interests of the workers under
capitalism, Nevertheless, they did give workers everywhere a
practical demonstration that workers are able to run
production collectively. It was a precious experience, but
doomed ta be no more than temporary, for the action was
completely illegal under bourgeois law, amounting 1o
confiscation of the employers’ property through consumption
of his assest and stock, It was sustained only because of the
massive solidarity of the French working class. The Paris
Chamber of Commerce summed up its concern this way: “Lip is
the most serious of social conflicts... because starting the
factory after whal is essentially robbery of the shareholders

challenges the principles of authority, responsibility, and
respect for commercial agreements, which constitute the very
busis of our economic system and our commercial right.” No
Marxist conld have put it berer.*

The Lip workers had the advaniage thal ther action raised
the spectre of another May '68. Had other workers occuipied
their factories in sulidarily with Lip, purting forward their own
demands, the bourgeois government might have been faced
once again with the prospect of overthrow. Bul the lemders of
the national union federations and the traditional workers’
parties were not anxious to find themselves in A new
revalutionary crisis, They did less than they could have done to
help the Lip workers, and certainly luiled to make their struggle
a component of & general challenge to the government. Even so,
the Lip workers were still able 1o save & number of their jobs
under the settlement eventually arrived al.

After the UCS strupggle, several groups of workers in Britain
faced with redundancy believed they should aim 1o create
cooperatives. It is not difficult to understand the attraction ol
thisiden. Workers occupying  factory tastea new (reedom and
feel & collective power, and il seems a great pity to relinquish
these with the return of the employer, In addition, workers do
not always believe thal the market is incapable of supporting
the product they produce, The emplayer might be closing his
factory for ressons unconnected with the market for the
product. There may, for example, be an element ol land
speculation invelved, The prospect uf a favourable government
might lead workers 1o believe that credit will be available on the
basis of political and soclal critera, even though an eaterprise
might be running at a loss in strictly economic tenms. The
palitical situation can always change, nol least as a consequence
of one's own actions. All these considerations can lead workers
10 fight fus acooperative, But Lhis means buying up the company
from the employer and setting it in motion as privale property
within the market economy, This is the decisive disadvantage of
the cooperative.

In September 1973, the Meriden works ol Morton-Yilliers
Triumph was faced with closure. The company intended 1o
close the Meriden site in Coventry, sell the land, and shift
production to the former BSA factory al Small Heath,
Birmingham, and the Norton works in Wolverhampton. All
1.750 workers would be sacked and the factory site sold for £1B
million. The workers, sure that the famous motorcycle had o
future an the US market, discussed the idea of a cooperative.
The impact of the market need not aulomat ically reproduce all
the ef fects of the capitalist system within a self-managed plant.
but to run Meriden so as to supply & legitimate market raised
immediately the problem of ownership, After all, the average
retailer will not buy ‘stalen’ motorcycles; no bank will supply
credit 1o a company operaling with confiscated assets. This led
the workers to propose purchase, a decision that not only
forced them 1o draw on their life-savings, bul also made them
dangerously dependent on the Tory government, the only other
available source of money. The Meriden workers scraped
together some of the necessary cash, but the Tories spun out the
negotiations in the hope that the workers would tire and
relinguish their physical hold on the company's praperty. In
February 1974, however, the incoming Labour adminisiration
decided, after some persuasion, to grant loans to various
cooperative schemes that had sprung up. In the spring of 1974
Fisher-Bendix workers on Merseyside and Beaverbrook
workers in Glasgow were granted financial aid for co-ops
together with Meriden.

Most of these co-ops proved ill-fated, though Meriden ie still
operating. A co-op can be a challenge to capitalist ideas in spite
of its commercial respectability, for it still shows convineingly
that the workers are capable of running a factory, that they arc
able to scquire the necessary skills, given the time and
opportunity to do so. Wholely new forms of collective
organization of labour can be introduced and publicly
displayed, becoming a pole of attraction for workers still toiling

50, The most concise account of the UCS struggle is to be found in
Har, Finlay, and Thampsan, The UCS Work-[n, London, 1972,

&). The information on which this account is based is from articles
that appeared in Red Week(y at the time, mostly by Martin Meteyard,




under the auiarchy of private enterprise. Perhaps it was for this
very reason that the Labour government strove 10 discourage
factory seizures or co-ops by a policy of financial stringency
While doling out millions of pounds to privale enterprise,
sometimes with no controls of any kind, Labour made ipans to
ihe co-ops, thereby saddling them with debts and leaving them
1o the mercies of the Exchequer and future governments.*' Nor
did Labour consider expropriating the owners of Meriden
outright, despite the history of financial speculation. Labour
remained the dutiful servant of the banks and the state
machine, doing &ll it could to avoid encouraging other workers
10 follow the Meriden example, Dealing with redundancy and
unemployment was less important than the rights of capital and
private property.

The co-ops did not become the focus of a broad mass
movement. Perhaps the rest of the working-class movernent did
not regard purchasing their factories as a usetul lactic for
fighting the bourgeoisie. To some extent, the Meniden workers
(though not those at Fisher-Bendix or the Scottish Daily News)
were marked by a sectoral spirit. (With characteristic
craftsmen's pride, they demanded separation from the
conglomerate, angering the less skilled workers at Small Heath,
whoze future was not especinlly secure). Mevertheless. these
cooperatives, like the more specracular and insclent siruggles
al Lip and UCS, contain some of the seeds of the new social
order. An effective socialist government 1974 would have
undertaken a large-scale programme of puhlic works,
nationalization, and planning, within which co-ops might well
have played a limited role, probably losing their privale
character. But Labour did none of that, for revolution is nol in
ils programme.*’

Redundancy struggles are not the only circumstances under
which workers® control or management might appear in a single
enterprise, industry, or firm, though naturally only temporarily
and under conditions of extreme class tension. Nationalization
of individual firms and industries holds an honoured place in
the lexicon of the British left. In its Fabian way, the Labour left
likes to depict a handful of nationalizations as a stepping stone
1o a more distani general offensive, considering this half-way
house approach a wise strategy. We are not implying that il is
unimportant for such nationalizations to take place. It is
important, and socialists should demand that the workers run
the nationalized indusiries. However, pccasions arise in which
the bourgeoisic seeks to sabotage even the mere dribler of
nationalization adopted by Labour governments, A case in
point is the nationalization of steel under Allee’s Labour
government. In 1950, over employer objections, parliament set
up the Iron and Steel Board (ISB) to run the indusiry, But
although it was perfectly able to acquire the shares of the
industry and assume formal proprictorship, the ISB was
prevented from running it by a well-orchestrated campaign of
sabotage. The employers unofficially barred all technical and
managerial personnel from collaborating with the ISB, which
remained impotent. This campaign, encouraged by Churchall
and the Tory Party (even though it was in flagrant violation of
the constitution), finally was one factor in bringing down the
government itself, The Tories denationalized steel in 1931,

A fight for workers® control might have been effective here.
The steel unions should have occupied the mill: and locked out
all managerial personnel, letting them return o work only il
they agreed to hand over all necessary data to workers'
commitiees and the ISB. This would have not merely broken
the sabotage, but also put the workers in a stronger position o
fight for a decisive say in the running of the industry. It would
have inflicted a major political defeat on the bourgeoisie.
Unfortunately, this example is speculative. Neither Labour nor
the unions had the will for such a fight. But the lesson for the
future is evident.

So far we have examined factory occupations, together with
workers' control and workers” management of production, in
single enterprises. If the working class were to seize il the
enterprises at once, then the question of power would be posed
point blank; even more so if they aspired to re-initiate
production. AsGramsci once explained, it is impossible for the
workers to retain the factories for long unless the workers'
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parties seize power and form a revolutionary government.
Writing during the great ltalian factory occupations of
September 1920, he said: *The pure and simple occupation ol
the factories by the working class, though it /ndlicares the exient
of the proletariat’s power, dogs not in and of itself produce any
new, definitive position. Power remains in the hands of capital,
armed Toree remains the property of the bourgeois state, public
administration, the distribution of the basic necessities, the
agencies disposing of credit, the still intnct commercial
apparatus, all remain under the control of the hourgeois class,
T he proletariat has no coercive neans to break the sabolage of
the technicians and white-collar workers, it cannol secure ils
own supplics of mew materials. It cannot scll the objects it
produces."* Lenin sent a telegram 1o the liahan Socialist Party
(P51} demanding & ‘mutional action’, a diplomatic euphemism
for armed overthrow of the government and seizure of power.
A PSI congress narrowly voted down this idea, shirking its
responsibilitics and dooming the [talian workers (o defent ™

It i perhaps because of the mternal logic of general sirkes
and [actory seizures on a national scale, thal they rarely occur
¢xcept on the eve of revolution, after much political
preparation of the workers’ movement ' |'he lalian prolesariat,
for example, had alieady passed through eighl years of
revolutionary struggle against the wars being waged by the
ltalian bourgeoisie, first in Libya, then in Ewrope, There had
already been two anned uprisings, one in Ancona in 1914, one
i Turinin 1917, The lalian workers viewed the oceupations of
1920as the springboard towards the final struggle for power. In
France, where the workers ook possession of many factories
during the strikes of Junc 1936, their action occurred alter (wo
years of battle with the military forces of the fascists, following
the artempted fascist coup d'étmt of Fehruary 1934, The
struggle against fascism in France coincided with armed
uprising and clvil war in several neighbouring countries.
Portugal  (1933-34), Austria  (February 1934), and
Spain (October 1934). By contrast, the general strike of May
1968, in which many factories were temporurily seized, was
preceded by no visible revolutionary radicalization of the
working class. The workers discovered the connection between
the strike and the question of power only after joining the
strike, when de Gaulle threatened civil war. Upon this discovery
and finding no lead from the chiefs of the mass reformist
organizations, who preferred to opt for de Gaulle's promise of
furure elections, the workers’ movement retreated. In general,
history appears to demonsirate that seizure of the productive
apparatus on & mass scale usually occurs at the peak of the
class war, on the eve or the marraw of the revolution, which e
usually preceded by several months, somelimes several years,
of political and psychological preparation for the struggle for
power. The seizure of industry is a symptom of the rise of
revalution, which generally has its roots and origins elsewhere.

Writers on workers” control sometimes imply that control is
an intermediate state of affairs prior to the outbreak of the
revolution. Ernest Mandel's re-chiistening of transitional
demands as ‘anti-capitalist struciurul ~eforms” can easily give
rise to this misleading impression.** We musi rather anticipate
that transitional demands such as workers’ cantrol will not be
actually implemented until the revolution begins, even in many
cases until after the definite seizure of power by the working
class. But the value of such demands does not depend on their
realization before the revolution. Confusion on this

&1. Althe limeaf writing, the Tory government is refusing 1o waive
interest payments an this loan, thus threatening the Tulure of the
co-operative.

62. A good sccount of the Meriden siruggle has besn written by Ken
Flect, in The New Workers Co-operatives, cod.. Ken Comies,

Hotingham, 1976
63. Antonio Cramssi, Selections from Political Writings,

19701520, London, 1977, p. 321,

&4 The wory is tald in Paolo Spriano, The Occupation of the
Factories: ltaly 1920, London, 1973.

&5. A Socialisi Stratepy for Western Europe, I'W C pamphlet Mo 10,
Mottingham.



Topham, who suggest that workers' control either already
exists or can be achieved in the future with no revolutionary
upsurge. The purpose of raising the demand for control today,
like the objective function of factory occupations and other
such episodic struggles, is primarily o expose the bourgeoisie
and to prepare the workers for a struggle to overthrow it. To
this end, every opportunity must be used to promote the idea
that the labour movement can and should take the place of the
employing class at the head of society.

This means that socialists must constanily question the
existing order, Why shouldn't the labour movement have
pnconditional access to all company informalion? A
community, for example, has an absolute right to know if a
company is planning to close a plant upon which many
thousands depend for their livelihood, Again, it is unnecessary
to know a company's financial condition before formulating a
wage claim, but the demand that the books be opened will often
silence a recalcitrant employer who rejects a  claim.
Furthermore, workers should get into the habit of demanding
the right to invigilate company finances, Is it not & well known
fact, for example, that the decline in profits is stimulating a rise
in embezzlement, financial double-dealing in board rooms, and
fraud upon the public authoritics? The unions should be the
first o ‘offer their services’ to investigate this corruption,
especially at a lime when the workers are being told to tighten
their belts.

And why shouldn’t the labour movement have the right to
veto managerial decisions? The Bullock Commission formally
endorsed the idea of ‘industrial democracy'. Perhaps some
employers, aware of their mounting unpopularity, are keen to
appear as 'industrial derocrats’. But what is democracy if not
the rule of the majority? Since the workers are indisputably the
majority in industry, they should have nothing less than a
majority on every managemen| board in industry, and certuinly
on every commission ostensibly set up to ‘control’ private
entrepreneurs, If the employers will not grant the workers
“industrial suffrage’ they had better stop chattering about
industrial democracy and confess that ‘democracy’ does not
extend beyond the bounds of Wesiminsier.

The labour movement should constantly seek to establish the
justice and rationality of the claim for ‘industrial democracy’
— that is to say, workers’ contral. To demand workers' control
is 1o maintain that society should entrust the stewardship of
industry to the organized labour movement and not to the
employing class, This argument is relatively distinct from that
which contests ownership itsell, Many people may come Lo
question ownership through understanding the reasons behind
resistance to control. The demand for control is an explosive
one regardless of the extent 1o which a phase of workers'

control may actually materialize during the transition to
socialism.

Workers' plans for industry are 8 good example of proposals
for working-class stewardship of production. In war-time
canditiong, even capitalist governmenis place production under
some kind of “control” within the framework of a rudimentary
plan. Is not the decay of areas like Liverpool and the northeast
today a ‘nationzl emergency’? The labour movement should
draw up a plan for the reconversion of industry in these and
other arcas, and announce its willingness te supervise its
implementation. The basic principle is iliusiraled by the
example of the Lucas Aerospace Plan, * By druwing up a plan
for alternative products and the expansion of ¢xisting anes on
the eriterion of socinl need (the best known itent in which was
kidney machines), the Lucas Combine Committee stiffened the
resistance of the workers to redundancies While perfectly
rational from the capitalist point of view, redundancies ui
Lucas thus appeared totally irrational and outrageous from o
social standpoint, and the company suffered considerable
political embarrassment over it refusal even to consider the
workers' proposals and was forced to hold back on the
redundancies. Whal is needed 1oday is a similer plan on a
nariomal scale.

The clements of such a plan already exist: the Lucas plan, the
Vickers plan, the demands ol the bmlding unions for an
expansion of public sector programmes (o absorb men off the
dole, and 50 on. All these proposals should be drawn together
into a single workers' plan for (he economy as £0on as possible.
If the labour movement campaigned around such a plan it
would not only acquire a political advantage in all its denlings
with capital, but would aiso arouse the decpest layers of the
oppressed. It would alleviate the demoralization and leeling of
inevitabillty among the victims of mass unemployment, expose
the mystifications through which the perpetrators of this social
crime seek 10 justify themselves, und place responsibility for the
siruarion where it really belongs. [t would help the people (o s¢e
why ihe capitalists desérve to be expropriated, and il would
prepare the struggle to remove the present Tory government
and replace it with a socialist one. 1f the leaders of the labour
movement were Lo display such impudence, if they were able to
free thar desire to be practical and reasonable from their
superstitious respect for the rights of the rich, we could begin w
see the beginning of a real socialist movement in this country.

There can be no socialist revolution unless the workers are
convinced that it is necessary, possible, and just to deprive the
employing class of its commanding role in industry and to
expropriate its property, The demund for workers’ control can
play an important role in convincing them.

66. The Right io Useful Work, ed., Ken Caates, Nottingham, 1978,
chapters B and 9.
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[ This article is a section of the essay 'Origing of the Present
Crisis', which originally appeared in New Left Review no. 42, 11
is reprinted by kind permission of New Left Review,|

History and Class Structure: Trajectory

Capitalist hegemony in England has been the most powerful,
the most durable and the most continuou: anywhere in the
world. The reasons [or thas lie in the cumularive consteflarion of
the fundamental moments of modern English history.

1. England had the first, most mediated, and least pure
bourgeais revolution of any major Eurcpean counrry. The
Civil War of 164049 remains the most obscure and
controversial of the great upheavals which led to the creation of
a modern, capitalist Burope. Never was the ultimate effect of
revolution more transparent, and its immediate agents more
enigmatic. The view that the conflict of the 1640s was a simple
struggle between a rising bourgeoisie and & declining
aristocracy is clearly umtenable, The current aliernatives — thal
the Civil War was the work of a fronde of discontented squires
or that it was a sudden, transcendent condensation of *faith and
freedom’ (puritan and constitutional) in the clear air of Stuart
England — are still less convincing; the one is trivial, the other
naive. Who made the Revolution? What kind of a Revolution
was it? It can, perhaps, be said that it was a clash between two
segments of & land owniog class, neither of which were direcr
erystallizations of opposed economic interests, but rather were
partially contingent but predomingnily intellipible lenses into
which wider, more radically antagonistic zocial forces came
into remporary and distorted focus, Furthermore, the ideologi-
cal terms in which the stroggle was conducted were largely
religious, and hence still more dissociated from economic
aspirations than political idioms normally are. Thus, although
its outcome was a typically bourgecis rationalization of stale
and economy, and itz major direct beneficiary was a true
bourgenisie, it was 3 ‘hourgeois revolution” only by proxy. The
main protagonists on both sides were & rural, not an urban
¢lass. The conflict between them revolved round the economic,
political and religious role of the monarchy. It is clear that the
ineflicient, would-be feudal Stuart monarchy was threatening
by its ecconomic exactions lo cripple the sxpansion of the
rationalized agrarian and commercial capitalism which had
been maturing in England for a century before 1640, It is
probable, but not proved that & majority of those landowners
who were dynamic and investment-oriented sided with
Parliament, and that a majority of routine and rentier
lardlords sided with the King; it is, however, certain that the
most sconomically progressive regions of England were
Farliamentarian, and the most backward Royalist. At the same
time, the nature of the allies flanking each side magnified ard

clarified the logic of the division hetween them. Taking
extremes — on the one side, the archaic clen society of nprihern
Scotland, on the other mercantile capital, particularly in the
City of London; this last formed a crucial component in the
bioc which finally won the Civil War, providng the
indispensable financial reserves for the victory. The
Revolution, once under way, followed a classic course af
radicalization. When military victory was won, (he artisans and

vemen recriited to the New Moxdel Army increasingly
intervened o inflect the Army o the lefi, thus ellectively

severing it from the Parlinmentary Right; bul when their

pressure began to Lhreaten the franchise privileges of the
landowning class itself, the landed officer elite crushed them.

The military apparsius wis thereafler alone in a void, The
Hevoluiion had overshot the political intentions of its agrarian

initiators {execution of the King, etc.) but had been halted

immediately it threatened their economic interests, It wasin this
ambiguous vacuum that mercantile capital, the anly truly

bourgeots kernel of the Revolution, inherited the fruits of

victory. The economic policy of the Commonwealth did more
for its inlerests than for that of any other group. This
anomalous outcome was the colminating product of the

complexly refracted and mediated charucter of the Revolution.

Because it was primarily fought within and not between classes,

while it could and did destroy the numerous institutional and

juridical obstacles of feudalism to economic development, it

could not alter the basic property statute in England. (There
was not even a seripus attempt al ‘political' confiscation of
Royalist estates.) But it could do so — decisively —abroad. The
immense, rationalizing ‘charge’ of the Revoullion was

detonated overseas. The decisive economic legacy of the

Commonwezlth was imperialism (Mavigation Acts, Dutch and

Spanish Wars, seizure of Jamaica, etc.). Mercantile capital was

itz beneficiary, When political anarchy threatened after

Cromwell's death, it was the City that triggered the Restoration

— and & general settlement that confirmed it in its enhanced

posilion.

The six decades from 1640 through 1688 (o the end of the
century saw the stabilizarion and progressive consolidation of
the gains of the Revolution: essentially, the development of &
dynamic capitalist agriculture and the rise of a mercantiie
imperializm, in a period of great economic boom.

Thus the three crucial idiosyncresies of the English
Revolution, which heve determined the whole of our
subsequent history, can be summed up as follows. First, the
Revaluiion shatiered the juridical and constitutional obstacles
to rationalized capitalist development in town and country:
monopeliés, arbitrary taxation, wsrdstips, purveyance,
restraints on cnclosure, etc. The immediare cricet of this was a
dramatic quickening of the whole econ-my, from 1650
onwards. In this sense, It was a supreme.y successiul capitaiisi



sevolesion At the same time, however, it left almost the entire
ﬂm!u‘.-

_ Second, it achieved this by profoundly transforming the revfes
but not the personnel of the ruling class. No social group was
evicied or displaced by the Revelution:! rather one section of a
class fought another and by its victory converted the whole class
to @ new type of production. For the next hundred years the
British aristocracy proceeded to perfect the ruthless and richly
rewarding triad system of capitalist landlord, renant farmer
and landless agricultural labourer, which destroved the English
peasuntry and made Britain the most agriculturally efficient
country in the world. But ne career open 1o talents, no enlarged
franchise, no weakening of lhe principles of heredity and
hierarchy, Tollowed this. Landed aristocrats, large and small,
continued to rule England.’

Al the same time, mercantile capital expanded on 2 new,
imperial hasis. It had nol been the main military or political
force in the Revolution; it was its main cconomic inheritor, But
it was never subsequently able to constilute itsell as an
internally compaci and autarchic political force. Despite their
rapidly increasing wealth, bankers and merchants remained a
subaltern group within the ruling system, an ‘interest’ and not a
class. There was a constant haemorrhage of its profit and
pioneers towards the countryside, us successful merchants
abandoned their background, investing in estates and
becoming members of the landed class. C© onversely,
tandowners had from the outset of the Revolution (and carlier)
participated in colonial and trading ventures (Fym, Hampden),
There was thus a permaneni pariial Inrerpenetration of the
‘moncyed’ and ‘landed’ interests, which simulianeously
maintained the political and social subordination of merchant
capital, and gave the City the aristocratic coloration it has
reiained to this day,

Finally, the ideological legacy of the Revolution was almost
nil. Its most militant creed, radical Puritanism, was the great
loser from the Restoration Settlement, Hencelorth it went into
a profound spiritual recession, losing its liery intramundane
activism and becoming the repressed private creed ol a
dis-established minority. The religious beliefs which had seen
divine intervention justifying Rebellion when it was successful,
saw it also — and irrevocahly — condemning it when the
Revolution collapsed and the monarchy was restored. Hecause
of its *primitive’, pre-Enlightenment character, the ideology of
the Revolution founded no universal tradition in Britain, Never
was a major revolutionary ideology neutralized and absorbed
so completely, Politically, Purilanism was a useless passion.

The eighteenth century sailed forward inte an era of
unparalleled stability. The landed aristocracy had, after a bitter
internecine struggle, become its own capitalist class. The
mercantile bourgeoisic was contained and decanted into an
honourable ancillary status, No ferment of ideas or memories
remained. By a classic process of psychelogical suppression,
the Civil War v.as Torgotten and its decorous epilogue, the
Glorious Revolution of 1688, became the official, radianl myth
of Lreation in the collective memory of the properticd class.

2. England experienced the first industrigl revolution, in @
period of internarional counter-revoltionary war, producing
the earliest proletariat when socialist theery was least Sormed
and available, and an indusirigl bourgecisie polarized from the
siart towards the arisiocracy. The Revolution of 1640 had made
possible the transformation of the bady of landowners into a
basically capiralist class with powerful mercan Lile auxiliaries. It
was precisely this ‘mix’ which, after & hundred years of
maturation, set off the industrial revolution: agraran
capitalism provided the economic znd human surplus for
industrinlization, depopulating the countryside to provide
invesiment and labour for the towns. Mercantile imperialism,
dominating Asia, Africa and Latin America, provided the
markets and raw materials. The cortonindustry, based squarely
on control of the world market, from India (calico) to West
Africa (slaves) to the Caribbean (raw cotton), launched the
take-off, The colossal industrial concatenation which followed
inevitably produced its own, new bourgeoisic — the
manufacturing middle class of Manchester and the North. Yer

ihe coadition of ity appearance in Enpgland was the prior
extstence of a class which was also copitaiist in iis mode nf
exploitation. There was thus from the stert no Sundamenral,
antagonistic contrudiciion between che old anstoerecy and e
new hourseoisie. English capitalism embraced and included
bath. The most important single ey (o modern English history
lies in this fact.

A period of intense poiitical conflic between the nascent
industrial bourgeoisie and the agrsran elite was, of course,
inevitahle once the manufacturers began 1o aspire towards
political representation and power. But this clash isell was
profoundly affected, and anenuated, by the context in which it
accurred. The French Revolution and Napoleonic expansion
froze properticd Europe with terror. For tweniy panic-sincken
years the new English manufacturing class rallied 1o the
aristocracy: in thar time it developed habits and attitudes it has
never lost, A whole era of war against the French abroad and
repression against the working elass a1 home marked the years
of its maturatinn. Two decades after the Tall of the Bastille, it
celebrated its entry into history by cutting down working class
demonstrators st Peterloo.

When the fear of the early yéars of the nineteenth century
finallv receded, the indusital bourgeoisic at lnst began (o mass
its strength ta secure incorporation inta the political system. It
was almost overtaken by a radicalized working class which had
developed in fsolation from it during the pitiless years of
reaction. But with considerable belated skill, it forced an
extension of the franchise which nakedly demarcated the new
ruling Mo, including itself and excluding the proletariat. By
the same stroke, the Reform Bill of 1832 secured precisely thai
change which the merchunis and bankers of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries had never managed — or needed — to
effect. The traditional mercuntile bourgeoisie had never
achieved dircet political representation in Parlisment; because
ol its peculiar situation and composition it had always been
contenl 1o delegate fts 'interest’ (0 a section of the (Whig)
aristocracy. [t now entered Parliament for the first time, behind
its industrial successor, in the breach the latter had made.

The next — and last — victory of the new middle class was the
Repeal of the Comn Laws in 1346, Convinced that cereal
protection favoured landowners at its expense by contracting
both inrernal and external markets for manufacturers, the
industrial bourgeoisic mounted 4 second triumphant campaign
for its abolition. This sectional conflict was the last moment ar
which the industrial middle class played an independent role in
Ryitish history. It was its — brief and inglorious — high-water
mark. The aftermath was illuminating. Fired by the success of
the Anti-Corn Law League, irs greatest spokesman, Cohden,
launched a campaign against ‘the eleventh commandment’,
primogeniture, the basic device securing aristocratic control of
the land. The call for ‘free trade not only in corn but in land’
aimed directly at the raot power position of the aristocracy. The
bourgeoisie refused to follow it. Its courage had gone.
Henceforth it was bent exclusively on integrating itself into the
aristocracy, not collectively as a class, but by indivi dual vertical
ascent.

Even after 1832, it was noticeable that the new middle-class
used its vote 1o elect members of Parliament not from among its
own ranks, but from those of the aristocracy, thus reproducing
the exact relationship between its predecessor and the landed
elite even after it had won the power to do otherwise: as lale as
1863, over 50 per cent of the House of Commons formed &
single, intricately extended kinship group. Thus for a period
one can speak of a delegation of power by one distinct social
class 1o another. But this phase was relatively short, It was
followed by a deliberate, systematized symbiosis of the two
ciasses, This unique fusion was effected, above all, by creating
a common educational institution, the new public schools,

1. Asection of the smaller Royalist landowners, who did not regain
thelr esiaies after the Restoration, farma the only exception,

2. Throughout thisessay, the term “aristocracy’ is used to designate,
not the nobility, bu the landowning class as a whole, This use blurs the
important distinction between the large agrarin magnates and the
gentry, but space precludes discussion of this secondary division here




which were designed 1o socialize the sons of the — new or old —
rich in a distinctive, uniform pallemn, which henceforth became
the fetishized criterion of the ‘gentleman®, The reforms of the
universities, and more particularly, of the Civil Service (1854},
instituting a rationalized but rigidly hierarchic recruitment
based on prior indection into the public schools, complemented
this central mechanism of assimilation. Meanwhile, as indus-
trial accumulation proceeded and the relative weight of the
agrarian sector declined, an increasing horizontal imbrication
of landed, commercial and industrial capital took place
Agrarian magnates opened up mines and invested in railways,
manufacturing tycoons purchased estates and formed special
relationships with merchant bankers. The end result of these
convergent mutations was the eventual ereation of @ hegermonic
class, distinguished by a perpetwally recregted  virtual
romogeneily and actual — determinate — porousness.” The
second generation of any parvenu bourgeois family could
henceforward automatically enter the 'upper class' via the
regulating institutions of assimilation. Thus it was that by a
unique paradox, inthe supremely capitalist society of Victonan
England, the aristocracy became — and remained — the
vanguard of the bourgenisie.

For the first five decades of the century — the heroic age of
the English proletariat — the working class evolved in a
diametrically opposite direction to that of the middle class.
Counier-revelutionary war abroad was accompanied by social
siege at home (more troops mobilized to suppress the Luddites
than to fight the concurrent Peninsular War, etc. ). Repression
circumscribed the working class and cut it off from the rest of
society. Plunged in its own racked and famished world, it
fought bitverly for an alternative human order for ftsell, It was
the first proletariat ever to suffer industrialization: it had to
invent everything — rtactics, sirategy, idems, values,
organization — from the start. It achieved no victories, bul irs
defears were astonizhing. In 1819 it arganized the first national
palitical campaign of the post-war period, so scaring both the
bourgeoisie and aristocracy that it provoked a massacre and
exceptional legislation. In 1831-2 it formed the greal heaving
swell of the Reform Movement, constantly thregtening to
capsize the bourgeois groupings adroitly navigating on ils
surface, From 1829-34 it produced in Owenism the first, mass
socialist movement of the century. When this was ¢rushed by
1836, it rose again in an independent working-class movement
for Reform: Chartism, its final, supreme effort, lasied for a
decade. Wrecked by its pitifully weak leadership and strategy,
in the end it collapsed without a fight. With it disappeared for
thirty vears the &lan and combativity of the class. A profound
caesura in English working-class history supervened.

The tragedy of the first proletariat was not, as has so often
been said, that it was immature; it was rather that it was ina
crucial sense premature. [1s maximum ardour and insurgency
coincided with the minimum availability of socialism as a
structured ideclogy. Consequently it paid the price of the
forerunner. For simple technical-educational reasons, the
development of socialist thought in the nineteenth century had
to be overwhelmingly the work of non-working-class
inteliectuals, (The utopian socialism of Owen was, of course,
just this). Thus, everywhere, it came to the proletariat from
outside. But it took fifty years of the experience of
industrialization over a whole continent for il properly to form,
and the timing of its impact has been crucial. [t is no accident
that the youngest proletariats, of [taly and Japan, have been the
maost thoroughly won to Marxism; or that the oldest, those of
England and Belgium, have rather similar political parties and
consciousness. In England, in contrast (o countries that
industrialized afterwards, Marxism came too laie: the
Cammunist Manifesto was written just iwo months before the
collapse of Chartism,

1. By the end of the nineteenth century, Britain had seized the
lgrgest empire in histary, an empire qualitatively distinct in its
immensity from all its rivals, which saturated and ‘set’ British
sociery im @ maotrix it has reigined fo this doy. Laie
nineteenth-century imperialism was the intoxicated climax of
three centuries of plunder and annexation. It was the most
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self-conscious and belligerent phase of British imperialism; but
it was nol the most profoundly formative for British sociery.
The mercantile imperialism of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, which provided the pre-conditions for the economic
take-off of the carly nincteenth century, and the diplomatic-
industrial imperialism of the mid-nineteenth century, whose
enforcement of international Free Trade had crented Bntish
world economic supremacy, were both more decisive, The
lasting contours of British society were already visible before
the rise of the military-industrial imperialism of the 1880s." Yet
it was this apparent apotheasis of British capitalism which gave
its characteristic sfple to a whole sooely, consecrating and
fossilizing 1o this day its interior space, its horizons.
its diffused and intimate sensibility. It is, above all, from this
period that the suffocating “traditionalism’ of Engilsh life
dates.

The multiform impacd of militant imperialbism on the
economy and society of Britain can only be sugmested here. It is
clear that the exisience, mainienance and constant celebration
of the Empire affected all classes and institutions i Britain; it
could not have done otherwise. Equally obviously, its effects
varied enormously in kind from group to group. The main
single effect of the new imperialism in the period from
18B0-1914 was probably the definitive consolidation of ihe
practernaturally merarchical character of the tolal spcial order
and in parti of its typical model of . It has been
argued that the imperialist expansion of this epoch [scramble
for Africa, partition of China, ectc.) was an ‘mavistic’
phenomenan, the product of ‘pre-capitalist’, aristocratic,
agrarian and military residues in the industrinlized stules of
Europe. This view is manifestly inadequate; imperialism was,
of course, the inevitable climax of pre-Keynesian capitalism,
the product of 4 massive investmeni surplus and a limited
internal market. But Schumpeter’s imaginary cause wis @ (rue
effect. The refux of imperinlism at home nol merely preserved
but reinforced and sanctified the already pronounced person-
ality type of the governing class: aristocralic, amatéur, and
‘normalively’ agrarian. Originally this metaphysic was
naturally secreted by an agrarian aristocratic class. But by the
second half of the nineteenth century the English aristocracy
was rapidly becoming as factually ‘bourgeois’ as the English
bourgeoisie was ‘aristocratic’. Moreover, with the
agrarian depression of the 1870s, the rraditional economic base
of the landowning class collapsed. Thus, just at the moment
when the “atavistic® values of the landed aristocracy appeared
mortally threatened, imperialism rescoed and reinforced them.
In doing so, il bequeathed to twentieth-century England the
governing class which has at length found its final, surreal
embodiment in the fourteenth Earl of Home.

The major impact of imperialism was almost certainly on the
character and ethos of the ruling bloc. But its feed-back was not
limited 1o this. A general internalization of the prestations
and motifs of Empire ondoubtedly occurred. lis mosi

3. e exactly whar Sarire calls a ‘detotalized toiality”. The
dominant bloc in England can be envissged as a narrow, highly-
structured hegemonic class, with, beneath it, a large, diffuse, paly-
morphous reservoir — the entreprencurial, professional and sslaried
‘middle classes’. The rigorous structure of the one radically de-
structures the other, as access i always open 10 the select few from the
‘middle’ 10 the “upper’ class: thus the middle classes in England have
never produced institutions end culture of anything like a comparable
distinctiveness and density to thaose of the *upper’ or for that maticr,
working class. The device of the two-party systemn has, ol course, also
powerfully acted (o inhibit the emergence of a clear, corporate identity
in the middle class, by denying il expression @l the political bewel. [1 i
siriking that England has never known an indcpmdmnuﬂuul
movement of the peity-bourgeaise of any serious dimensions, in
contrast Lo-all other major West European countries. The special nalure
of the dominanl bloc in England has sndoubtedly contributed o
preventing this.

4. By ‘diplomatic-industrial [mperialism® B meant the economic
subjugation of other pations, usually secured by the threal of foree,
rather than by outright annexation. “Military-industrial imperialism’
proceeded by siraight conguest; it was a product of the fear of vival
Eurapean imperialisms, in particularty of Germany, whose shados
haunted the extrems patriots of the period. It thus marks the moment at
which British world supremacy was no longer unquestioned.



I
prominent manifestation was, of course, the new supercharged
religion of monarchy which marked the late Victorian érn —
inaugurated, inevitably, by the creation for the Queen of the
title’ of Empress of Indis. The Durbar, ‘and its domestic
derivative the Juhilee, became the symbol of a whole society
present to itself, celebrating its own plenitude. The ‘manifest”
furction -of the monarchy was (by assertion) to unify the
ration: its "latent’ function'was (by example) to stratify it The
two were equally importeni. Probably at no period in peace-
tirne History was English society 4o suffused with chauvinism
and so ‘glutted with rank. J i B3

 These implicit normative patterns were probably the lasting
imprint of imperialism on English life. Its-explicit ideological
expressions, although extrémely virulent at the rime, were
ultimately more transient. Ther omnipresence in this period
merely serves (o suggest how deeply seclimatized English
Fultire bechmes (6 The ambience of empire. Al political groups
—'Conservathves, Liberals 'and Fablans — were militantly
imperialist in dims; each differed only in its programme of
implementation. The nascent socialist movement shared in the
general jingoism, Wehb, Hyndman, and Blatchford — Fabian,
‘Marxist' and T.L.P. supporter — respectively the most
influential, the mast ‘advanced’ and the mosi popular
spokesmen of the Lefl, were all in their different ways vocal
imperialists. This did not necessarily mean that the working
Elass became inany diréet sense committed Lo imperialism. To
starl with it is very doubtful whether the working class of this
period ‘benefitted matenally from colonial exploiation,
although it did indiréctly, of course, from the difference in
productivity betweeri the British economy and fls overseas
possessions. Politically, colonial emigration, which drained off
many of the most vigorou s and independent menibers of the
working class and forestalled an explosive population pressure,
wai probably a more important safety-valve for English
capitalism  than its “colonial super-profits. However, the
prmary impact of imperialism ‘on’ the working clase — ax
throughout English society — was af the level of consclousness.
The Britlsh working' class was not in any: profound  sense
mobilized far imperiglism; to this extent, the options of many
of its leaders were ineffective ahd insignificant. But i was,
undenfably, deflected from undistracted confrontdtion with
the ‘olass ‘exploiting it. This was the real — negative ~
achievernent “of social-imperialismo/ It created a" powerful
*natipnal’ framewaork for socialcontradictions whichat normal
periods insénsibly mitigated them and at moments: of ‘criss
transcended them altngether. The emhusiastic partici pation of
mostof the Left in the holocaust of the First World War was
only ' the: ‘most spectacular - product ' of - degades.  of
n_aﬂunal-impeﬂal mystification. 703 {) i b

“Hiwvever, for the Working class 1oo, he zenith of imperialism
<aw in essence only d'vonsolidation of morphelogical changes
which had occurred Tong beforeit. = "

“The shattéfing fifscs of Chartism finally broke the morale of
the early proletariat; a period of intense shock and retreat
followed, Forthirry vearsithe English working:class movement
went through a kind of prolonged catatonic withdrawal. The
miost insurgent working clitss  in” Europe’ became the most
numbed ‘and docile. Ambitious attempts ta create single
natjonal unions, audacious schemes for an autarkic co-
operative economy, mass campaigns for universal suffrage
= GAVE WaY 10 caulious, bien- insuranee clubs and
wavering support, for the Liberal Pariy. The formal goal of
Chartism, voles for the working man, was partially granted by
a Conservative Oovernment in- 1867, But far from being an
autonomous victory of the  working class, this tactical
mianoeuvre oF Disrael’s in a sense only revealed its absorption
and defeat. The vore was granied to the working class precisely
because (here was na longer any danger that it would use it as
some of the Chartists had threatened ro — for the transform-
ation of the entire social system. The Conservative Goyern-
ment’s attention wasalmost purely devoted 1o outflanking the
Liberal opposition; it cared so little about the substance of its
il that it let 1t be amended indefinitely by a handful of radicals
i Parliament.

No significant change followed the 1867 Reform Bill. The

working class continued for well over another decade to play an

innocuous and subordinate rale in the Hritish political system.
Acrtigans aind home-industry workersincrensingly gave way 1o a
factory proletarian. The rapidly increasing surplus of the
economy, &fter the first period of | capital accumulation,
allowed shbstantial increases in woge-levels 1o be granted by
emplovers<this provided the edonomic basis-of the reloimmsim
of the period, It was not until The 1880s that the working class
really beganto recover from thic tratmmeie defeat of the 18405
By ‘theéh the workd had soved ‘on. Tn consciousniess and
combarivity, the Englinh working class had been overtuken by
almost all iie contineninl opposites. Marsism had misted: it
Malure socinl theory was developed in precisely the years of the
British proletarial’s amnesia and withdrawal, In France, In
Cierinany, in Naly, Marxism took root i the working class. In
England, evervthing was against it: the wounds.of the past, the
diffidence of the present, the national ¢ulture. of past and
present! In 1B6% the German Social Democratic Parly was
founded; in 1876 the Parti Ouvrier in France; in 1834 the
Sociahist Party in [taly: in 1889 the Soaal Democratic Pany in
Sweden. In England, the first socinlist seev, the Social Dema-
cratic Federation, was only formved i 1884 — and the first
working-class party. the Labour Representation’ Committee,
anly, in 1900; over (wenty years later than in Franee or
Germany, The 5.D.F. did not succeer i makng 4 major
lasting ideological impact on the lahour  movement. The
Labuour Party, itsell created primarily as a defensive measure 10
reverse theeffects of the Tafl Vale decision, included no maor
Maisist component: from, its early years. onwards. The
remarkable lateness ol its formation was a striking index ol the
degree of subordination of the working-¢lass movement within
British capitalist souety. [t was, then, in this sense that the
crescenda of imperialism which coincided with the rise of the
modern labour movement only confirmed changes which had
preceded i ¥

4. Alone of mujor European aganons, England emerged
wndefeated and unoccupied from Two World Wars, ils social
siructure aniguely - wmouched | by exiernal shocks ar
discoatinuities. The vigtories of- 1948 and, 1945 were the lnsl of
the special graces geanted by history to English. bourgeois
sociery. War and invasion huve been perhaps the greatest single
catalysts of change in modern Europe — even the only. armed
revolution modern England has gver known was precipituted by
1he Scattish invasion of 1640, Collapse on the Eastern Fronl in
1917 set in mation the Russian Revolution; defeat and invasion
in (1818 produced: the Spartakist -rising. in -Germany, the
Bavarian Communist Gevernment, and ;Sogial-Democralic
dominance in the Weimar Republie; the oceupation of France
i 1940 and the muditary campaigns  ini ltaly  from 1993-5
produced pohiticized resistance movements {of a mass characier
Ain- Jtaly) withe pronounged socialisi-communist. majorjties. In
‘each casethe advanceof the Lefl-was checked orreversed — by
Fascism afier 1930, and by Anti-Communismafter 1947, But al
some point:the whale social order had been radically fissured
and challenged, -and - the resiabilization which, followed,
hrought about by the world cataclysms of the Depression and
the Cold War rather than by internal chanpes, wes qualiiatively
differemt from the slefus gao anre, f
Mo . comparable “erisis of disruption or transformation
disturbed the placid waters of British social history, Even won,
however, (he two Warld Wars were.the only serious forcing-
period of social change in, English histosy in the twentieth
century, Theoutbreak of the 1914-18 war providently aborted &
potentially explosive situation in Britain, when the propertied
class was deeply split ton an imperial issue, Ireland) -and
working-class militancy threatened 10 escape the control of a
faltering and reactionary Irade-union leadership. The long-
term effect of the war, however, was to increase Lhe weight and
strength of working-class organizations. Between 1914 and
1919 T.U.C. membership doubled and the Labour vote
quintupled. The Labour Party, previously a small pressure
greup on the Mank of the Liberal Parry, emerged after the war
as the main opposition party and five vears latet as & (minority)
government. Simultaneously, the classical political formations
of amalgamated roling bloc underwent a perminent mutiation.
The vortex of the war smashed the Mimsy barriers between
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- gnd Liberal Parues, temporarily producing a
tectsating disorder, out of which eventually emerged the
unified political organization of the Right — the Conservative
Party. The survival of the Conservative rather than the Liberal
Pariy was conditioned both by factional divisions within (he
Liberal Party and by the obvious desuetude of Free Trade
doctrines in the Depression years. But in & more important
sense, it revealed the continuing ascendancy of the aristocratic
segment within the dominant social bloc. It was in the logic of
the previous [ifty years. Neither party had ever been a simple
crystallization of distinct strata within this bloc — precisely
because its pature precluded sharply differentinted levels or
layers within it. But the Liberal Party had always tended
towards a greater proportionate bourgeois, and the Conserva-
tive Party a greater proportionate aristocratic, admixture. The
ideologies of the two parties had usually, although not always,
over-expressed this difference. The eclipse of the one and the
triumph of the other signified the final ‘feudalization’ of the
ideology and internal protocol of the dominant hloc.' The
Liberal Party, despite the initial advantage of a greater
proximity to the centre of gravity of future parliamentary
politics, lost because its identity was finally so much weaker.
Mecessarily so: when real danger threatened and a single party
of the Right became imperative, proto-reformist velleities were
no melch for centuries of aurenled tradition.

By the twenties, the parliamentary system had for the first
time in its long and trompe I'oeil histary become the arenaof o
genuine class confrontation. Under post-war conditions the
Labouor Party swiftly rose in strength and altractive power. Its
seats in the House of Commons increased from 60 in 1919 to
191 in 1924, when it formed its short-lived first minority gov-
ernment, and then — after losses in the election of that year
— o 287 in 1929, when it formed its second government, also &
minority but this time as the strongest party. Within two years
this Labour Government collapsed — more completely and
ignominiously than any other Social Democratic government
has ever done. Vast Conservative majorities dominated the
whale of the next decade, The first cycle of the Labour Pariy's
history was brought to an end by the outbreak of the Secund
Waorld War.

The 1939-45 War opened the second cycle, which reproduced
with remarkable similarity the timing and movemeni of the
first. Again the tremendous pressures of the war effected a
sudden, qualitative leap forward in British history. For the first

and only lime in this century, an appresiahle redistribution of
income took place, secondary education was generalized, and
the foundations of the Welfare State were lnld. The 1945
election confirmed these changes, when the Labour Party won
u large absolute majority. This time, both its electoral strengih
and 15 legislative schievements {creation of the Naional
Health Service, socialization of uel and transport, etc.) were
miuich greater than those of its ephemeral governments alier the
First World War. Its development was thuy more accuralely
spiral, rather than truly cyclical. But at & higher level, almost
exnctly the same sequence was repeated. The peried of upsurge
was brief and rapidly dissipated. The Labour Government fell
in 1951, on the twentieth anniversary of the disaster of 1931, in
analogous circumstances of economic erisis, palitical division
and ideological demoralizarion. The resull was, once again, An
uninierrupted decade of Conservarive rule. [n fifly years, such
was Lhe 1otal ¢hange since the advent of political democracy, n
& country where the manual working class constitules an
overwhelming sociological majority of the population.

The distinciive fucets of English class structure, as it has
gvolved over theee conturios, con thus be summad up as follows

After a bitter, cathartic revolution, which tranyformed the
structure but not the superstructures of English sociely, a
londed aristocracy, underpinned by a powerful mercanrile
affingl group, became the first dominani capitelisr class in
Britain. This dynamic agrarian capitalism expelled rhe English
peaseniry from history, Its success wes economivally the floor’
and socipipgicaily the ‘ceiling’ of the rise of the indusiriul
bourgeoisie. Undisturbed by a feudal state, terrified of the
Franch Revolution and fts awn praletarial, mesmerized By the
prestige and suthori(y of the landed class, the bourgeolsic won
two modest victories, lost its nerve and ended by losing its
identity. The late Victorian era and the mgh noon aof
imperialism welded aristocravy end bourgeoisie together in ¢
sinple sociol bloc. The warking class fought passianately and
wnaided agains! the advent of industrial capitalism; its exireme
exhaustion dfter successive defeats was the measure of (s
effarts. Henceforward it avolved, separate bur swhordinale,
within the apparenily unshukeuble structure of Drirish
capitalism, unoble, despite ils gréat numerical superiorily, fo
transform the fundamental nature of British society

5. 'Feudal' only metaphorwally, of course.
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Britain and Russia

| The article below is part of a speech entitled “Through What
Stage Are We Passing’, delivered by Trotsky on 21 June 1924
and reprinted in the collection Zapad | Vestok (West and East),
Moscow, 1924, The iranslaiion, by Brian Pearce. first appeared
in Fourth Internationsl, summer 1964, It is reprinted by kind
permission of the translator.)

The Strengih of the Communist Party and the Level of Culture
inma Country

When [ spoke recently at Sokolniki, at the jubilee gathering of
educational workers, | was asked a guestion of great
importance in relation to principles, a question closely
connected both with the international situalion, in the widest
sense of the word, and with the Fifth Congress of ihe
Communist International which is now laking place. And
instzad of making a hundred-and-first or thousand-and-first
aempt 1o describe  comprehensively the  so-calied
‘international situation’, | am going to give, even though only
in broad putline, an answer 1o that guestion of principle which
was pul to me gt Sokolniki and which [ will now tell you about.
The note | received is in my pocker — here it is: 'Comrade
Trotsky, please explain why the most advanced capitalist
countries have the weakest Communist parties (L'SA, Britain)
and are furthest from the soaal revolution. This problem
worries me very much and [ request you o explain il.’ That is
the question.

The answer to ii 15 ihe key to the international question,
broadly understood, thal is, both from the standpoint of the
relations between the various states and the relations between
the capitalist states and the Sovietr Republic and from the
standpoint of the development of the revolution throughout the
world. In the last analysis these are, after all, two aspects of one
and the same problem...

How then can it be explained thar the most advanced and
culiured counires have weak Communist parties, while, on
the contrary, our country, which cannot, unfortunalely, be
called the most cultured in Gurope, has a wvery sirong
Communist party, which rules the state? The writer of the note
says that this problem worries him. And that is guite
undersrandable. We know that international Menshevism,
starting with our own Russian Mensheviks, builds upon this
contradiction its chiel ‘accusation’ against international
communism and against the Soviet Republic. You see, if this
contradiction be taken in a simple way, so to speak logically,
mechanically, then you are nol far from the conclusion that
Commumsm 5 an  expression  of...backwardness and
barbarsm. The more backward a country is, you deduce from
your [irst glance at the problem, the stronger is Communism in
that country, whereas super-civilized countries hke Hritain and
America have very weak Communist partics, in proportion, as

it were, to the small amount of survivals of barbarism n those
countries. On this idea is built up the entire philosophy of
international Menshevism, Allow me (o desl, even though only
invery general terms, with this question, which is ol the highest
imporiance.

At the congress of the Commumist International one of the
weakest of the Furopean parties is certpinly the British
Communist Party. The American parly is even weaker, uc,
but we are talking for the moment only about Europe. The
strongest party is our party. Then comes the Germian party, and
then the French, What in reality explains the fact that in such a
powerful, cultured, educated, civilized, etc,, country az
Brirain, the Communist party still existsas 2 mere propagandist
society, not ver possessing the power 10 play an active parl in
palitics? In order 1o answer in & radical way the explanation —
ai first glance so simple and Titting — that Communism is
directly proportionote to hackwardness and barbarism, an
explanation which expresses the whole wisdom of Menshevism,
I will recall a few other phenomena and institutions in the life of
Gireat Britain. In Britain, there is — | ask you not 10 forget it —
& monarchy, whereas there is non¢ here or in France or in
Germany. Now, a monarchy cannot be depicted from any point
of view as an expression of the highest culture, as one of the
highest attainments of mankind — even MacDonald doesn’t do
that, he keeps guiet about it, politely and diplomatically holds
his tongue, and doesn’t say that & sign of the high colrural level
of Britain iz that there, in contrast 1o barbarous Russia, they
have a monarchy. In Britain there is still to this day an
aristocracy enjoying distinctions of rank. There is a House of
Laords. In Britain, finally, the church, or rather the churches,
wield tremendous influence in all spheres of life. There is no
country in Europe where church influence in political, social
and (amily life is so great as in Great Britain, Over there, for a
man to say that he does not belong to a church, does nol go Lo
church, and even more, that he does not beheve in Ged,
reguires quite exceplional personal courage.

So it isdifficult there, in each separate case, (o break through
the old, dense web of hypocrisy and clerical prejudices and the
worldly customs which are based on this hypocrisy and these
prejudices, None of you will say, 1 hope, that the influence of
the church or of the churches on social consciousness s an
expression of human progress. Thus it turns out that in Britain,
alongside of the fact that the Communist party is exceptionally
weak, there are to be found such other facts, nol maiters of
indifference for us, as the existenze of a monarchy, an
aristocracy, & House of Lords and & tremendous influence of
religion in politics, in social life, and in everyday affairs. And if
you approach Britain one-sidedly from this aspect, that is, from
the aspect of the monarchy, the House of Lords, the
aristocracy, landlordism and church influence, then you would
doubtless say that the most barbarous and backward country in
Europe is Britain, That would be as true as the statement of the
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Mensheviks that Communism is a product of backwardness:
that is to say, it would be as unirue, asone-sidad, as false.

Can one really agree thar Britain is the most backwaurd
country in Europe? Mo, this idea cannot at all be fitied inio the
framework of our general picture of Britain. In Britpin
technique Is at a very high level, and technique is decisive in
human life. America, true, has outstripped Britain in the field
of technigue: the daughter of British culture has raced ahead of
her mother along the line of technmique. Before the war
Germany was rivalling Britain more and more sharply,
threatening 1o outstrip and in certain hranches of industry
actually outstripping Britain, Bul today, after the defeat of
Germany, Hritain leads Furope economically, British science,
literature and art have plaved and are playing a rale of ihe first
order in the development of human thought and human
creative achievement. How can ane find one's way out of this
contradiction? For s contradiction stares us in the face: on the
one hand, high technique, sciemce, erc.: on the other,
monarchy, aristocracy, House of Lords, power of religious
prejudices over people's minds.

What conclusion can be drawn? This conclusion, that there
is no single yardstick with which one can measure the develop-
ment of & country in cvery sphere, and on the basis of that
measurement make & uniform evaluation covering all aspects of
social life. Development is contradictory. In certain spheres a
vouniry achieves tremendous successes, but it happens quile
often that by these very successes that country holds back its
own development in ather spheres.

Let me speak concretely about this matter. Britain was the
first country to take the road of capitalist development and
wom, thanks to that fact, the hegemony of the world market in
the nineteenth century, The British bourgeoisie became, again
thanks to this fact, the richest, strongest and most enlightened
of the bourgeoisies. These conditions cnabled it, 2z we know, (o
ereate a privileged position lor the upper strata of the British
working class and thereby to blunt class antagonisms, The
British working class is becoming conscious of itself as an
independent class hostile 10 the bourgeoisie much more slowly
than the working class of other countries with less powerful
bourgeoisies.

Thus it turns oul that the growth of the British bour-
geoisie, the most advanced bourgeoisie in Europe, having taken
rlace in exceptionally favaurable conditions, has for a long
time held hack the development of the British proletariat, The
slow and *arganic” growth of technique in England, and the fact
that the Reformation and the bourgeois revolution happened
close together in time, held back the work of critical thought in
relation ta the church. The British bourgeoisie developed under
the protection of anclent institutions, on the one hand adapting
itsell 10 them and on the other subjecting them to itself,
gradually, organically, ‘in an evolutionary way'. The
revolutionary upheavals of the seventesnth century were
prafoundly forgotten. In this consisis what is called the British
tradition. lts ba: . feature is conservatism. More than anything
rlse the Brirish bourgeoisie i proud that it has not destroved old
huiildings and old beliefs, but has gradually adapted the old
royal and noble castle to the requirements of the business firm,
In this castle, in the corners of it, there were its ikons, its
symbols, its fetishes, and the bourgeoisie did not remove them,
Ii made use of them to consecrate its own rule. And it laid down
from sbove upon its proletariat the heavy lid of cultural
conservalism.

The British Proletarial
and our Proletariat

The British working class has developed quite differently from
ours. Our young proletariat was formed in a period of some 50
vears, mainly from peasants and handicrafismen who had lived
in the countryside, along with their fathers and grandfathers, in
ancient surroundings, in ecconomic backwardness, amid
ignorance and religious prejudices. Capital ruthlessly seized the
peasant lad or youth by the scruff of the neck and at once fung
him into the cauldron of factory life. The change in his
conditions took place catastrophically, When the young

peasant felt the blast of the fsetory’s steam, he at once began in
think about who he was and where he was. 1t gained nscenduncy
aver him all the more easily because he hul no conservative
ideas: the old village notions did not (1 m all; he needed a
complete and radical chenge 'n his whole cutlosk on the world,

With the British worker thin.: wen! quite differently, His
father and his grandfather weie work: s, pnd his great-grand-
fathers and remoter ancestors were cnall artisans, The British
worker has a family tree., he knows who his ancesiors were, he
has & family tradition. This is also a kind of “culiure’, bur it s
expressed in the fact that in his consclousness he drags around
with him many of the prejudices of his ancestors. For him, the
British warker, there was not this sudden, tharp, wlasimophe
transition from the closed little world of the village 10 modern
mdusiry; he has developed organically from his remote
rncestors mto gradually changig comlbitions of factory life and
urban culture. In his mind there still to this day sit old, medieval
craft ideas and prejudices, only modified in form and adapied
to the conditions of capitalism. The life of the erafts and the
craft festivals — celehration of the birth of a son, his entry into
apprenticeship, graduarion 10 the independent position of
master-cruflsman, and so on — were shot through and through
with religiosity, and this religiosity passed over into trade
unionism, which has a heavy conservative tail strelching back
intothe Middle Ages...

Hritish technigue is a fundamentally capitalist technique, It
was not brought in from outside, destroying national economic
forms, but has developed on the basis of these national Forms.
The consciousness of the working class reflects this ‘organic’
growth of technique, while lagging very much behind it, 11 must
not be forgotten thal human consciousness, taken on the soale
of society, is fearfully conservative and slow moving  Only
idealists imagine that the world is moved forward through the
free inibntive of human thought. In actual fact the thought of
society or of a class does not take a single step forward except
when there is exstreme need ra dooso. Where it is 1t all possible,
old familiar idess are ndapied 1o new facts, We speak frankly if
wesaythat classes and peoples have hitherto not shown declaive
initiative except when histary has thrashed them with its henvy
erop. Had things been different, would people huve allowed the
mpenalist war to happen? After all, the war drew nearer under
the eyes of evervone, like two trains hurtling towards each other
along a single track. But the peoples remained silent, watched,
waited, and went on living their familiar, evervday,
conservative lives. The fearful upheavals of the imperialist war
were necded for certain changes to be introduced jnto
consciousness and into social life, The working people of
Russin overthrew Romanov, drove oul the bourgeoisic and
ook power. In Germany thev gol rid of Hohenzollern bul
stapped hall-way... The war was needed for these changes 1o
take place, the war with its tens of millions of dead, wounded
and maimed.., What & clear proof this is of how conservative
and slow to move is human thought, how stubboraly it clings to
the pasi, 10 everything that is known, familiar, ancestral —
until the next blow of the scourge.

Such blows have occurred in Britain too, of course. This,
after the rapid industrialization there developed in the second
third of the last century the stormy movement of the warking
class which is known as Chartism. But bourgeois society stood
sufficiently firm and the Chartist movernent came to nathing,
The strength of the British bourgeoisic lay in its maturity, irs
wealth, its world power, crumbs from which it shared with the
upper strala of the working class, thereby demoralizing also the
weakened masses,

Think over this process to the extent necessary to understand
the profound difference from our development, which was
extremely delaved and therefore extremely contradictory. Take
our metal-working and coal-mining South: boundless expanses
of steppe, thinly populated, steppe seltlements with deep mud
around them in spring and autumn... and suddenly huge
metal-working enterprises arise in these steppes. They did not,
of course, develop out of our own economy but broke in upon
us thanks to foreign capital. From the backward and scattered
villages, European {and somectimes American) capital




assembled frech cadres of workers, tearing them from the
conditions which Marx once called “the idiocy of rural life".
And there vou had these fresh proletarians of the Donets basin,
of Krivoi Rog and so on, nol bringing with them into the pits
and the factories any hereditary tadilions, any cralt
conservatism, any fixed and firm beliefs. On the contrary, it
wazinthese new, unfamiliar and stern conditions that they only
for the lirst time properly felt the need for firm beliefs, which
would give them moral support. To ther aid came Socal
Demaocracy, which taught them lo break with all thar old
prejodices and so gave a revolutionary consciousness to this
clazs which had been horn in 2 revolutionary way. This, in
broad outling, is the answer to the question which was put to me
and which I, inmy turn, have set befare vou.

It is possible to put the matter like this: the richer, stronger,
mightier, cleverer, firmer a bourgenisie has proved to be, the
more il has succeeded in holding back the ideclogical and
consequently the revolutionary development of the proletariat.
Here is another expression of the same idea. The Brilish
bourgeoisie has got used to the servility of the so-called
warkers' leaders whom it has educated. Let me inlerrupt myself
to introduce a very interesting gquotition from the British
newspaper the Sunday Times, The newspaper complains
because in Britain roday, under the MacDonald Government,
stormy strikes are taking place, and it says:

“We have in Grear Britain the finest body of Labour leaders
in the world, men of experience and patriotism, with a real
sense of responsibility and a wide knowledge of economics, But
they are rapidly being thrust aside by the avowed
revolulionaries, whose influcnce is increased every time the
Government capitulates to them. " Thai's what it says, word for
word. As to the statement that they are being “thrist aside by
the avowed revolulionuries', that, alas, is as yet an
exaggeration. Of cowrse, revolutionaries sre increasing in
number in Britain too, bul unforiunately they have siill far
from sufficiently ‘thrust aside’ those leaders whom the Sunday
Times calls wise politicians, filled to the brim with wisdom and
patriotizm.

How has this come about? In our country there have never
been leaders who won such praise from the bourgeoisie, even if
we bear in mind that al a certain period the Socialist
Revolutionarics and the Mensheviks played a considerable role,
because our bourgeoisic — discounting the sharpest and most
decisive momenis, when Lhings wereat their most eritical — was
dissatisfied even with the Socialist Revolutionaries and ihe
Mensheviks. What is the cause of such satisfaction with the
workers' leaders on the part of the bourgeoisie over there in
Britain? It is due to the lact that the Britsh bourgeoisie
themselves have trained these leaders. How did they get the
appartunity of training ‘labour’ leaders? This was due 1o the
circumstance thar they were powerful and cultured, being the
ruling class of an advanced capitalist country, As fast as the
working class advanced voung leaders from its ranks, all
sorts of political ‘specialisis’ in the service of the British
bourgeoisie at once settled on them, won them over, brought to
bear on them all that could be imagined by a powerful
bourgeais cullure.

Among us the average petty-bourgeois, the philistine, the
member of the intelligentsia of liberal and even radical views,
has considered from lime immemorial that since Britain iz a
highly civilized country therefore everything which exists in
Britain or comes from Britain is superior, good, progressive
and so on. In this we see expressed the petty-bourgeois
incapacity for thinking dialectically, analysing phenomena,
grasping a problem in its historical concrereness, There is
something which is really good, British technique, and thar we
are trying 1o transfer 10 our country in exchange for grain,
timber and other valuable commoditics. The British monarchy,
hypocritical British  conservatism, religiosity, servility,
sanctimoniousness — all this is old rags, rubbish, the refuse of
centuries, which we have no need lor whatsoever. {Applause)

IT British culture has affected our average philistine in this
way from afar, by correspondence soto speak, evoking in him a
blind infatuation, how much more strongly, directlv apd
conoretely does it affect the British patry-bourgeoisie and the
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semi-petty-bourgeois representative of the British waorking
class,

What the Britush bourgeoisic has been able to achieve is a sort
of hyprotic fascination for its culture, its world-historical
importance. By means of this skilfully-organized hypnosis it
has infTuenced the workers' leaders, whom it has known how 1o
keep always surrounded by its reporters. photographers,
sportsmen, clergymen, lecturers and so lorth, all cunningly
turned on 1o each newcomer among the workers' leaders, The
newcomer in this way finds himself in @ bourgeois milisu, They
praise him to the skies if he nibbies al the bait, and they give him
i good brushing the wrong way IT he takes the slightest siep
against the bourgenisie. And this does nol just happen once,
bul day by day, week by week, and year in'und year oul. And
the young leader going out into sociely begins (o fesl ashamed
because his Sunday suil is not sufficiently well-cut; he dreams
of a fop-hat to wear when he goes oul on a Sunday, 5o as not to
be any different from a real gentleman. These seem Lrifles,
but, after all, they make up a man"slife. Andin this hypnosis of
u way ol life lies the art of a ruling class, a powerful, cultured,
hypocritical, base, greedy class — an art which conslsts in
exercising an everyday influence whereby to work upon and
subjpect to itsell everyone who comes forward {rom among the
working class, everyone who stands a head taller than the ather
in every factory, im every ward and borough, inevery fown and
throughout the country.

Probably o lol of you hiave seen the Times, 11 comes ont every
day in dozens of pages of splendid fine print, with a variety of
ilustrations and an endless range of sections, so that everything
has itz place in the paper, from questions of high palitics 1o all
kinds of sport, and including the affairs of the churcher and of
the world of fashion. And Irom what point of view is evervihing
presented? Naturally, from the point of view of the interests of
the bourgenisie.

Other British bourgeois newspapers are not so solid as the
Times, but they are buili on the same model, so a5 to capiure the
reader's attention from every direciion and lead him In
genullect before the British national tradition, that &5, before
the bourgeoisic. And the workers' press is very weak; besides
which, with the exception of the Communist publications, it is
permeated through and through with the same hypoosis of
bourgeois culture. This hypnosis is sopplemented by direct
terrorism. To belong to a church is in Britain the same as
covering your nakedness with clothes, or paying what you owe
ina shop, May one walk down the street nakedT May one not
belong ta a church? To declare that one does not belong to a
church, and still more that one does not believe in God, requires
m Britain the same sort of extraordinary courage as (o go naked
in public. The so-called Labour Governmemt headed by
MacDonald is also a product of the age-long education of the
workers' leaders in this way. Thal is the reason, in the last
analysis, why British Menshevism is so strong and Communism
weak,

There Is no Abstract Yardstick for Civilization

MNow let us repeal our question: i the weakness of Communism
inBritain a symptom of the country’s high level of civilization,
orisita sympiom of backwardness? Afier our analysis we have
no grounds for falling into the irap of such & mechanical
presentation of the question. We say: it is al ooz and the same
time a symptom of very early development and of great
backwardness, because history operates nol mechanically, but
dinlectically: it combines during long periods advanced
lendencies in one sphere with monstrous backwardness in
another. If we compare, from the standpoint of
world-historical development, the ‘Labour® government of
MacDonald and the bourgeois-nationalist government of
Turkey, the conclusion we draw is not in MacDonald's favouer,
You recall that the *great’ Liberal leader Gladstone — in reality
he was g liberal philistine, and Marx had a2 most highly
concentrated hatred of him — the ‘great’ Gladstone once
delivered a tremendous speech againsi the blood-siainad
Sultan, the representative of fanatical, barbarous Islam, and so
on.

I vou take the average philistine and sayv 1o him: Britain und




MacDonald (above) and Trotsky (right) in 1924

Turkey — well, of course, Brilain means civilization and
progress, Turkey means hackwardness and barbarism. But see
what is happening, There is now in Britain a government of
Mensheviks and in Turkey a bourgeois-nationalist government.
And this bourgecis-nationalist government of Turkey has
found it necessary to abolish the Caliphate. The Caliphateis the
central institution of Pan-lslamism, that is, one of the most
reactionary trends in the entire world. But the Menshevik
government of Britain has re-established the Caliphate in the
Hejaz, in order 1o uphold the rule of the bourgenisie over its
Moslem slaves. History's conclusion is that the Menshevik
government of Britain, in spite of British civilization, etc., is
playing in this conjuncture of forces a reaclionary role, whereas
the bourgeois-nationalist government of backward Turkey, as
of a nationally-oppressed country, 1s plaving a progressive role
Suochis the dialectic of history!

Of course, from the standpoint of the development of
technique, science and art, Britain is immeasurably superior to
Turkey. The accumulated wealth of Britain is bevond
comparison with whal Turkey possesses in this respect. But we
see that it turns out that, precisely inorder to protect this wealth
and its whole national ‘civilization’ in general, the British
bourgeoisic has been obliged to follow an ultra-conservative
policy, so that a Labour Governmenl becomes in 128 hands an
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instrument for re-esiablishing the Caliphate. There & no
abstract vardstick applicable toall spheres of life. It is necessary
to take living facts in their living historical inter-action. If we
master thiz dialectical approach to the question, the latter
becomes much clearer 1o us. Germany, for example, is placed
not by accident, as regards this question of the relatinnship
between the forces of the Communist Party and of
Social Democracy, between Russia and Britain. This is (o be
understood by the course of development of capitalism in
Germany. [t is necessary, of course, Lo investigate concretely
the history of each separate country, in order ta discover more
exactly the causes of the delayed or hastened growth of the
Communist Party. In a general way, however, we can draw the
following conclusion: the conguest of power by the pr oletariat
in countries which have entered the path of capitalism very late
in the day, like our country, is easier than in countries with an
extensive previous bourgeois history and a higher level of
culture. But this is only one side of the matier. A second
conclusion, no less important, declares: socialist construction
after the conquest of power will be easier in countries with a
higher capitalist civilization than in countries which are
economically backward, like ours. This means that for the
British working class to break through 1o real proletarian
power, to dictatorship, will be incomparably harder than it was
for us. But once having broken through to power, it will
advance to socialism much guicker and much more easily than
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purselves. And it is even uncertain, histary has spoken with a
double tongue on this question, who will build socialism earlier,
we or Lthe British. I the British working ¢lass takes ppwer in the
next ten vears — | speak approximately, and give this figure not
in order to prophesy but merely as an arithmetical example — it
will then within another ten years have a real socialist economy,
very highly developed, while we in twenty years' time will
prabably still have, not only somewhere in Yakutia but also
nearer here, very many survivals of peasant backwardness...

Decades will be needed to transform our Morth and owr
Southinto a centralized socialist economy, based on a high level
of technique, with our great expanses of territory still only
thinly populated. And | think that in twenty or twenty-five
years’ fime the British workers, turning to us, will say: ‘Don’t
be annoyed, but I've got a bit ahead of you.’ Maturally, we
shan’t be annoyed — those of us, that is, who survive till
then. Get ahead, comrades British workers, do us the favour of
geiting ahead, please, we beg you, we've been waiting a long
time for this (laughter). Such is the dialectic of history. Politics
has held the British worker back, has for a long time, 5o o
speak, hobbled him, and he is advancing with such timid,
pitiful, MacDonaldite little steps. But when he frees himsell
from his political trammels, the British racehorse will outstrip
Our peasant nag.

To generalize thearctically what | have said, in the Marxist
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terminology which is familiar to us, 1 should say that the
question itsell boils downto the inter-relation between the basis
and the superstructure and to the inter-relation of bases and
superstructures of different countries one with another. We
know rhat supersiructures — state, law, politics, parties and 5o
on — arise on an cconomic basis, are nourished and determined
by this basis. Consequently, basis and supersiruciure have o
correspond. And this happens in fact, only not simply but in &
very comphcated way. A powerful development of one
superstructure  {(the bourgeois state, bourgeois parties,
baurgeois cullure) sometimes holds back for a long time the
development of other superstructures (the revolutionary
proletarian party), but in the last analysis — in the last analysis,
not immediately — the basis reveals hiself nevertheless as the
decisive force. We have shown this by the example of Britain. 1f
we approach the problem in a formal way, it may appear that
the weakness of the British Communist Parly contradicts the
Marxist law of the relationship between basis and
superstruclure. Bur this is certainly not the case. Dialectically,
the basis, as we have seen, will, in spite of everything, secure its
victory. In other words: a high level of technique, even through
the barrier of ultra-conzervative politics, nevertheless will
manifest its preponderance and will lead 1o socialism sooner
than in countries with a low level of technique.

That, comrades, is what | conceive the lundamental answer
Lo be to the question which was put to me at Sokolmiki
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[ The Tollowing arficles are edited transcripts of a discussion
held ai ihe Marxisi Symposium organized by International and
Socialist Challenge in London, Seplember 1978, An extended
version of (he arguments presented in Sheila Rowbolham's
contribution may be found in Beyond the Frogments, by Shelln
Rowhotham, Lyane Segal, and Hilary Waineoight, pubfiched by
the Neweastle Socialist Centre and Islington Community Press.
1979.]

Celia Pugh (IMG)

The atlitude we take o the relationship between the party and
the women"s movement muzt Mow from our strategic coneeplion
of how women's liberation will be achieved. In the short time |
have | can only rehearse some of the basic outlines of this
stralegy.

Olur starting point must be the reassertion of the essentinl
basis of a Marxst approach: that the oppression of women is
rooted in the matenial conditions of their extsience — it dossi not
spring from some accident of biology, from alleged natural
divisions between men and women or differences in their
psychological drives. Women's oppression results from social
relations within class society as a whole. From this we conclude
that & pre-condition for a lasting liberation of women is a
challenge to these class relations and the means by which they
are maintained, Today this means the destruction of capitalist
power and domination over our lives.

Mow, thal 15 not to say that the oppression of women has
existed only under capitalism. The oppression of women s &
feature of all class societies. It is simply to assert that Lhe
liberation of women is impossible without a challenge o
relations of power and domination in capitalist society, for
these will always distort all forms of human life in the interests
af the capitalist class. This relationship between an
anti-capitalist and women's liberation struggle isn't only one
way. The fight for women's liberation can achieve success only
with the destruction of capitalism. But it works the other way as
well, The challenge 1o capitalism cannot achieve success
withoui a fundamental assault on rhe oppression of women. By
definition, the revolutionary struggle involves the eradication
of all the oppression and exploitation that festers in capitalist
society. No revolulionary process deserves its name if it can'l
take up all aspects of oppression. Secondly, no fundamental
challenge 1o capitalist domination will occur whilst there are
mechanisms that make this domination acceptable and
inevitable in the eyes of the oppressed and exploited. In ¢lass
sockety, women are subordinate and the divisions between men
and women are considered natural. As long as this remains
unchallenged, the anti-capitalist struggle will be weakened.
Women will continue to be scapegoats and will be expected to
find personal solutions to crises and problems which are
actually social. As long as the mass of women are isolated and

us long as the privatized concerns of men und women in the
family act as a barrier 1o collective struggle ngainsi capitalivm,
we ¢cannot generate & united opposition (0 capitalist
domination.

These barricrs beiween the privatized family and the
collective interests of the working class are oflen cynically used
v the ruling class to whip up support for its particular
reactionary positions and projects.

S0, we can see thal the fight agains! capilalism is inseparable
from the fight for women's liberation. We must have a strategy
that reflects this connection. This then raises the question of
how we can combine the strugle for socnlism and women's
likeration, Here we must loak at hiow the present conditions of
appression are maintained, Oppressive division: berween men
and women are structured invo all soclal relations in our society.
Thix situarion I regulared, controlled and zopervised by the
stale in its governmental, legal, and repressive forms. For
cxample, wehave recognized how lews m our sociely operte o
perpetuate the dependence of women an men, how the right to
control our own fertility is denied us by thestate. The repressive
fist is also used to deny us the right 1o determine our own
sexuality. The way laws and the state institutions operale to
regulate sexuality is evident in the particularly harsh treatment
of gays. So, like all aspects of oppression and exploitation, the
oppression of women B8 most centralized and consolidared
through the institution af the stare. No stratogy 18 adequate
unbess it severs this centralized state control and domination,

It is not enough o take Up OPRTESSION 85 We eaperience it in
our daily lives, by redefining our relationships with men and the
other social, cultural, and economic relationships which grind
us downevery day. Whilst this is important, it is not sufficient.
We cannot construct non-oppressive social, personal, and
economic relations in a society where relations and structures of
power and control deny these possibilities. A generalized
reconstruction of our lives is not possible within the conditions
of capitalist domination, To fully coniral our lives we musi
challenge the centralized way in which the capitalist state denies
us this control. We musl oppose camitalist state power and
create forms of state organization capable of securing the right
of all o control their lives free from exploitation and
oppression. Only in this way can we create the political
conditions for constructing new economic relationships, new
personal reladonships, and replacing present family forms,

Now, this is not 1o suggest, as Sheila has in some of her
articles, thai Leminisis and Marxists ignore personal aspects of
liberation. In fact, if you loak at some of the things Lenin wrate
against the Economists at the beginning of the century, we flind
him arguing lor the need to tackle all aspects of oppression in
society. He talked of industrial oppression, civic oppression,
personal oppression, family, religious, scientific aspects of life.
All these are features of society that revolutionaries need to
change, [ think that the women's liberation movement has
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reminded the left thit these personal aspects of oppression are 2
necessary focus for struggle. It has also given us a decper
understanding of what this personal liberation willentail. But it
is not enough to recognize this. We have to find adequate
political means for fighting for this personal liberation. For this
we must challenge the organized political power of the ruling
class aver our lives,

What are the implications of this strategic approach for the
party and the women's movement? Let’s look first at the
women's movement irself. As revolutionary socializts, we
understand the importance of the organized working cluss in
challenging bourgeois domination. But it would be wrong to
interpel this to mean we dismiss the organization of women
against their specific oppression, as some socialists have dene.
We have seen historically, this activity of women does not
always or necessarily occur at the point of production or
involve proletarian women narrowly defined.

Why are these movements important? First, ideological
nations of women’s position in society permeste all layers of
society, including the lsbour movement. It is therefore
necessary for women to take the lead in challenging their
oppression, Who would tell the Irish people fighting for self-
determination, "wait until the labour movement is prepared to
take up your struggle before you take up the fight against
British imperialism'? Who would tell thuse struggling againsi
apartheid in South Africa, "wait until the labour movement is
prepared 1o take up your struggle hefore you do s0'? The
women's movement is acting as a spearhead in the fight against
sexism insociety,

A movement of women againsl oppression begins 1o
estahlish the need to challenge all fundamental relations of
oppression and domination in society. It reminds us that [t is
not sulficient o take up only economic exploliation at the point
of production. The struggles of women against ther oppression
indicate the inadequacy of economistic and syndicalist
outlooks on the struggle for liberation.

Movements of women also give all women confidence o
challenge their oppression. Women are used Lo having their
interests dismissed and characterized as irrelevant. Collective
struggle and discussion of women allow them to challenge this
isolation and pursue their specific needs in o forceful way, Also,
women experience their oppression in very personal ways.
Colleciive discussion and actvily allow us to sec that the
problems we face are nat ones of personal inadequacy, but of
society. Sa, the women's movement gives women confidence Lo
pursue their demands and struggles and to resist reactionary
altempts to play on their isolation. Through the women's
movemenl, weare beginning Lo redefine our images of ourselves
and the role we play in society and struggle. We arc more
confidently asserting an independence free from sexist
constraints,

Fundamental to this movement is ils autonomy, oOf
independence. This involves autonamy and independence from
the state. It also involves an autonomy from men in struggle.
This does not always mean women-only structures, but wonen
must be shle to govern and develop a lead in their own
siruggles. This allows them to free themselves from constraints
imposed by men as agents of appression.

Before explaining the imporiant autonomy of the women's
movement from the party, | want to indicatc how the
independence of the women's movement can go only so far, As
I have already indicated, the struggles against capitalism and
for liberation are indissolubly linked. These links must be made
forcefully. Those who don't do this either offer an inadequate
strategy, like revolutionary and radical femimists, or make the
wrong sort of alliances in struggle, which derail and divert
them. The position of bourgeais feminists who subardinated
the struggle for the vote to defence of the imperialists in the
First World War is the most obvious example — although we
shouldn’t use this to dismiss the impact and importance of the
suffrage movement as a whole, many components of which
fought against this perspective. Another example is the Italian
Commumist Party, which in order to cement alliances with
bourgeois forces in parfiament, held back the struggle for
abortion rights. So in the perspectives and demands we outline
it is necessary 10 draw the links between the liberation of women

and the anti-capitalist struggle. This must be reflected in the
sort of alliances we argue thal the women's movemen| should
make — these must be with the working class and other people
fighting against oppression. The women's movement cannol
isolate itself, or e independent from these other struggles and
inferesis.

1t is here that the revolutionary party becomes extremely
important. We have to be able to derive & strategy which can
draw Lhese links between the fight for power and liheration.
This strategy cannol flow from secloral or immediate
experiences, As | have ndicated, capitalist domination is
centralized, and 50 must be our counter-offensive. An adeguale
strategy will come from an understanding of all the class
relationships, at every level of society — esconomic, political,
soclal, We must draw on a recognition of the centralized
domination of the state, This ‘global consclousness’ of ull the
integrated aspects of capitalist domination will not spring
spontancously from any one particular experience of
appression of 0 particular experience of struggle. These partial
experiences need w be dmwn together and synthesized,
drawing on historical and international experience. The party i
the instrument with which we can analyse society and synthesize
the experience of struggles against oppression. The party aims
{0 draw together a programme of action and demands vapahle
of challenging capitalist power and laying the foundations for
liberation, [t fights for this programme Lo become o part of Lhe
partial strugples against ecomomuc, sexual, and social
oppression. This will ensure that the underlying unity of
interest smang all the oppressed and explofted is recognised
and that there is & conscious challenge 1o bourgens domination
and power.

I1 is necessary at this stage to clear away some caricatures of
the role of the parly, which have been sadly reflecied in the
positions expressed today. Firstly, this congeption of the party
does not fvolve it substituting itself for the independent
activity of the masses themselves. 1t was with Stalinism thot
ihese distinctions between the party and the organizations af
s struggle became blurred. The independent struggle of the
oppressed became subordinated to the direct concerns of the
Communist Party leadership. Lenin and Trotsky, on the other
hand, stressed the organizationel independence of Lhese mass
movemnents. 1n discussing the trade-union movement, for
instunce, they both stressed that it had 10 be & truly mass and
broad movement uniting all those prepared to fight against
their oppression, However partially, the united action of this
mass movement of workers weakens capitalist domination.
Many will learn from the experience of struggle within this
hroad movement thar a socialist perspective is essential for
success. Acceptance of a socialist programme is not set up as a
precondition for support of the mass trade-union movemeni.
Our attitude to a mass women's movement should be no

different.
Essential 1o this is an understanding that revolution and

liberation will be won and developed by the masses themsclves.
The party cannot substitute for the mass siru ggle, beit of trade
unionists, anti-imperialist fighters, or the women’s movement.
This is expressed in the independence of these organizations of
mass struggle from the party itself. The party will fight for ils
own revolutionary positions within these movements, but the
masses will be [ree 1o accept ar reject them

So, the party and the mass movement have distinct and
complementary tasks on the struggle for liberation, a struggle
which will be an ongoing one even after the seizure of staie
power. Even after capitalist domination has been overthrown,
2 women's movement will be needed to fight for real liberation.
It will be organized through democratic mass institutions and
not by the party itsell,

The relationship between the party and the mass movements

is not seen @s @ one-way process, with the party dictating a
programme to such a movement. Revolutionary demands and
strategy are not concocted by some greal thinker, @ gr
Marxist intellectual just sitting and scribbling. No, strategy
drawn from real experience of struggle, from the histo
backlog of debate and experience of the workers' move
and the movements fighting oppression, including the w
movement.



There must be an inlerrelationship between & party and the
mass of workers and Mghters lor liberation if an adequate
programme for revolutionary change is to develop. Such a
programme is not fixed. It must constantly change and be
strengthened in the light of new experience and understanding.
We don't have all the answers now, and that is why
revolutionary organizations must be able to learn from the
developing and ever growing women's liberation movement.

Sheila Rowbotham

After | gol Celia's letter asking me to speak here | had & dream
that 1 did talk at this meeting and that it was absolutely terrible.
And, after waking up, | realized that [ had been [ar 100
concerned about protecting myself, that 1 was worried about
whether [ knew evervthing Lenin had said and all that sort of
thing. [ wasn't trying to think about what it was that related to
other people rather than what would protect me. In the dream &
stern voice told me that [ would now re-sit history and Latin O
levels and would have no time to revise. History was the O level
[ cared about most and Latin the one | was most frightened of.
And I thought; what | must do is to try 1o tackle the sources of
my fears, because | felt that they were also the fears of a lot of
people in the socialist movement. [ think there are many people
both within and outside any political organization who are
worried about the dominant assumptions on the left about how
ti Drganize.

The women's movement has tackled so many ideas; but there
has been a point where we have stopped: the question of
organization. Partly this is because the question is difficult, but
some very real ohstacles have been created by the way the
question has been posed. So | tried to think back to whal it was
like in late 1968, at the very beginning of the women's
movement. 1t was incredibly hard then to think in ways thai
differad from the ways the socialist movement said you had to
conceive of something called the *woman question’, something
that did not really relate to your feelings.

The first important thing was that we felt it was absolutely
necessary for everyone 1o think. There was nobody who
couldn't think. There were so few of us that everyone had 1o
think to the utmost. Secondly, we were grappling with certain
guestions that were really unanswered. And thirdly, we had a
kind of protection right fro the starl: no single woman was
expected Lo produce a total theory like a rabbit out of a hat. No
one expected that any individual could produce 2 complete
alternative, because that is something that has to be created by
groups of people in struggle. The ideas were really part of a
process, and no one woman spoke for the movement. Nobody
could actually take that responsibility or be inviolate. We were
not cut off and removed from other people. Every person was
speaking from the experience of her own existence and trying lo
speak with as much honesty as she could. You were not
speaking on behalf of other people in order to raise them 10
some point of view. You were speaking from what actually
happened to you. | know there are limitations in talking only
about what happened to you. As lime went on we realized this:
On the other hand, these were imporiant starting poinis.

| think that the first two conditions are now prescnl in &
quite different context, It is becoming possible to talk sbout the
question of lefl organizations in significantly different ways.
Isswes raised by feminism and the gay movements, like the
family and sexvality and the issue of autonomy, have made this
need very obvious, Also there are openings in the discussion in
the left about regroupment and ideas about how to organize.
But I don™t think we have the third. We do not have the
protection. | think those of us who are concerned, whether we
are in left groups or not, about really re-thinking how we
organize, thal we really need 1o create that kind of protective
atmosphere which the emergence of the women's movement
did manage to do. This is something we have to think about
quite consciously.

I want to talk about the hold of certain assumptions on the
left which really block this and which have to be tackled. For
without it we cannot realize our own strength as people who are
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socialists: we don't really have much chance of creating & mass
socialist movement. I don'l see this s a sort of plot, but [ think
that the rendency of the way people hold ideas on the lelt means
that the particular intuitive understandings of particular
circumstances is constantly being viewed as against ‘theory’.
People's particular experiences are continually going against
the grain. I1 is very easy 10 be daunted and awed by apparently
cohesive concepls of organizing that are more prevalent

I think that the women's movemeni has practically created
wavs of thinking and speaking and ways of organizing which
can contribute a lot 1o socialism. 1 do not wanl [0 creare & Malse
ideslization of the women's movemenl as some kind of
idealized alternative. For example, how do we think about
ourselves in relation o the past. Within the Trotskyist groups
there is an implicit view of history as kind of ascension towards
1917 and the Bolshevik mement. | think this s most marked
amongst Trotskyists, because within the Communist Party.
until very recently, the history of the socialist muvement has
been an embarrassment. and the CF has not really explored
history; because of the grip of Stalinism the past is too
gruesome. | think it is not very surpriting, given the origins of
Trotskyism, that it should be imporiant to Trotskyism 10 patrol
the entrances (o the past. They were combatiing the ways
Stalinism really distoried that past. But | think there is a lnck of
sell-consciousness among Trotskyists about the particular ways
eertain types of guestions determine what kind of answers you
gel about the past. The question Trowskylsts usually bring up
about the past is, who was successful in taking power? You
therefore come up with the answer. The Bolsheviks were
successiul in 1aking power.

| think that the socialist feminists are asking questions
which begin to cut through this approach, It's not that socialist
feminists don’t think that making power is importan! — many
socialisi feminists do — but there are many other issues thal
have to be dealt with along the way, like: what kind of sexual
division of labour existed; how have socialist groups seen these
divisions of labour. We need to inquire, whai were socialists'
allitudes to masculinity and femininity, which socialist groups
have seen this &s un important issue; what kind of socialist
movements heve involved large numbers of women and
children and how did they do this.

It is not a question of coming up with complete models and
alternatives. In fact, 1 think this is one of the problems of the
anarchist and libertarian zlternatives. In response 1o the
Bolsheviks, they present another complete model — council
communism or anarchism from Spain, Kronstadi, or whatever
— and they are therefore preoccupied with how power is
contaminated at certain moments. Socialist feminists are not
just looking ar the moments but are taking rhe momenis as part
of the long process in which everyday struggle is really crucial.

Bound up with this approach of left groups to history there
i a kind of slide rule — particularly amongst Trotskyists — in
which political education amounts to learning rules about how
to organize. There are certain ‘rules’ and a particular language
that you learn. The naming carries a kind of control, and then
you don't have to think about them, If you have a name for
somebody, you can dismiss them. This is usually notoriously
connected to Stalinists in the 1930s, particularly their branding
people as social lascists. But | think that Trotskyists have their
own names, If somebody talks about the guestion of
leadership, for instance, that immediately means anarchism,
and you can't possibly learn from anarchists; so thought stops.
Also, ideas are tarnished by association; if somebody has said
something Bernstein used to say, well that means thought stops
again, since Bernstein cannot possibly have said anything
anybody can learn from.

The power in these names holds a fascination. All those
kinds of words — centrism, voluntarism — you always have Lo
look behind them, because they do not mean what they appear
1o mean, People who have come to the left have to learn that
kind of jargon. It is not only extremely offputting. It distances
and protects. It is never a language in which the person speaking
is involved themselves.

There are not only arguments about how we think and speak
but about how we act prevailing on the left. | do not have the
time to go into these. 1am just going to outline them. One iz the
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idlea that there are levels of activity, some of which are ‘'more
impiartant than others. 1 think that the women"s movernent has
really attacked those kinds of levels as universal rifes becavse
ihe stress on the levels of economic ‘and political exchide
women. : o

‘Second, the idea thal we need change now. 1 think there 4 a
Lot of confrsion about thie, because as 5000 s you say We ner
change now, it 15 customary for Marxists, and particwlarly for
Leninibls. to artack that, becanse people say you cannol hiave
change now because the révolutionary argamization is not ina
pusition 1o carry an alternative. Well 1 think' the intportant
distinction {n be made is that we canniol carcy the whole future.
We 'do not know what the socialist firture is going 1o be. Bul
whit we can carry is alternative ways fn which il is passible for
us 16 sct now. The women's liberation movement insists on
change now, partly because of the material situation of women
demands this. e ap

Third, {he idea that the revolutionary party knows berter,
which makes the issue of the party versus aulonomoos
movements 5o stormy. Now | know that the of ficial thing to say
ix that the revohrtionary party always learns from butside, but
secretly 1'do feel that most people in revolutionary grou o Feel
thit they doknow better because they would not be there if they
did not know betier . Even when you learn from putside you can
end up active as i you have the leasehold on #Utonomods
movements, oy '

Foulth, bound up with this assumption of the Leninist left,
is the notion ‘of training militants in the correct ideas who can
then insert, infect these ideas in agitation. This reduces
comsciousness to knowledge. 11 follows that you train people to
be & certain {ype of leader. 1 think that the women's mavement
has really challenged these views of consciousness and
leadership. T am not setting up a I_R'l.:nrir.;ltljl:m.-l am hol saying
peaple do not lead at all, 1 do think people Tead. But in the
women's movement the way in which ‘women lead 'Is 50
dispersed. For example, it is inconceivable that the capacity 1o
lcad could be seen a< somebody who says something coherent
about the revolutionary party or even acts as a shop steward
The arca of experience in everyday life ruised by feminist
politics is so'much widér. People who take action in their own
lives with fantastic courage in contesting the personal power
relations in the family are leading. The person who can speak of

write like me putting Lhése things together may be momentarily

‘jeading’ in one sense. 1 can do it because Thave had that sort of’

experience over fifteen years and been forced to think in this
way. Bul in anbther sense I 'should be seen as a particularly
backward person. For after ten yedrs of feminism, [ still cannot
mend a fuse. When' you extend your ideas of politics into
everyday life, new areas of leadership and initintive are evident.
You are wlking about the coutage, resolution, needed for
iransforming the sitiation in which you have' béen put. These
are so varied and complex thar they involve'a quite different
area of consclousness which 1s not ificludéd in the concept of
RN S e gyt B2
“Pinally, this is ‘not my idea, bul comes more Tron the
situation of men. 1t is something somebody said who is in a
mer’s group — vou are not just (lking dbout the persomal

being political, but are alwﬁsi_ﬁinilr.‘hat the existing areas of

political activity are aléo personal, d'that the réfarionships
with the revololionary organization are fiot removed from

personal relations. | Think that cven organizations which claim’

that they haveé no personal vision as to what i3y Lo be a spcialist
do have an implicit personal vision, which is i lohely militant
without any domestic ties who is hard, erect, self-contained,
comitrolled, and carries the Burden of a higher consciousness.
You may say that is a caricature, bul by the way you_are
laughing, yoll récognize something. This is a very imited and
unattractive vision and has been challenged by the practice of
the women's movement. I think we have (0 talk abour the
personal ways in which people are in fact making assumptions
dbout what it is 10 be a socfalist, even whilé they deny these are
important, In bringig thése out into the open and inning to
imagine alternalives we can sec how sexual politics raises more
than sex-gender relationships bul touches all aspects of power
relationships in our society and the passibility climagining how
we might relate differently in a socialist world. :

Beatrix Campbell (CP)
What | waht to'do is go thrbugh three thirigs: One is b Took Wi
{He impact oF women's politics, in the farm " of the women's
iberafion mavemeni (Wi, Secondly, o look al some of the
tvpical approached of the left: anc thirdly, 1o mralyse snine af
ihe discussion wuf - the felationship hefween auténomous
maovements dnd the parly ' nneg

| think the first imporiam thing, which is gelf-evident but
hies 1o be re-said again and again, is that the wim is based on the
sexunl contradiction that existaiia ‘both prvie 1ife andithe
public spheres of economics and politics. And what the wim has
dohe 15 to gssert that theré s & redipracal” relationship
barween pattiarchal relations “and capitilist relations of
dominunce aid that thest systemisare néithér reducible to cach
othier not Butonomous of edch other. Now Twould argud that
wocialist Temirisen’ is, ‘in Fact, the mainstream of the wim,
Despite all the vicissitudes of e interrial movermént, socialisi
femitnism iv actually the spine ol woren's liberation . 1t has
ancarthed the sextial contradiction and reassertcd it ol
socialist- politics, arguing That the ‘sexual contradiction s
«iractiired by the capitalist Tormition ¥nd also structores it,

Novw, in that respect socialist feminism represents & drastic
biesk with the nhiecedants of ferninism: It §s also » drastie
break with radical femmsm, Which resorts’ tor biologicil
reductionisin [ its assertion of the absolute primacy of the
sexunl contradiction, and with socialisrn. which asserls that the
sole determinant is class. (An example of this can be found ina
whiole' ‘host of ‘socimlist Hterature (hat ' redides women's
oppression and the Tamily 1o class Aderermination; which means
that in ‘the end sy oppression 15 inexplicable nnalytically.)

 This sociklist femvinist mainstream has béen concered (o
lociie and explore all (he dimensions of the marriage — 1
suppose you might call it the historie compromise ~ hetween
pafriarchal  and capitilist rdations: s innovation i
contemporary politics has been 16 adsert the gutonomy of
women' #is u political group; in ‘practice, this ascertion of
autonomy has Taced socialism with something rew, since it b
only had to ‘copé with the autenomy of économic forms of
siruggle, which are subdrdinate fo the political party and are
always orchestrated by it. The form of Gutonomy upheld by the
wim s very différént, and'1 will discuss it in o bit. '

A clissié remvét ol Marxism i thiat the mode of proddction is
a system involving The production of things and 6 social
relations. idens and ‘culture that make tp fhe capitelist social
farmiation, which con finually recreates and reconstitules itsélf.
Now, that process involves not just doonamic appropridtion
bul aliothe appropriation of the subjectiviry f the'massed, the
denial of thehistorie polential of the masses. That porential is,
oF course, ‘created “hy capitalism'®’ Very soclalization’ of
prOGURTION. NoW, womcn's fiberation fas taken vhat core &f
Wiaridn afd Trslsred 'on'e pracrize thal gives EATICSSION,

Thes# (hings have introdiced politics of @ new type, not
dmply an iErement i sodalist ‘polilies, 'but ‘politics' of 2
radically iew tvpe. And (Hese politics insists first of “all That
(Hére i5'a Confradiction within'tieworking class, and secondly
thal potivcal mavements are not”Smply mgents, bt alse
subjects. Cpraposts forine of mass pittficipation as'spposed 0
avanguard dliteseparated fromihe masses of the people;and if
proposes: autonomy in-the form of separation: from | men;,
whereasin the past vanguard parties Bave abways insisted: that
wirmen follow meng and have denies the need for pohtical
programmes sPecific 10 women which syrely follows {rem
apprehension of & gender contradiction within the working
class. An anecdotal example! the £ ommuanist League'in which
Miirx and Engels were involvell. On Saturday cyktnings the
Communist League used-to gather to talk about polities, and 3
book by Franz Mehring reveals: ‘afier that, the gathering
betame a socidl one; and women were present’. Meaning that
women were abseat: from the politics. 1 o0 yilgeo

“Iiva sense, sorialist politics has changed in'thal women are
now present, but il's an open question whether: women's
politics is presenl in socialist politics, Part of the process of
autonomy 1 10 tehieve 3 necéssary distance that enables the
?‘rfqudiq}n'uf'awar#l&q;_pf otherness, in men and women and

ilitates the organization of rebellion against ways of being in
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relation to the other, In the case of women, ways of being, the
whole process of feminization, and our relation 1o men. It is
thus anti-economistic because what ir is criticizing iz lhe
assumption thar the capitalist social formation somchow
derives automatically and spontancously from the labour
process, What women's liberation, along with other sections of
left politics today, is asserting is that in fact there is a complex
system of producing and reconstituling capilalist social
relations and that we have (o intervene i those syslems.

Now, one of the things implied by this & a massive
expansion of the spectrum of politics. Not simply an increment,
bul & qualitative expansion, in other words a transformation of
the nature and levels of intervention of socialist polities.
Mow, in the face of these inmovations, what has been the
response of socialism?

1 think it could be said that whaiever the differences
between Trotskyism, Leninism, and Stalinisin, there is o
remarkable symmeiry among these lhree tendencies of
revolutionary politics as far as women are concerned. I'd like to
go through some key areas where the women's movemeni
differentiates itsell from the lefl and criticizes the left, raising
points that the left is going (o have o come to terms with,

First is the issce of the family. Socialists tend to discuss the
family either as institutipnalized drudgery or simply as an
institution that is functional for capitale Of course, this s
largely derived from classical Marxism, which assumed that the

- entry o r:muy] af women into social pmduﬂhn would

jlve women's inequality, and effect women's liberation,

" Socialists have accepied thal it 15 nal as simple as that The
- trouble is thar talking about the family as institutionalized
) dmdm or at an institution without internal contradictions,

means that you cannol inguire into the sofial relanonship
‘between men and women. All sorts of glib assumptions have
bulrmiduabmttwhll:unnfmnl ns are required in
arder to relieve women of their responsibilities within the
ramlh! It is elear from the evidence of the so-called socalist

_ societies that women's. h‘lr-:lln may be ::p]iwm but in relation

1o men it s not mi s resolved. The' sexual contradiction

 remains, and more it can’t be expluined away hy easy

accusations of Stalinsm. This approach also leaves no room
for an ilnlh'sw. af the way the relationship between men and

- women in the family is mirrored throughout the sacial
' formation —
gt pr analysis of the family also detaches, the family from the
" power structure of su-:u:ly in general and very often involves
ﬁ&]n;ibaul women's appression as rooted in the family in
~such & way thal womlen are detached from the operational
~*power structures of society, and often reduces it (0 superstrue-

in the economy, in politics, in culture. That farm

tural probledi, Another, consequence ‘of this arttitude is that
it encourages a denial of the specificity of struggles within the

" family itself and the effect of struggles withinthe family and the
 sexual division of labour. An example of this was an. tr.llnlt.jn

‘Bne issue of Socialist- it happens,

Challenge — criricizing as
feminists within the CP — which tended, fn my view, toabsarb

‘the family into class, which again reduced the pmnimhrﬂﬂ of
wormen’s ion to class Sppression and to resolve it within
clase terms, This article said that the wim should dircer its
action to making the labour movement fight for women. Now

2 in one sense that is obviously correct. Hur in another sense it

dissolves the gutonomous function of the wim and speeific
struggles around the sexual mm;ion of labour within the

family, culture, and the economy. It left the wlm with the

supplementary task of prodding the labour movement to do the
real work,

MNow as it hnppcns the SWP goes even Turther in this, and |
assume that ‘the recent article  in  Sociplist. Review is
symplomatic of their position. Presumibly, you would not
have something in Sachalist Review that contravened the party

position. In effect, thiz article: specifically rejebts struggles’

within those domains, because it argoes’ that women's
liberation ends up struggling ameongst the wedk and pathetic
rather than thase who are strong, who have got muscle, who
have social effect, because they are i trade unions, Now,
tﬂ'u:tlw]r what that doss is 1o dismiss thase domains of
muglnhuumwlmhas insisted are critical to the social
formation. It drags all our experience back into reductionism:

being in
 whole

" gommand
. Indnctrinated massés who will need the crucial imervention af
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economistic siruggle within the sphere of wage labour.

W hat is important about these kind of positions is that they
have no way of theorizing either women's relationship 1o clasz
ar the reciprocal relationship berween patriarchal and capitalis
contradictions and relations. The SWP™s only strategy is to
orientale the women’s struggle 1o the labour movement, which
expresses their variant rank and filism as a straiegy. O course,
it's not a strategy but simply a tactical approach and is based
purcly and simply on the kinds of tuctics revolulionares have
historically adopted: 1o archestrate the ‘autonomous’ trade
iinions, which arc alwavs subordinnie to the party in reality.

One of the other things | would like to'pick tp on in the
SWP article is that this form of analysis constantly reduces
women to some kind of lesser version of men . The SWP article
still referred 1o women as inferior. 'd like 1o know whether the
SWP lells its hlgck comrades thap they are inferfor, There 15 &
difference between being oppressed and being inferipr, One of
the imperatives of the sort of pn'llnﬂ‘lqrp:ﬁﬂtm fostered by
the wim ic thar it dismisses that kind of assocition which siill
assumes that the model of militanl humanity is male. In other
words, the approach to the autonomous wim &5 essentially
miaralistic and pragmalic. Wecan have nur aulonomops wim o
improve the calibre of women, to hold remedinl classes [on the
back ward; but what this dogs not do is identify what the specific
practical, onpoing, [‘[Inl]_l!:l:_l.'l’ﬂ and netessary autonomy b‘f'l‘.l)f
wim is. It still assumes (harpolitical brain s where it "s reallyat;,
and thal we need to direct OUr energy 1o CRpIUring P“m
brawn within the labour movement.

Now | want Lo briefly discuss the party and ifs mhlmhp
to autonomous movements. The first thing that should be said
about the Communist Parties is that over'ths past Lwenly years
they have had to confront their own Wslory — 10 have o
dialogue with their own history ina sense — which has involved
acritical reassessment of the relationship belween the party: and
populer movements, and, for example, more or less suscessful -
gttempls to assimilate the effects of women'y liberation.

The distinction briween the CP and the Tretskyist
movement today is that CPs arc commilled both toamass party

and mass politics. In that sense Ahey are truly becoming ..

non-Leninist, because they. are rejecting a model of
revolutionary practice thal places revolutionary initlative
within the care of a minopity, Who are agents of revolutionary
innovation. The CPs have not got it right yet, but at least they

are preoceupied with the problem of how to democratize the - '

cause of revolutionary struggle and how, in a sense, ‘40"
deprivilegize the CPs precisely by engaging en masise and

| envisaging a mass party as against #n elite corps. That is an
important distinction

between current communism  and
Trotskyisin, because Trotskyism is still reclaiming thal uspeet

of Leninism which neiw.sn}‘ﬂr party as a minority elite
: vuupﬁlﬂﬂThu d;r % from Lenin's formulatians, when there
!ur.m.m:li:m anifestly ‘authoritarian, non-represeniative
stales and whel \h‘.ull.lng class wasahsent from politics, The

situsEtion now |§1!¢I!} different. The working class is present in
politics e’ a mass scale and that, in the end, is what all
revolutioparics ‘have 10 come fo terms with; thal really

:qmﬂum your relationship to the mass, because you are

o conceive of a relationship which is no longer about
leadership relation to the mazs. It is here that the
uestion about the relationship between autonomy and
the party really becomes critical. ;
‘What the theary of autonomy proposes is that autonomous
groups must determine their own subjective possibility. In
other words, thcy musl define and realize their historic
promise, F{ulrd by the existence of the capitalist formation.
What the Leninist model proposes instead is 8 minority thrust
that assumes the passivity of the masses. A feminist conceplion

~of sutonomy actually envisages that particular socinl groups,

through separation, define and determine their own historic
role and begin 1o construct alliances with other special groups.

Simple and obvions as that is, it nevertheless questions our
assumptiong about the status of & revolutionary party — the
0 group — which exists among slumbering, docile,

the muhninmry party at the crucial moment becanse, of

a;:-um. as Ernest Mandel says, the working class will not know
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what to do because the working class is fickle and tends to
retreat into private life, which for Mandel is not a sphere of
striggle.

In that sense, althongh | apprecimte Celia’s atlempts to
come 1o terms with the question of autonomy, she is wrong on
one crucial point, when she says there are limits to autonomy,
The function and range of aulonomous MOovEments is
necessarily constrained by her model of the revolutionary
party, which takes to itsell the role of orchestrating what are
regarded as subsidiary groups. There is no future for Marxist
parties if they do not assimilate the implications of autonomy
— there are no limits.

Joan Smith (SWP/Women's Voice)

Today the typical working woman in Britain is married and has
children. This is more true in Britain than in any other
European country and it is a new experience for the British
working class. It is impossible to think, as many socialists cnce
did, that women are oppressed as 'housewives' and men are
eaploited as ‘workers’. The question of the relationship
betwesn women’s opprassion and women's exploitation is at
the heart of the argument on the relationship of women and the
revolutionary party. As is the question of the nature of the
revolutionary party itself,

The question of the relationship between the party and the
women's movement is not a new one. Both Kollontai and
Zetkin addressed it and 1 would wish to see Women's Voice in
their tradition — developing their tradition and bulding a
communisi wonen's movement,

When | joined IS fifteen years ago I thought it was merely &
historical accident that its leadership, like the leadership of
other revolutionary organizations, was nearly entirely male and
that the important work did not include specific campaigns on
women's issues. 1 thought this would change as the student
movement and the women's movement developed. But as time
passed it was the women in IS/SWP who raised the specific
issues of women — although no engineer had to raise the
specific problems of engineering.

Some women in IS worked in the women's movement.
Some in locel groups, in various women's campaigns. Some
produced the 1S women's newsletter and some set up 1S
women's groups themselves, There was nacommon policy. I is
just pot true that the 1S thought that the women's movement
was @ remediel class for backward women. One of our women
members was active in setting up the first 1970 women's
liberation conference and many of us arrived under our awn
steam. There was simply no common policy.

Eventually the newsletter turned imo Women's Voice, first
as a magazine, then as a newspaper, and then as & magazing
agamn. Finally we discovered that it was actually possible to use
the WV paper to organize for the National Abortion Campaign
(NAC) We did factory gale meetings and strest meetings and
took the paper 10 our workplaces and used it 1o explain the
issues. This made us realize how little we had used it before and
what a vast potential there was lor organizing women which
was still untapped five vears after the first Women's Liberation
Conference. Why didn’t we bump into otheér women from the
movement when we were selling outside factories and
workplaces and getting signatures for the NAC petition? What
was different about our strategy for building a women's
movement?

What happened then was that some WV groups were set up
and we began to develop an organization which included bath
IS/SWF women and non-15/5WF women arcund the pohtics
of Women's Voice. As the organization of dilferenl groups
developed we had to look at the relationship between WYV
organization and the SWP. This obviously raised certain
fundamental questions — why didn't a revolutionary party
automatically carry the women's guestion? Was a new
organizational form necessary?

Last June it was decided that WV should be independent of
the SWP organizationally. But this in no way means that it is
simiply part of the *‘autonomous' women's movement that Celia
spoke of {and Bealrix and Sheila). Some of us would want 1o
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build a women's arganization that is an independent socialisl,
working class, women's arganization. Others still want to
rerain Women's Voice as the women's paper of the SWP.
Others are for building a broader independent organization.

The debate abouf the nature of Women's Voice is still going
on amongst us but | amongst others would argue strongly for
the building of a revolutionary feminist organization. This is a
new form of orgamzation — although il is in the tradition of
Kollontai and Zetkin — and there are two major argoments
which underlie it; {a) the relationship of exploilaton and
appression, (b) the theory of the revolutionary party.

Firstly, | wouldn'i dsagree with anylhing Celia said about
the centrality of the statle o women's oppression and of the
capitalist mode of production to women's exploitation. But
what must also be stressed is that women's oppression and
women's exploitation are totally interlocked. Women are not
oppressed ar home by the family and the sate, and then
ewploited at work as warkers On the contrary, their pattern of
exploitation is determined by their oppression. Onethird of
women workers are pari-time workers, the majority of women
workers work not in manufacturing but in the public sector or
imservices: (ull time women wor kers earm two-thirds of the male
Wwage,

Similarly, although all women do stand in & particular
relationship to the state — abortion is the only medicul
operation which has a law atiached to it — thal doésn’L mean
that the oppression of & ruling-class woman is equal 1n the
appression of @ working-class woman. The ruling-class woman
does nol have to hove a back-sirest ahartion, nor is she harassed
bry the welfare laws of the Social Security, Women are noi ontside
the closs system: ruling-class women participate in the
cxploitation of working-class women.

It is lherefore impossible o sepatale women's oppression
from women's exploitation in the way that Celin does with hier
argument [hat the revolutionary party combais the exploitation
af the entire ¢lass and the women's movement combaty the
oppression of women. There must be an organizational form
which reflects the facr that women™s oppression and
exploitation cannot be separated nor reduced 10 each other,

Similarly, Bea's analysis, which completely separates the
oppression of women from any analysis of exploitation, does
not hold, *Parriarchy” cannot be separated (rom capitalism.
Waomen's oppression is material — it has to be located in the
real relationship of women to a capitalist family and a capitalist
state. Bea argues for an ‘autonomous’ women's movement on
the one hand, and a reformist working-class movement on the
other, bul these two separaled ‘practices’ could not solve the
problems of women.

It is not & question of patriarchy here and capitalism there.
For us (as for Marx) the family system is dominated by the
capitalist mode of production. | would agree that the family is
not anoptional exira for capiralism. There is no possibility of 2
capitalism without some form of nucleated family — whether
individuals grouped in private communes, ‘normal’ families, or
single parent families — who reproduce privately the nexi
generation of free wage-labourers. But equally women are also
free wage-labourers themselves. They are doubly determined
by both their class and their role as women,

An ‘aumtonomouns’ women's movement for all  women
ignores the class divisions amongst women and the necessity for
building a socialist women's organization. 1t assumes that
oppression can be dealt with over here (in the women's
movement) and exploitation over there (in the broad mass
movement, trade unions, communist party, etc). Similarly, the
argument put by Celia that revolutionary women members of a
revolutionary  party  should work within the women's
movement, prove themselves as the best leaders and recruit
other women to the party, also asswmes that we can separate
our struggles against oppression and our struggles against
oppression in real life. It assumes that one big women's
movement can be built on women's oppression (i.e. that class
divisions do not exist amongst that movement) and that it is
merely the task of the revolutionary party to guide the strategy.

The guestion for us is whether the struggle against women's
oppression can be won through working in the autonomous
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movement, or through working in the autonomous movernent
or through working in the autonomous movement and in the
revalutionary party. Or is there a rhird way — of building a
socialist women's movement which is independent of men but
not of revalutionary socialism — sister organiséton of a
revolutionary party, Here we come to the guestion of the
revolutionary party.

1 disagree with most of the statements that have been made
here about Leninist theory of the party. Lenin's theory was not
a ‘big bang' theory: i.e. we need a party 10 make the
insurrection. That was part of his theory but it derived from &
much wider understanding of the tasks of & revolutionary party
given the tasks of the proletarian revolution and the probiems
of creating a revolutionary class consciousness.

Lenin's argument on the tasks of the revolutionary pariy
was twofold. On the one hand it had to mediate all the
differences between sections of the working class — whether
the difference between factory worker and artisan, male and
female workers, black and white workers, advanced centres of
struggle and backward areas ctc. e1¢. On the other hand it also
had to represent to the working class the tasks of the working
class revolution which was the liberation of o the oppressed
and all the exploited. That 15 why Lenin argued thai a
revolutionary had 1o bea Tribune of the people taking up every
‘tiny' issue of oppression and exploitation. In particular in
Russia the Russian proletarial must acoept the rights of self
determination by the national minorities and they must accept
their hegemonic rule vis-2-vis the peasantry.

Gramsci accepted Lenin’s theory and developed it. 1n
working class ‘commonsense’ consciousness, he argued, there
are many bits and pieces of ideas. There are bits of old
proverhs, there are bits of racialist history, there are bits of the
new future, etc. The task of the revolutionary perly is to
organise and develop a consistent revolutionary pasition — to
eradicate all traces of racialism in consciousness for example,
or all traces of anti-woman sentiment. In other words, jt is an
attempt in a sea of counter-vailing reactionary ideclogies, to
forge an organisational form in which revolutionary
consciousness can develop and which can intervene in working-
class struggles.

| accept all this theory. My problem is thal it does not take
account of oppression within the working class. Workers do
not oppress black workers, or female workers, They might be
racialist or sexist but they are not the source of oppression. But
the relationship of blacks and women Lo the capitalist mode of
production and the capitalist state is a different one as well as
being the same one. Therefore we need blacks and women in the
revolutionary parly, but we also need independent socialist
organiration of blacks and women.

Just as Troitsky developed an understanding of the
appression of blacks in the USA and tried (unsuccessfully) to
develop a consequent theary of black organization, so some of
us lried to grasp the oppression of women and develop &
conseguent theory of communist women's organization. The
way to transform a revolutionary party is not merely to have &
womien"scaucus inside the party and then 1o operate within the
women's movement outside and separaiely, The way to
transform it is 1o lack into the revolutionary party another
organizational form — independent organization of blacks, or
independent organization of wormen — which overlaps with the
party.

I would argue such crganizations create the possibility of a
genuine mediation of all secions of the working-class within the
revalutionary party, The hegemonic task of any revolutionary
party in Britain is not just support for national liberation
struggles elsewhere but is also support for those sectors of the

class whose entire pattern of exploitation is determined by their
oppression, and whose oppression is ako determined by the
entire system of capitalism organizalion. Such si ruggles cannol
be separated (rom the working-class party but they cannot be
totully subsumed under it.

For the revolulionary party the existence of an independent
‘sister” organization of revolutionary women is vital. Such an
organization can intervene in the struggles of the oppressed an
the hasiz of revolutionary politics, At the same time o large
number of the members of these orgamizations will be members
of the party — not ‘token’ women but women who are leading
other women.

But equally, for an independent organization of women if is
vital that a revolutionary party exists, It is only in a
revolutionary party that you can denmnd that all men take
around the National Abortion petidon und get signatures in
their factory. Ben has argued that the key difference is between
a 'hroad’ mass movement (around the CP) and a tiny and
narrow revolutionary party. That isn't the difference. The
exsentinl difference is between an unprincipled disunited party
and a principled disciplined party. She is a member of an
arganization (CP) whose male members in my union spreak
against 'a woman's right o choose’ and vote us down. We
wouldn't allow thai.

We support the women's movemeni, and the demands of
{he women's movement, We also support the bluck movement
and the demands of the black movement, But that con’t blind us
o the fact that there are strategic divisions within those
movements based on class divisions and the acceptance of
ruling-class ideas. Look what happened 10 Huey MNewton of the
Black Panthers — how hewas incorpormied into tha state, Look
what happened 10 the women leaders in America who were
incorporated inlo the capitalist system. There is always the
possibility of the incorpormtion of ‘m overnent’ leaders, On the
other hand, there are George Jacksons. We must build a
consisient independent organization that s revelulionary
feminist and that is a sister arganization of a revolutinnary party.

We pow have WV groups thal have women members who
are not inthe SWP. We want toset up WV groups up and down
the country, using the magazine, which now has a circularion of
about 8,000, 1f we start of f building in and around hospitals, sl
the workplaces, in the streers and we manage (o develop the
ruiclens of o women's organization with socialist politics then
we will have achieved something. Celia has raised the question
— how do you turn non-socialist women away? But the same
question is true of any revolutionary prganization, People
come to you because they agree with whatl you wrile {we have
Women's Voice) and they agree with what you do (we have the
groups) and then you talk toeach other. Mabody joins the SWP
on a 'full programme’ — we talk to people about immigration
controls, workers power, etc. Similarly in Women's Voice we
have some points on the back of the card. Even if women don't
wanl [0 J0in WV they can still come ro meetings and take part in
those mestings.

The mass of women in this country are, of course, not
revalutionaries. But we think wecan actually create & new form
of organization which can lock into the struggles of those
women — which can generalize a dispute like the Trico Faqual
Pay dispute. The way forward in womrn's struggles is 1o avoid
the splil between the AUIONOMOUS WOULT'S MOVETIENt and the
revolutionary party and find a third we. — an orgamzationally
independent organization of womei shich i Eister Lo a
revolutionary party. The only way to find out whether this isa
genuine third way is to put it to the (est, and to build such an
organization.




From the archives

The Bolsheviks and
freedom of the press

The victory of the October Revolution opened the way for a
new tvpe of debate in the workers” movement on freedom of Lhe
press. The existence of a *Commune-type’ state, directed and
controlled by the mass of the producers, meant that for the first
time in history there was an alernative to the tradilional
counterposition: *either private ownership of the press or a
state monapaly of information’.

Between February and October 1917, Lenin drafted two
articles in which he elaborated the major elements of Bolshevik
policy on the press. The [irst article, ‘How to Fight Counter-
Revolution®, appeared immediately before the July Days; the
second, *How 1o Guarantee the Success of the Constituent
Assembly', was written from Finland and published on the day
the Bolshevik Central Committes discussed [enin's theses on
‘Marxism and Insurrection’. It is scarcely surprising thalin the
whirlwind of these evenis, few socialists had time to absorb the
full import of Lenin’s writings and of the radical solution he
had found to the problem of eliminating privale ownership
whilst avoiding bureaucratic domination,

In a situation of indescribable chaos and crisis, the Military
Revolutionary Committee decided in the first days of Bolshevik
government to suppress Milyukov's paper Rypech’ lor inciting
armed resistance (o soviel power, A violent reaction ensued to
this infringement of ‘free speech’ — not least from Milyukov,
whose paper immediately reappeared under another name.
Thus on 27 October the Council of People’s Commissars issued
a decree on the press (a document much misunderstood in the
English-speaking world due to the heavily distorted and edited
translation of it which appeared in Kerensky's The Rusvian
Provisional Gavernmenr),

Questions of press f(reedom immedistely became
interwoven with the other crucial issues of the day: the
convening of the Constituent Assembly and the formation of a
coalition government. At the meeting of the Central Executive
Committee of 4 November the suppression of ‘press [reedom’
became the focus for all the debates between the Bolsheviks and
their opponents. We are lucky to have a wonderful description
of this debatz by John Reed, which we reproduce here together
with the speeches actually made by the Bolshevik leaders in the
debale.

Following the debate, the Bolshevik resolution was easily
passed. (Licbman follows Broud in mistaking the number who
voled egainst the resolution and then attempting to use this to
reveal supposed deep divisions within the Bolshevik party, bul
he is simply mistaken as to the voting figures — see Leninism
wnder Lenin, pp. 259-251.) In the following days the Bolsheviks
supplemented this resolution with a Decree on Advertising; yet
still the working class was suspicious of any infringements of
civilliberties and Trotsky had to address the Grenadier Guards
on 27 Movember to reiterate the Bolsheviks' position on press
freedom, Here we reprint for the first time all the major

documents of the debate — the Bolshevik resolutions, Lenin's
drafl resolutions, the eyewitness account by John Reed, the
judgement of Victor Serge, and the speeches of Lenin and
Trotsky. Trotsky's speeches appear in English for the first lime;
they are taken from ‘October ta Brest', the second part of
Volume Il of his Collected Works (Moscow 1925; translation
from the Russian by Val Graham).

This debate is particularly valuable todny. Not merely does
it reveal how far removed the first Soviet government was from
that of Sralin, but it also establishes the practical measures
that a workers' government must take to deal with the
inevitable resistance of the press barons whilst allempting o
guareniee & real frecdom of the press for the first time in
history.

Moreover, the debate clarifies many popular
misconceptions ebout the Russian revolution. 1t shows that the
Eurpcommunisl counlerposition of the ‘primitive Russian® to
the *sophisticated capitalist' revolutionary strategy merely
distorts the real nature of the Russian revolution itself. Isaac
Deutscher argued many years ago (in the New Cambridge
Modern History) thal the Bolsheviks triumphed in October
primarily because they were associated with the most
thoroughgoing democrecy. The discussion on press freedom
certainly bears out this view and reveals that the irreconcilable
conflict between bourgeois property rights and the rights of the
mass of producers was not specifically Russian but expressed an
inherent contradiction of proletarian revolution wherever it
OCCUTE.

Finally, the debate is valuable because it ook place in the
main before the realities of civil war compelled the Bolsheviks
ip impose restrictions on civil liberties. It i true that in 1921
Miasmikov was lirst silenced within and then expelled from the
Bolshevik party for demanding freedom of the press. It is also
true that Lenin attempted to justify this, and that the first
expulsion of a prominent Bolshevik from the Russian
Communist Party was used to tighten the grip of the Central
Committee over local freedom of discussion. Yet historians like
Schapiro and Daniels, who cry out for us o observe the
relationship between press freedom and the degeneration of the
Bolshevik party, would do well to study this first debate, which
took place before a score of foreign armies had set (ool on
Saviet territory.

Lenin's first thoughts on the press were printed in Pravda on 17
June 1917 as part of the article 'How to Fight
Counter-Revolution® {(Collected Works, Yol. 25, pp. 57-98):

Rabochaya Gazefe later points out  that the
counter-revolutions chief instrument is the press, which is

fomenting anti-semitism, inciting the masses against the Jews.
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That is correct. But what is the conclusion?

You are a ministerial party. gentlemen, arén't vou? Whal
have you done ro curh the infamous counter-revolutionary
press? Do you think you can, while calling yourselves
‘revolutionary democrals’, refuse 16 take revolutionary
measures against the unbridled, blatantly counter-revalution-
ary press? Andthen why don’t youstart s government organ that
would publish advertisements and deprive the infamous
counter-revolutionary press of its chief source of income and
hence of its main chance (o deceive the people? What evidence
iz there, indeed, that thousands upon thousands of people mus:
now be kept away from productive labour in order ro publish
Novave Vremya, Molenka Gazera, Russkava Volya and other
reptiles?

Three months later ke gave much more systematic
consideration ta the guestion in the article "How (o Guargntee
the Success of the Constitven: Assembiy’, pubiished in
Rabochy Pul on 15 September 1917:

The capitalists (followed either from stupidity or from
inertia by many SRs and Mensheviks) call “freedom of the
press’ & situation m which censorship has been abolished and all
parties freely publish all kinds of papers.

In reality it is not the freedom of 1he press, bur freedom for
the rich, for the bourgeoisie, to deceive the oppressed and
exploited mass of the peaple.

Indeed, ke, say, the Petrograd and Moscow newspapers,
You will see at once thai it Is the bourgeois papers — Rach,
Birghevke, Novove Vremyg, Russkoye Slove, and so on and so
farth {far there are & grear many papers of this sori) — that have
by far the largest circulation. What makes for this prevalence?
Mot at all the will of the majority, for the elections have shown
that in both capitals the majarity {(a gigantic majority, too)
favours the democrats, i.c. the SRs. Mensheviks, and
Bolsheviks. These three parties command from ihree-quariers
to four-fifthe of the voies, while the circulation of the
newspapers they publish s certainly less than a quarter, or even
less than one-fifth, that of the whole bourgeois press (which, as
we know and see now, supported the Komilov alfair directly
and indirectly).

Why is that 507

Everyone knows very well why. Because the publication of
a mewspaper is & big and profitable capitalist undertaking in
which the rich invest millions uwpon millions of rubles.
‘Freedom of the press' in bourgeois society means freedom for
the rick systematically, unremittingly, daily. in millions of
copies, todecrive, corrupt and fool the exploited and oppressed
mass of the people, the poor.

This is the simple, generally known, obvious truth which
everyone sees and realizes bul which ‘almost everyone'
‘bashiully’ passes over in silence, timidly evades.

The question iz whether and how this crying evil can be
fought.

First of all, there is a very simple. good and lawful means
which | pointed out in Pravda long ago, which it is particulasly
opportune tiorecall now, before [ 2September [ the date anwhich
the Democratic Conflerence was o meet], and which
workers should always bear in mind, for they will hardly be able
to do without it when they have won political power.

That means a state monopoly on private press advertising.

Lock at Rusckoye Slave, Novape Vreemya, Birchevka,
Rech, ete. — you will see s multitude of private advertisemenis,
which yield a tremendous income o their capitalist publishers.
This is how bourgenis publishers hold sway, how they get rich,
and how they deal in poison for the people all aver the world,

In Europe there are newspapers which have a circulation as
large as one-third the number of inhabitants of the town (for
instance, 12,000 copies in a town with & pepulation of 40,000)
and are delivered free to every home, and vet vield their owners
a sizeable income. These papers live by advertisements paid by
private people, while the free delivery of the paper to every
home ensures the best circulation of the advertisements,

Then why cannol democrats who call themselves
revolutionary carry out 8 measure like declaring private press

advertising a state monopoly, or banning advertisements
anywhere ouisids the newspapers published by the Soviets in
the provineial towns and cities and by the Centrad Sowier in
Petrograd for the whole of Russia? Why must ‘revoludonary’
democrats tolerate such a thing as enrichment, through private
advertising, of rich men, Korrilov backers, and spreaders of
I and slender aguinst the Soviets?

Such & measure would be absolutely just, [t would greatly
benefit those who published private advertisements and the
whole people, particufarly the mosl oppressed and ignorant
cluss, the peasamts, who would be able tn have Savied papers,
with supplemenis for the peasants, at a very low price or even
free of charge.,

Why not do that? Only because private property and
hereditary rights (to profits from advertising) are sacred o Lhe
capitalist gentlemen. Bul how can anyone calling himsell o
revolutionary democral in the twentieth century, in the second
Ruossinn revolution, racognize such rights as ‘spcred’7)

Some may say it would mean infringing on freedom of the
press,

That is not true, 11 would mean exiending and restoring
freediom of the press, for freedom of the press menns thar nll
opinions of aif citizens may be freely published.

Whai do we have now? Now, the rich alone have this
monupaly, and also the big pactes. Yol of laige Saovie!
newspapers were to be published, with all advertisements, it
would be perfectly feasible Lo guarantee the expression of their
opinion Lo a moch graster number of cilwens — sy, o every
group having collected a certnin number of signmiures.
Freedom of the press would in pracrice become much more
demncratic, woilld be incomparably mare complete as a resull,

But some may ask: where would we gei printing presses and
newsprint?

There we have jit!!! The issue is not ‘freedom of (he press’
but the exphoiters’ sacrosanct ownership of the printing presses
and stocks of newsprint they have seized!

Just why should we workers and peasants recognise that
sacred nght? How is that ‘right’ to poblish false information
better than the ‘right” to own serfs?

Why is that in war-time all sorts of requisitioning — of
houses, Mats, vehicles, horses, grain and metals — are allowed
and practised sverywhere, while the requisitioning of prinring
presses and newsprint is impermissible?

The workers and peasants may in (act be deceived for a
while, if such measures are made out to be unjust or hard 1o
realize, but the truth will win through in the end.

State power in the shape of the Soviets takes aif the printing
presses and el the newsprint and distributes them equirabiy;
Lhe state should come first — in the interests of the majority of
the people, the majority of the poor, particularly the majority
of the peasants, who for centurics have been tormenred, crushed
and stultified by the landowners and capitalists,

Tha big parties should come second — say those who have
polled one or two hundred thousand votes in both capitals.

The smaller parties should come third, and then any group
of citizens which has a certain number of members or has
collected a cermin number of signaiures.

This is the distribution of acwsprint and printing presscs
that would be jusl and, with the Soviets in power, could be
effected easily enough.

Then came the Ocrober Revolution. Victar Serge describes
the geiual course of evenrs:

The proletarian dictatorship hesitated a long time before
suppressing the enemy press. Immediately aflter the
insurrection, the only bourgeois papers (o be suppressed were
those openly advocating armed resistance to ‘the Bolshevik
usurper’, ‘bBloodihirsty anarchy' and ‘the coup d'dtat of the
Kaiser's agents'. It was only in July 1918 that the last organs of
the bourgeoisie and petty-bourgeoisie were closed down. The
legal press of the Mensheviks only disappeared in 1919; the
press of the anarchists hostile to the regime, and the
Maximalists, appeared down 1o 1921; that of the Left Social
Revolutionaries, later still,




Thus the press of the Mensheviks did not diseppear waril
rerror and assassination had combined with foreign invasion (o
threaten the very exisience of sovieli power. However, the
suppression af Mifyukov's Rech the day after the insurrection
kad already raised the spectre of censorship. Hence the
carefully worded ‘Decree on the Press' issued by the Council af
People's Commissars on 27 October;

In the trying critical period of the revolution and the days
immediately following it, the Provizional Revolutionary
Government was compelled to take a number of measures
against the counter-revolutionary press of different shades.

Immediately outcries were heard from all sides that the pew,
socialist power had violated a fundamental principle of its
programme by encroaching on the [reedom of the press,

The workers' and peasants’ Government calls the attention
of the population to the lact that what this liberal facade
actually conceals is freedom for the propertied classes, having
taken hold of the lion's share of the entire press, to poison the
minds and obscure the consciousness of the masses unhindered,

Evervone knows that the bourgeois press is one of the most
power (ul weapons of the bourgeoisie. Especially at the crucial
moment when the new power, the power of workers and
peasants, is only affirming itself, it was impossible o leave this
weapon wholly in the hands of the enemy, for in such momenis
it it no less dangerous than bombs and machine guns, That is
why temporary extraordinary measures were taken 1o stem the
torrent of filth and slander in which the yellow and green press
would be only too glad to drown the recent victary of the
people.

Rj:mnastheuewordwhmmnummolﬂucd.ﬂ
administrative pressure on the press will be terminated and it
will be granted complete freedom within the bounds of legal
responsibility, in keeping with & law that will be broades: and
mosl progressive in this respect.

However, being aware thar a restriction of the press, even al
critical moments, is permissible only within lmits of what is
absolutely necessary, the Council of People's Commissars
resalves:

1. Only those publications can be suppressed which (i) call
for open resistance or insubordination to the Workers' and
Peasanis’ Governmeni; (i) sow sedition through demonstrably
slanderous distortion of facts; (ili) instigate actions of an
obviously criminal, i.c. criminally punishable. nature,

2. Publications can be proscribed, temporarily or
permanently, only by decizion of the Council of People's
Commissars.

3. The present ordinance is of a temporary nature and will
be repealed by a special decree as soon as normal conditions of
social life set in.

For the meeting of the Central Executive Commutiee of 4
November, Lenin drafted a resolurion on press freedom, which
he then withdrew in favour of Trotsky's resolietion (Collected
Warks, Vol. 26, p. 283

For the bourgeoisic, freedom of the press meant freedom
far the rich to publish and for the capitalists to control the
newspapers, a practice which in all countries, including even the
freest, produced & corrupt press.

For the workers' and peasants' governmenl, freedom of
the press means liberation of the press from capitalist
oppression, and public ownership of paper mills and printing
presses; equal right for public groups of a certain size (say,
numbering 10,000) to a fair share of newsprint stocks and a
corresponding quantity of printers’ labour,

As a first step towards this goal, which is bound up with the
working people's liberation from capitalist oppression, the
Provisional Workers' and Peasants' Government has
appointed a Commission of Inquiry to look intc the ties
between capital and perindicals, the sources of their funds and
revenues, the list of their donors, covers for their deficits, and
everv other aspect of the newspaper business in general,
Concealment of books, accounts, or any other documents from
the Commission of Inquiry, or the giving of any eévidence
known to be false, shall be punishable by a revolutionary court,

From the archives 17

All newspaper owners, thareholders, and all members of
their staffs shall be under obligation to immediately submit
written reports and information on the said guestions to the
Commission ol Inguiry probing ties berween capital and the
press, and its dependenice on capital, al Smoiny Institute,
Petragrad.

I'he Commission shall have the power to co-apl members,
call experts, subpoena witnesses, order the presentation of all
accoumis, elc.

John Reed describes the scene when the CEC (Tsay-ee-Kah)
el

At Smolny isell, in the ranks of the Bokhevik parly, o
formidable opposition to Lenin's policy was growing. On the
night of 4 Navember, the great hall was packed and ominous
for the mecting of the Tsay-ce-kak,

Larin, Bolshevik, declared that the moment of lections to
the Constituent Assembly approached, and it was time to do
awny with ‘political terrorism’,

‘The measures taken against the freedom of the press should
be modified. They had their renson during the struggle, bt now
they have no further excuse. The press should be free, excepr
for appeals 1o riot and insurrection.”

Iln @ storm of hisses and hoots from his own party, Larin
offered the following resolution:

"The decree of the Council of People’'s Commissars
concerning the press is herewith repealed. Measures of political
repression cun only be employed subject to decision of a special
tribunal, elected by the Tiwy-ee-kah, proporionately to the
strength of the different parties représented; and this tribunal
shall have the right also to reconsider measures of repression
already taken.’

This was met by a thunder of applause, not only from the
Left Socialist Revolutionaries, but also from a part of the
Bolsheviki,

Avancssov, for the Leniniles, hastily proposed that the
guestion of the press be postponed until afier some compromise
between the Socialist parries had been  reached.
Cverwhelmingly voted down,

'Therevolution which is now being accomplished’. went on
Avvanessov, *has not hesitated to attack private property; and it
is as private property that we must examine the question of the
press...’

Thereupon he read the official Bolshevik resolution,
drafied by Trotsky:

“The suppression of the bourgeois press was dictated not
only by purely military needs in the course of the insurreclion.
and for the checking of counter-revolutionary action, but it is
also necessary as @ measure of transition toward the
establishment of a new regime with regard to rhe press — a
regime under which the capitalist owners of printing presses
and of paper cannot be the all-powerful and exclusive
manufactorers of opinion,

“We must further proceed 1o the confiscation of private
printing plants and supplies of paper, which should become the
property of the Soviers, both in the capital and in the provinges,
so that the political parties and groups can make use of the
facilities of printing in proportion to the actual strengih of the
ideas they represent — in other words, proportionally to the

number of their constilnents,
"The re-establishment of the so-called “‘freedom of the

press”’, the simple return of the printing presses and paper to
the capitalists — poisoners of the minds of the people — this
would be an inadmissable surrender to the will of capital; a
giving up of one of the most imponant conguests of the
revolution: in other words, it would be a measure of
unguestionably counter-revolutionary character.

‘Proceeding from the above, the Tsay-ee-kah
categorically rejects all proposilions aiming at  the
re-establishment of the old regime in the domain of the press,
and unequivocally supports the point of view of the Council of
People’s Commissars on this question against pretentions and
ultimatums diciated by petiv-bourgeois prejudices, or by
evident surrender 1o the interests of the counter-revolutionary
bourgeoisie.’
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The rerding of this resolution was interrupted hy ironical
shouts from the Left Socialist Revolutionaries, and bursts of
indignation from the insurgent Bolsheviki, Karelin was on his
feet protesting. “Three weeks ago the Bolsheviki were the most
ardent defenders of the freedom of the press, ... The arguments
in thiz resolution suggest singularly the point of view of the old
Black Hundreds and the censors of the Tsarist regime — for

they also talked of **poisoners of the mind of the people’.

Kolagayer infervened, and then:

Trotsky spoke at length in favour of the resolution. He
distinguished beiween the press during the civil war, and the
press after the victory. "During civil war the right (o use violence
belongs only io the oppressed...' (Cries of *Who's the
oppressed now? Cannibal!™)

"There are iwo telated guestions here! (1) repression in
general, and (2) the press. The demand for an end to all
repressive measures during civil war amounts (o a demand thar
we end the civil war ftself. Such a demand can come either from
the enemies of the proletariat or from their lackevs. Our
adversaries, who provoked the civil war, have not sued for
peace and [ would swear that no one here can give us any
guarantees for Kornilov. In conditions of civil war the
suppression of hostile newspapers is an entirely legitimate
measure. OF course we must move towards a new press regime
and we have every intention of doing so. In our party press, well
befare the insurrection, we ceased 10 look ai freedom of the
press from the point of view of the press barens. If we can use
certain measures to remove various individuals, then surely we
can apply such measures to the press. We must conficate the
printing plants and the paper supplies and turn them aver to the
people.” (Heckling, "You mean to the Bolsheviks!")

"Yes, our is to nationalize all the supplies and
machinery. All the groups — all the soldiers and peasants —
may requisition paper and plants. Each and every soldier,
warker and peasant will understand that we have not seized
power only to leave control of the press in the hands of the old
rulers. We say that Novope Frempya, which had no supporters
in the elections, should not have a single piece of type nor a
single sheet of paper, and thar Russkapa Folga, as long as it
remains a purely financial journal, has no right to exist, This
isn't a permanent step, but we can’t allow a return of the old
capitalist order. The transfer of power to the Soviets is the
decisive step from bourgenis rule to the socialist order. Why
was Suvorin able to 'publish an ostentetious newspaper?
Because he had the money. Canwe allow the Suvorins to peddle
their poison during the elections (o the Constituent Assembly?
Is it conceivable that we should allow linancial journals (o exist
which serve Lhe banks and not the peaple? All the printing
plants must be put into the hands of the Soviet power.' (Cries,
‘Confiscare the printing shop of Provda™)

“You say that we demanded freedom of the press lof
Pravde. But then we were in canditions where we had (0 apply
the demands of the minimom programme — now we demiind
the maximum! | have no doubt that the representatives of the
workers and of the peasants are with me!* {(Applauze)

“The soldiers will relurn to their units. The peasants will
return to their villages. And they will report that there are two
points of view — either freedom of the press Tor bourgedis
newspapers, or the requisitioning of paper and planis and their
iransfer into the hands of the workers and peasants.”

Kareln declared the Tray-ve-kah had no right to pass upon
this important question, 'which should be left to a special
committee. Again, passionately, he demanded that the press be
free... “Comrade Trotsky says thal we argue from the viewpoint
of capital. | say thet anyone who poses the guestion thus
argues from the poinl of view of his own personal power.”

Then Lenin, calm, unemotional, his forehead wrinkled, as
hespoke slowly, choosing his words; each sentence falling like a
hemmer-biow,

“Comrade Karelin assured os thar the way he wes talking
led to socialism, but 1 am afraid this would be marching to
socialism backwards. Trotsky was right: the officer cadets
staped their uprising, and war was declared in Petrograd and

Moscow for freedom of the press. This time the Socialist-
Revoludonaries did not ad sl el like socialists or
revolutionanes. This week all the 1elegraph offices were in
Kerensky's hands. The Yikzhel was on thelr side, But they had
no troops. 1L turned out that the army was on our side. Thecivil
war was started by a handful of men. It iz not over. Kaledin's
troops are approaching Petrograd, We do not wuni a civil war.
Our troops have shown greai resiraint, They held their fire, and
it all hepan when three of pur men were killed. Krasnov was
given soft treatment. He was only placed under hivse arvest,
We arc against civil war. But if it nevertheléss goes on whar are
we ' dot Trotsky was right in asking on whose behalf' you
spoke? We psked Krasnov whether he could sign on behall of
Kaledin that the latter would not continue the war, He naturally
rephied thal hecould nol. How can we stop retaliative measures
ggainst an enemy who has not siopped his hostile operations?

"We shall negotiair when peace lerms are of fered to us. Hut
so far peace it being offered to us by those on whom it doss not
depend. These are only fine words, After all, Rech is an organ
of the Kaledinites, We can well allow thal the Socialist-
Revolulionaries are sincere, but it is, after all, a fact thal
Kaledin and Milvukov are behind them.

“The firmer your stand, soldicrs and workers, the more we
shall gain, Otherwise they will sy to us: “If they've let out
Milyukov, they can't be stromg."’ Earlier on we said that if we
took power, we intended o closc down (he bourgenois
newspapers, Tolalerate the existence of these papers s 1o ceasc
being @ socialist. Those who say: “Open the bourgeois
newspapers™, fail to understand that we are moving at Tull
speed to socialism. After all, tsarist newspapers were closed
down after the overthrow of tsarism. Now we have thrown of f
the hourgenis yoke. We did not invent Lhe social revolution: it
was proclaimed by the Congress of the Soviets — no one
protested, alladopted thedecree proclaimingit. The bourgeolsic
proclaimed liberty, equality and fraternily. The workers say.
““We want something else. ™ 'We are told that we are retreating.
Mo, comrades, it is the Socialisi-Revolutionaries who are
returningto Kerensky. Wearetold that there are new elements in
purresolution, Of course there are, because we are advancing (o
socialism. When the Socialist-Revolutionaries made speeches in
the First and the Second Duma, they were also ridiculed for
saying something new. .

*There should be & monopaly of private advertisements.
The members of the printers’ union look at them from the point
of view ol income. They will get it, but in another form. We
cannot provide the bourgeoisie with an opportunity for
slandering us. We must appoint a commission right away to
probe the ties between the banks and the bourgenis newspapers.
Whar kind of frcedom do these newspapers want? Isn'l
it freedom o buy rolls of newsprint and hire crowds of
penpishers? We miust escape (rom the Mresdom of ‘& press
dependent on capitil. This is a matter of pripciple, ITwe aié o
advance to socialism we cannot allow Kaledin's bombs to'be
reinforced by the bombs of falseliood.

*Of course, our draft law is nol perfect. But it will be
applied everywhere by the Soviets in accordance with their local
conditions. Weare not buresucrmis and do not wani to insist on
the latter of the Taw everywhere, ag was the practice in the
governmeni offices, 1 recall the Socialist-Revolotionarics
saying that people in the couniryside kiidw 'so very Hitle. They
were getting  their informaton from  reukow Slove. 'We
should blame aurseives lor leaving the e »Ypapers in the hands
af the bourgeoisic. Wemust go Torward, 1o a new society, and
teke the same gttitude to the bourgeais riewspapers as we did to
the ultra-reactionary papers it Februpry and March.”

Then the vote. The resolution of Larin' and the Left
Socalist-Revolitionaries was defeated by 31 10 22; the Lenin
motion wes carried by 14 to 24. Among the minority were the
Bolsheviks Rinzanov and Luzovsky, who declared that it wes
impossible for them to vote for any restriction on the freedom
of the press.

Upon this the Left Social Revolutionaries declared they
could no longer be responsible Tor what was being done, and
withdrew from the Military Revolutionary Committe and all
other positions of executive responsibility.

Five Bolsheviks — Mogin, Rvkov, Miliotin, Teodoroviich
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From the War-Revolutionary Committee of the Petrograd
Soviet of Workmen and Soldiers Deputies.

To the Citizens of Russia:

~ The Provisional Governmentis deposed. The State
power has passed nto the hands of the organ of the
Petrograd Soviet of Workers and Soldiers Depaties the
Miftary Revelutionary Committee which stands atthe
head of the Petrograd proletariat and garrison.

Theaims forwhich the peaple were fighting-immediate roposal
0f @ democratic peace, abolition of Landlord properu-rightsinthe
Yand Jabor control over production creation ofa Soviet Government

- ={hese aims have been achieved.
LONG LIVE THE REVOLUTION OF WORKMEN SOLDIERSAND

 PRASANTS|

Military-Revolutionar coinmiﬂu

the Pet e i
Wor Erseand’r iers'Deputies.

NovEMBER 7, 1917
[Reproduction in English of the Russian text .1
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and Shliapnikov — resigned from the Council of People's
Commissars.

Three weeks later, Trotsky appeared before the Genadier
Guards (o make the most eloquent of all the pleus for the
Baichevik posifion.

One of the main accusations levelled against us by
bourgeois spokesmen, politicians and press barons concerns
our policy towards Lhe bourgeois press. They say thal we are
muzzling free expression. This accusation melts the hearts of
the socalled democratic intelligentsia, the shallow
petty-bourgeois who are incapable of penetrating beneath the
surface of events. Freedoen of the press! What do the
ideclogues of the bourgenisie mean by this? Exactly the same as
they mean by freedom of trade. Every man who has the capital
has the right because he has the means toopen a factory, ashop,
a brothel ... or a newspaper, according to his personal
predilections. By publishing a newspaper he makes hix profits.
That's his freedom of the press.

But ¢o the millions of peasants, workers and soldiers enjoy
this freedom of the press? No! They do not possess the essential
prerequisitesof freedom, the real, actual and genuine means of
publishing a newspaper. They have no printing plants, @o
stocks of paper, no money. So bourgeois freedom of the press
means in praciice @ capitalist monopoly to disseminate the
jdear af the capitalist class, to poison people’s minds and
pollute their consciousness with the garbuge of bourgeois
thought. For the toiling masses, bourgeois freedom of the press
boils down to enforced consumption of the contents of
bourgeois newspapers and all their lies, slanders, hypocnsy,
chauvinism and witch-hunts.

Where does press freedom begin for the people? It begins
when the masses (hemselves take over Lhe weapon of print;
when they possess lypesetting machines, printing presses and
stocks of paper. We, the Soviet power, look on freedom of the
press in the Tollowing way; above all, we consider ourselves
obliged to deprive the bourgeoisic of its monopoly of the means
of printing and to transfer all resources o the peopleas whole,
on the basis of proportional allocation. This means that all
privarely owned plants and stocks of paper must and will be
taken into public ownership. In this way citizens can be
allocated use of them in proportion to the real strength of the
dif ferent classes, parties and ideological currents,

Novove Vremyw was once one of Russia’s most powerful
newspapers, Why? Certainly not because Novoye Fremyo
represented a powerful popular current. On the contrary,
throughout all the elections before the revolution we never
witnessed the appearance of a party called Novoye Vreemya. But
just as Suvorin- pére received fat subsidies from the state Tor ten
vears, so in turn Suvorin-fils received a powerTul weapon of lies
and slander: apd they demand that they should be given
uninterrupled access to this machine as a righl. That's their
freedom of the press. And cven people like Gorky or
Korolenko, undoubtedly honest but riddled with the narrow,
vulgar prejudices of a petty-bourgeois milieu, are ready to weep
copious tears in the cause of freedom for Novaye Frempya.

A powerful weapon in the hands of the capitalist press is

advertising, which as & matter of fact has little 10 do with
publishing ns such bul serves as a means of levying tribute from
the penple in the interests of the press barons. We cannot free
publishing from the absolute dictatorship of capital without
first establishing o monopoly over newspaper advertisements.
These advertisements are a kind of tax, and the right 1o raise
taxes must be entirely inthe hands of (he state and other organs
of power, i.e. the Soviets. Only Soviet publications hiave the
right, by deciee of the Council of People's Commissars, to
accept paid advertisements and the revenue thus gained must
from now on be used exclusively for the benefil of the people.

The capitalist press en § will never agres o this
They see in this new law a violation of their sacred freedom ol
enlerprise, *You are trampling all our freedoms underfoot, you
are violating the laws of god and man’, they howl. When, in
reply to their violations of the decree of the monopuoly of
advertising, the Red Guards or the sailors close down (heir
newspapers as the decree demands, who should come along but
the Gorkys and Korolenkos howling about suppression of fiee
expression, However, all these complaints and slandernus
accusations leave the broad mass of workers, peasants, and
goldiers guite unmoved. Mot at all because the masses wre
philistine and cannot appreciate the lofly sentiments
entertained by bourgeois intellectuals for freedom of the press,
but because the toiling masses newly awskened (o spiritual life
and to their higher inrerests feel a million times more fercely
ihe awlul deprivations they were subjected to by capitalist
control of the press. If in the allocation of newspapers the
bourgeoisic were 10 have ut its disposal only such resources o
corresponded to its support, the vast majority of existing
publications would soon be in the hands of the people. And this
would be freedom of the press in the highest sense. 10 s our 1ask
1o create the conditions for such a transformation,

OF course this is not an casy task. The possessing classes will
not hand over what they have wilhout a struggle. They know
full well what a pawerful weapon their press . They have in
their pay a significant number of proprietors of both sexes who.
by upholding freedom of the press, uphold their meuns of
profitand the source of their cheap popularity. All these people
will fight by every means possible aginst our policies on press
freedom. They will continue totake advertisements, 10 flout the
decree, to lie, slander, wail and curse....

Our struggle against the bourgeois press barons, against
the capitalist monopoly of publishing, is perceived by the
peity-bourgeois school of thought as a struggle against free
expression. But the broad masses, the millions on whom the
Soviets and Soviel power rest, understand perfectly that it is a
matter of creating the basic, elementary conditions for a broad,
popular freedom of the press. Every printing plant created by
the people’s labour and stolen from them by capital, every press
we loke from the bourgenisic and place in the hands of the
Council of Warkers', Peasamis' and Soldiers’ Deputies, is a
stone in the edifice of real press freedom. We will stand firm
against all slanders and sabotage and carry this task through to
the end. And in place of those literary brothels created by the
power of capital in the name of free enterprise, we will establish
organs ol free, unfettered human thought.



Reviews

Book review sections in socialist journals usually differ
from those in bourgecis publications only in the selec-
tion of books reviewed. To some extent, this is inevit-
able, since the common aim Is to call attention to new
publications of interesi and to pravide critical ap praisal
of their approach and argument.

While reviews ol Individual new books or selaclions
of books on similar topics will be prominently featured
in this section of Interational, we will aim for a broader
coverage of intellectual and culiural lite and of the
development of socialist, feminist, and ‘alfernative’
publishing and book-selling.

Astheeditarial inthisissueof Inlermnational axplains,
our central objective in re-launching the journal is to
provide a forum for debate designed 1o alaborate a
revolutionary sacialist programme for Britain. The book
section will be integral o this, publishing extended
review articles (by supporters of Trotskyism and the
Fourth Intemational and by representatives of other
viewpoints as well) on Important new books about
British social, political, and cultural life and on mijor
new theoretical contributions to our understanding of
capitalism, socialism, and Lhe revolutionary process.

At the same time, we believe that the raview saction
must complement this locus with a broader appraisal of

Rudolf Bahro's Alternative

The Alternative in Eastern Evrope, by Rudoll Buhro, New Left
Books, London, 463 pp., £8.50.

Ernst Thalmann, the leader of the German Communist Party in the
twenties and early thirties, used to insist that (he acid rem for all
communists was their artiude 1o the Soviet Unbon. For Thatmann, ta
pass the test meant to manifest unconditional fealty to the diciats
emanating fram the Stelin leadership in Moscow; but there is @ very
different sén%e in whizh his motto holds true for revolotionary Marxists
today. The acid test for communism soday & its abifity 1o regain i
credibility as & true movement of emancipation, or the working
masses, Easr and West, have for the most part cemsed o rrgard
scientific sociafism as & science of liberiation, a5 a result precizely of the
depredations of the Stalins and Thillmanns, Unless the problem is
clearly stated in these fundamental terms, the Emmensity of the task
cannol be praperly undersiood,

It ks easy for Trotskyiss to adopt a dangerously imug anitede
townrds the past and presemt crimes commited in the name of
Marxism, which are responsible for the ideological demoralization of
the international communisi movement — a demorzlization that leads
Eurccommunists and East Eurgpean dissidents alike 1o seck salvanon
in the ¥iriues of bonrgeniz democracy. Did we nol sound the alarm as
carly us 19237 Do the documerts of our movement nol present a
consistent and coherent allernutive to Staliniem? Will history not work
i our favour, &8 the empirical lessons of the class strugghe in the West
and the anti-buresucratic movement in the East sooner or later force
pecple to assimilate the rich heritage of the Transifional Programme
and The Revolution Beirayed?

For the small but growing number of Marxist dissidents in Eastern
Europe, however, the problem is posed differently. The true history of
thie Ociober Revolution, the Soviet Union, and the workd communist
movement is still largely innccessiblé 1o them; they live in an ambiance
of popular hostility to ‘Marusm-Leninism® as the langunge of oppres-
sian. This has rended ta divide the dissidents into two currents: those
who continue broadly ro accept the officinl docirine and concentrale an
demanding democratic reforms, and those who seek the roots of the
syriem's degeneration in the doctring (reell, The former courseis that of
the'reform communists’ (the Dubcek current in Czechoslovakis,
Medvedevin the USSR, Havemann in East Germany); Rudoll Bahro's
The Alternative in Eastern Europe represents the most systemsdic
attempt 10 apply the latter.

In no way does Bahro shirk the possible contequences of his
endeavour, be they imprisonment or acousations of theoretical revi-
sionism. Hewrites: “Theconceptian of politics and history expressed in
the method of srgumeni as (o “whay Marx really said™ is compleiely

matiers ol concam to our readers not covered in the
other parts of the journal: literaturs, art, natural science,
sexuality, developments in other paris of the world — to
che but five examples.

Regular features will include a previaw ol books
scheduled for publication in the three or four months
following the appearance of each issue; arlicles intro-
ducing thearetical debates and conirovarsies, assess-
ing the various cantributions and providing an overdew
of how they fit together; and a bibliagraphy. We intend
also o publish anicles on the publishing ndustry, the
avolution of intelleciual and academic life, the problems
and successes of left bookshops, and so on, A news
section in each future issue will announce events and
activities.

In the first Issues we hope o publish a directory ol
alernative bookshops, an aasesament of the ecops and
significance of developmanis of feminist publishing,
and a review of the palicles of the varipus socialist
publishers.

Wa welcome any information or contributions lrom
backsellers or publishers as well as olfers to review
books or contribute articles from all socialist and labaur
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unfrufeful: it alwsys leads (o distortions in the presentation af the
s doctrine™ thar nre ensily nssaflable, and thus shifes the ground of
dispute 1o the level of scholastic battles of quatations’ (p. 21). The
problemy, he argues, s rather that ‘it s no longer sufficient 1o be
“Maraist™ in the traditional sense. We must rather raise 1o & higher
level Marx's own legacy, the mast developed theory and nethod of
social sclence thar wehave, and (ransform it into the communism of the
present’ (p. 31).

1t would therefore be wholly inappropriste 10 discuss The
Alernafive in Eastern Ewrope by exhibiting Bahro's breaks with
arthodox Marxism on many impartant questions, contrasting his views
with those of Marx, Engels, Leman, or Trolsky. Instead, we mum sccept
thal there is nothing wrang in principle with guestioning even the most
central elements of the traditional canon, and must alempl (o assess
Bahro's theoretical innovalions on their merit.

The Division of Labour and General Emancipation

Crverall sncial organization on the basis of the tradional division of
labour enn anly be overall state organization, it can only be sockaliza-
tion in thisalienated farm® {p. 141). The ceniral categories of Bahro's
analysis ure the social division of labour (arising prior ta privae
prapeny) as the real histone sounce of class division and domination,
and the need far fts wbolition on (he roaad 10 communism. ‘I the classes
bound up with private property are destroyed and rendered imporent”,
he writes, ‘then the earlier element of the division of mental and manual
labour emerges onee again as an autonomous factor of class formation,
and does so lang a% thiz division of labour is ai all reproduced™ (p. 771
Thus, while capitalism furnishes the material preconditions far the
sransition to socialism and communiem, the abolition of capitalist
private property by no mesins antomatically or necessarily eradicates all
forms of social domination, of social and political inequality. The
state, in particular, survives ayan instrument of oppression, even it is
an instrument of the pralearian dicatorship.

Far Bahra, the listory of class soclety 18 the history of the divisian
of labour. The term ‘chiss’® is itself subject 1o redefinition, for his
analysis of the East Enropean socicties lends him ta a theoretical madel
of social stratification that lacks definable class barriers, in which “the
historical task which T have in mind® is not the traditional one af
abolishing cliss burriers, but ‘the svercoming af subsiternily. the form
of existence and mode af thaught of *‘little people’™ (p. 271). Bahro's
method of analysing histary in terms of the rise. development, and
eventusl abolition of the social divisian of labour has both strengths
and weaknesses, Its greatest strength ks undoubtedly that it enables him
16 Mocus sharply on the forms of social inequality and oppression and o
explain theoretically why they persist, and sometimes even reach new
heights of absurdity, in sacieties that cinim 1o have eliminated them
along with private property in the means of preduction: ‘The explaita-



42

tion and oppression of women, in the overall patriarchal Family
structure with which this iz connected.. ., the dominance af the tovwn
owver the country ..., the exploitation and oppression of the manual
worker (whoever has to perfomm physical, schemalic, ereonfive work)
by the mental worker (whoever performs predominantly inellecouni,
creative, planning and manzgerial activity)' (pp. 46-47).

The relevance of this approuch is by no means restricted 1o "sciually
existing sacialism with iz culdvaion of social inegualities thay ga far
beyond the spectrum of money incomes: with its perpsuatioh of
wage-labour, commeodity production, and moncy: with il rationalisa-
thonof the traditional division of labaur; with its almost clericsl family
and sexual palicy; with its high official dignitaries, itx sanding army
and police, who are all responsible only (o those above them; with its
offizial corporations for the organization and tutclage of the popula-
tiong withits duplication of the unwieldy stare machine into a sane ond
party apparatus; with its salation within the national fronters” (p37L
Rahra's approach will be welcomed as a breath of fresh air by anvone
familiar with the extent to which “natonalization of the means of
production’ and ‘s centrally plunned cconomy® hmve become (he
ideclogical surrogate of socialism {not anly for "reformists’ but also Tor
‘revalutionary” wocialisn militars), and the exvent 16 which crde
economistic determinim and, on & more sophisticated plane,
Althusserian *science’, have been counicrposed (o the allegedly *pre-
scientific’ emancipatory humanksm of Marx's carly philosophy.

Fqually relevant for socialists hath East and Wedt is Bahra's
questioning of the primacy of quaniitalive economic growth, o bis
otherw e fuir uod sympathetic review in the Mosming Ster (8 Decemiber
197%), Moniy Johnstone charges Bahro with fuillure (o “mike scoount of
the actual levels of development and the International position of the
Socialisr countries, all of which are still mecessarily a very long way
from communism’, and alleges that *instead of recogmising with Mark
that the highes! development of (he produciive forees is *an alsoiulsly
neccssary premise’’ for superseding the old social relations. he argues
for **a show evolution of technology”’ and defends *'renunciation of
eoonamic growth™ . This eriticism is miszaken on rwo counts. To begin
with, Bihro does not &l all deny the need for continued sconomic
growih inthe post-capitalin societies bovh 1oday amd in the Toresceable
future. Indeed he explctly stales that ‘a strmegic decision against
conlinuing the policy of econamic growth o far pursued .. @n of
course nol be pul into practice immediately' (p. 395), bevause
quantitative growih will be needed to aid the development of the poorer
regions of the world. Second, and more important, Johmomne his
failed 10 undersiand Bahro's compleiely ‘orthodox’ assertion thas the
‘productive forces’ da not consist merely of dead, objectified Labour,
and that the development of the decisive productive force, humin
Iabour, is actually fettered by the fetish of guanttative growth targets.
For Bahro, as for Marx, it is the development of lebour producriwiy in
the sense of a reductian of sacially mecéssary labaur-time thai i central
to communist policy, and not the growth in the volume of production
per se. This 'does nol mean making & new kww of *rero growth'', but
rather dispiocing the criterion of quantity fram fix daminan! position”
(. 405).

Bur Bahro's achievement — his [irm re-establishment of (he
primacy of politics over coonomics, us demolition of the artificial wall
erecied by @ vulgar materialist orthodoxy between the 'utopian” aspecis
of Marxism and a communist reglpalitfc — comet a1 a price. His
one=sided emphasis an the social dividion aof labour a8 the axic of human
history is accompanied by an underestimation of the specific role of
capitalism in thot history. This point may be highlighted by contrasting
{wo passages from Bahro®s book. At one paint (p.43), be claims that
‘the Hepelien tradition, and 8 Eurocentrism thar was scarcely
avoidable, may have been respansible for the way thar Marx focused his
allention rog one-sidedly on capitalin privare properiy and saw rhe
entire past and future historical process as passing through this nodal
period” . Subsequently, however (p. 127), Bahra himsalf concedes that
‘the industrial civilization that has changed Buropean life beyvond
recagnition inthe [ast two centuries leaves other nations no alternalive;
whether they had already reached the threshold of capialism and
indusinialization in their own evalution, or whether it encauntered
them epochs remaved fram it — they mns go through this crocible’.
Thiss, while all iocieties misl reach the Buropean level of indusirializa
fian as 4 precondition for cammunisim (hey peed ot go (hrough the
stage of capiialisi privile properiy. The alicrmative 0 capitalist
industrialivation, the non-cepitalist rond of ‘despotic industrializa-
tion’, is the coneept with which Bahro explains the history of the
Russian revolution. The weakneszer in hiz method can best be
lustraced in that coniexi.

As Bahrosces i, the ‘decisive objective fact” in the genesis of Stalinism
‘was the ebsence of § bourgeois development of the producdive foroes,
the absence of capilalist work habits, discipline and skill in the broadest
serme” (p. 99). Since Russin was basically pre-capialist when the
Bolsheviks taok power in 1917, the only alternative ta the economic
compulsion through which capitalism had instilled ‘work hahits,
discipline and skill" in the workers was the despotism of the state — in

other words, terror. The specilically "Asiatic® featuret of Russian
snciety — omndpotence of a centralized siate bureancracy ax the only
cohesive lorce in o cauitey domlnated by more ar leis iwolated peadantd
cOmmunies re-isseriod ihemselves afier the revolulion in (he
Bolshevik Party iself, which now constitvied a oew all-powerful
burcaucracy “as g substitnie for an exploiting chass, as the dabowre Jovd of
Sovier soclery’ (p. I41). The prospeet facing the *Lenin-Stalin
apparatus’ (p. JI2) was thos ‘not yer ... socialism, no matter how
resoiulely the Bolsheviks believed in this, but rather the rapid industrial
developmenit of Ruskia on a non-capitalist road. Only now, when ths
sk i by and lorge caompleted, is ihe struggle Tor socialism on the
pgenia in the Soviet Ulnion® (p. 500, Bahro thus defines the Stalinist
systenn s wn “industriol despatism® historically analogous (o the
‘agriculiural despotism”’ of the Asin mode gl prodecion,

The two most striking features of this analysis are the degres to
which Bahra isalares this ‘Asiaric’ rond 10 industrinlization (rom the
develnpment of capitalism and the historical ualiom tha Mows from i
somcerning Whe jgevitabality of the bureaucratic degensration of
Balshevism. 11 is strange that Bahra, wha peoves himself tharanghly
familior with Lenin®s writings on muny ofler muoifers, seems wholly
unaware of the gisential international dimenslon of the Cheroher
Revalurion asseen by the Bolshevik leaders, induding Lenin, (In 1920,
for eanmple, Lenin wrote: “When three yearsage werised the question
ol the tasks and the condituma of the prolelanan revolution's viclory
Russid, we alwaye staled emphatically thar victory could not be
permanenl unless it was fallawad by a prolaarian revalinlon in the
West. ard that o correct approfinl of oor revodution was possible anly
fram the international point ofvies' ) Indeed, ihe Rolshevik keadership
did not expect the Russian revolution 1o survive oy & soc/miv
travisformuation il it remained confined withinthe borders of the former
Tsarist empire

The Oetober Revolotion wes coneeived on the basis af o theoretioal
analyus of imperialism, the system through which aipital dominated
even thase parte of the world o hoad not yer fully pereiruied sconon:
eally and culturally, In that context, the evident stralegic choice was o
overeime Bussi's *Asgatic’ backwardmess in a revolulionary alliance
with the proletariat ol one or more of the advanced capitalist countrics,
and not to retreal o the isolationist road of ‘socialism in one pountry®,
which indeed couid lead only ro despotic modernizarion conrofled by
the bureaucracy whose idealogy it expréssed. Bur Anhro dismisses the
ahernsuves sypoused by the Lofi Oppositlon as frrelevant. Thess
alernatives consisted not merely in 8 set of propesals for economic
podicy, but alse, and more mponamily, in Bn orientntion wo the
praletarian revolution in the Wesl, seen as ecsential to the socialist
developrent of the Soviel Union itself. 1 was the cynical betrayal af
the world revolution by the Stalimist bureaucracy Lhal sel the stage for
the ‘despotic industrialization® of the USSR, & burcaucracy which
Bahro claims "was rarely completely unjustified’ in appealing to the
Leninist tradition.

Bahro's rejection of the original Bolshevik project of linking their
revalution ta the fate of the revolution in the West is bused on Lhis Line
of argument: “With the revolutions in Russia and China, with the
revolutionary process in Latin Ameriea, in Africa and in India,
humaniiy is taking the shoriest route o sociglism. There, in the
‘*Eamt’’, the real wretched of this sarth have awakened. The role of the
working class, who pave the decisive impulse to the Russian revolution
and who obviously have a task in Europe, must be seen afresh in this
comiext, Moreover, even el revolution in Buiope sapuld not have lesd
directly to the socialism for which Marx hoped, but Far more probably
1o the phenamenal form so familiar to os ... Time and again, our
bureaticratic centralism is explained inierms of Russian backwardness,
though in fact this i responsible only for certain excesses. In eo far ax
the hicrarchicul gpparatus of funclionaries of the workers' organiza-
Linres i6 the potential state machine, whal this iz preparing is not a new
Paris Commune, but rather a state monapaly freed Irom capiialism’
{p. 61}, In other words since Stalinism was not rooted exclusively in
Russia's backwardness, any more developed couniry undergoing a
profetarizn revoluton would have suffere  sionbar Sae. “The entire
perspective under which we heve seen 1L cransition (b commonism
stands in peed of earrection, and in o way jost with respect wo ihe time
freton. The dissolution of private property io (the peans of production
on ihe one band, and usiversal hurnan emanapaiion on Lhe other, are
separzied by an entire epoch’ (p. 210

The key to an understanding of the new perspective, Hahro argues,
bes In copsideration of the role of the sde: “The transiton sage
beiwesn communism and developed chess socicty, which was initinlly
crossed “Torwards”, and is now 10 be crossed “‘Backwards’’, b
chameterized in both cases by & speeific funclion of the state which
arises directly from the sodal division of labour and cooperation.
Praductive lorces which belong (o [he stare, which are either no longer
social ar are not yet so, are what provide the specific characteristic of
bath epochs’ {p. 67). The state, both as the agent of socinl reproduction
30 long as the division of labour persists and as an instrument of
political domination, will continue to exist for an entire epach




following the abalition of capitalism. Those who hold stute power —
the new ruling ‘class” — will be the bureaucrars spawned in the
hierarchy of the old labour movemeni.

The Working Class and “Subalternity’

‘It was probably necessary to be both an anarchist and & Russian 1o
perceive behind the autharity of Marx and his doctrine, in the year
1873, the shadow of Stalin.' Thus Babro, writing of Bakunin's
warningt that in practice Marx's ‘dicratarship of the proletarian” would
mean the dictalorship of a new privileged class of socialist intelleciuals.
Because of the division of labour, the de-humanization of the
immediate producers by ther abenated, repetitive, and schemabic
activity, the emancipation of the proletaznal can lead only ‘to the
satisTaction of a few of ils pent-up compensatory needs’ (p. 199). For
the waorking masses, then, the revohmion produces litle in the way of
immediate progress, for they are called upon to sacrifice their
immedate for their long-teromy interests: “Ciramsed’s iden, therefone,
formulated with Russia ind Haly particularly in mind, according 1o
which the proletariat can only remain the rubing class by giving up its
present vital interests in favour of irs hegemony, and placing ftzell in the
service of a scientifically proven interest of humanity, simply boils
down 1o the fact that has since become guite cvidem enough, thal the
proleiarial canmos be a ruling class” (p. 197 Whai Bahro calls the "oore
of the ruling panty, state and econamic bureaucracy” is composed of the
socialist infelleciuals; iheir genesis lies in the conflict beiween the
immediate interests of the workers and (he historic interests of
humanity.

Therefore, not only does the abolition of capitalist private property
not lead directly to *general emancipation’, bur the revalutionary class
that represents the negation of private property, the proletariat, is alsa
unable to accomplish the historic task ascribed to it by Mar and the
Marxist tradition. In any cvent. the abolition of capitalism is also the
abalition of the working class as & class {see chaprer 7, enniled "The
Working Class as an Inapplicahle Concept in Proto-Socialist Society”),
so that the revolutionary subject must now be defined in entirely new
tErmE.

The kev 1o Bahro's definition of the ‘subject af the emancipatory
movemenl® &5 ‘the epergetic and creative slements of all strata and
spheres of society” (p, 326) i ‘surplus consciDusness, . an energelic
mental capacity that is no longer absorbed by the immediae necessities
and dangers of human cxistence and can thus orient itwell 10 more
distart problems’ (p. 257). The concept of ‘surplus consciousness” is
nol as povel as it may sound ar first. Trotsky wrote thmt “the
improvement of the material situation of the workers does not recancile
themn with the authoritics; on the contrary, by inereasng their
seli-respect and frecing their thoughi for general problems of politics, it
prepares the way for an open conflict with the bureaucracy’. Trotsky,
however, applied this concepl 1o an objectively definable codleciive,
namely the working class, whereas for Bahra, the ‘“cultural-
revolutionary movemenl' is the sum tolal of the iadividiels whe
represent the ‘cmancipaiory” sgainst the ‘compensatory inicrests’.
The concept of ‘subabernity’ (defined as the dominance of
CompEnsAlorY over emancipalory needs) is, of course, ilself a category
af individwe! psychology. It is this transplantation of sodal conflict
from the objective class struggle to the personality strociure of the
individual that accounts for Rahra's inability 1o farmulate a concrete
palitical strategy.

Bahro In Perspective

It is dovubrless true that in the last instance Marxism ls concerned with
the emancipation of the individual and that the social division of labour
is incompalible with that emancipation. This conflicl, however, though
it is present throughout human history, has alwavs been mediated
through the particular social formarions of each epoch, thelr modes af
prociction, class antagonisms, and political institutions, Marx held
that capitalism would be the last of class societies because:

I. The unprecedented expansion of the productive forces under
capitalism creates the material precondition: for the abolithon of social
inequality,

3. Capitalisen forges o unified worbd market, which is a pre-condition
for Lhe abolition of national inequalitics;

1. Capualism cresies & perticuler social cluss, {he proletgriat, whose
ebjective interests conflicy directly with the maintenance of private
property, privilege, and the division of labour; this class therefore has
interests that may be considered universal in that they are identical to
the long-term interests of thie human species itself. Hence, ahthough the
stane, the social division of labour, maney, and s0 on, will persist during
the transitional period, the ‘diciatorship of the proletaria’, conceived
in Marx's sense, must by nature lead (o a classless society in which the
social division of lebour has iiself vanished: commurmsim.

Ax we have seen, Bahro parts company with Marx in designaring not
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capitalism, but ingdwsirialism a5 the universal stage through which all
societics musi pass on the road to communism; Russia, China, and the
ather ‘socinfist countriez” have reached this smage, this industrialism,
through a pon-capitalist rosd, thus demonsrating that Eurapean
capitalism was the first, bui nod the only, road to industrialization. Bt
by severing the hisiorical connection between capitalism and socialism,
Bahro has bost sight of the revalutionary subject, the proletariat. and
the new type of stare that can be realized through its rule: Lthe direct
democracy of the working masses. The antagonism between the state
and socicty exist in & ‘pure form”. 50 o spesk, in Buhro's allernatiee
scenario: an alisn appararus confronts all individouals, embodied in the
‘collective worker'. His definition of the revolurionary subject i
therelore necessarily vague, &nd he thus has linle rosay abour the form
sigie power will assume afier the political ¢xpropriation of the
‘politburcaucracy’. The method that cnables him both 1o deseribe 50
accurately how 'soroally existing sodalism” is alien (o the socialism of
Marx and Engels and 10 outline some of the measures nosded (o
revoluliordee it (particulardy in the domain of the abelition of all
burcauwcratic priviless, the need for @ ogw ‘svonemy of time', and
education — soe cipecinlly the excellent chapters 14 and 1%) fails him
when i1 comesiothe central questions of paliticel struegy.

T wvme extent, of course, this i a rellection ol Baloo's personal
sivumtion. The tragedy of the isulaied Marss ‘dissident’ deprived of
acoess 10 many indispensable sourpes abouot the real story ol Lhe
Russian revolution &nd the world communist movement and
confronted with an atomized working class scemingly preoecupied with
*compensalory interests’ 13 sharphy reflected in many nspects of Bahro's
‘aliermative’. But there can be no doubt thar despite these weaknesses,
his. book 5 a landmark in Lhe resurgence of a new generation of East
Buropein Marxists. Redoll Hahro is nol only a thinker of exceptional
foree (8 quality 10 which this review, focosing on one aspest of the
book, and emphasizing ils weaknesses ai that, cannol possibly do
justiced; hie ks also o troe revolutionary inspiril, as his aonclusion makes
chear: ‘Communizm is not only necessary, it is also possible. 'Wheiher it
becames 8 reality or mot must be decided in the struggle for s
conditions of existence. " IT the emergence ol a creative bui somewhat
fess thian ot hodox ' Fast European Marsism’ is indeed a pecessary siage
through which the rediscovery of the nch Bolshevik tradilion by the
new generation of East European revolulianaries will have (o pass, then
Rahrn's boenik has belped 1o lny Moundations which cannot be ignared,
Easl or West, in the debates 1o come, There can be no better reason for
reading, studying, snd criticiang it

CGunther Minncrup

Laclauon Fascism

Politics and Ideology in Marxist Theory, by Ernesto Laclau,
Verso paperback, London, 203 pp., £3.00,

Several mew howks on fascism have appeared during the past few years,
Thee resasones for the new rise ol inlerest in the subject are not difficull 1o
find. The re-emergence of fascist groups in @ number of European
eountries (and their international coardination) is one obvious cause.
Another s that with the growth of Eurccommunism many communists
fetl it necessary to settle apconnts for good and all not anly with the
ultra-lefism of Stalin's *Third Period® but also with Trotsky, who had
opposed the Communist International's theories of ‘social fascism'
when it mattered.

In the gooed old dave, thers was a standard method of dealing with
Trotsky: simply denounce him as the agent of ‘democratic’ imperialism
or of fusvism itsell, depending on the current line of the Soviet
leadership. Wowadavs, when sach outright slander has [allen into
disrepute as 4 result of Eurecommunism's ‘reconsideration’ of the
past, & new technigue has been discovered. Today's author handles the
problem mare or bess this way: *Let’s be honest and face facts. Trotsky
foresaw the evemts in Germany in the carly thirties with asionishing
clarity. Buz..." 11 isthen discovered thai the old propher sactuslly made a
series of errars that vitiated hit analysis of fascism st bottom and
require his relegation to the museam — in an honoured room, of
course. Inhis Fascism and Diclatorship, for example, MNicos Poulant zas
has discovered that Trotsky shared the *economism’ of the Comintern,
failing ro understand thar the imposition of a fascist regime comes after
the working class has suffered serious defeats! According 1o Vajda
{Fascism As = Mass Movement), Trotsky's error was 10 have
coumterposed the socialist revolution (o fascism, Miling to fight for the
restaration af democracy.

The latest attempt a1 & new analysis of fascism has been produced by
Ernesio Laclau in Politics and Ideology in Marxisl Theory, a collection
af essays on capitalism, fascism, and populism, criginally published by
New Left Books and now re-lssied s a paperhack by Verso. Laclan
begins his argument by acknowledging that there has been a lack af
theoretical development in the analysis of fasciam since the Second
World War, the reason being that the policy of the Popular Front ‘led
to the incorporation of broader and broader sections of the bourgeoisic
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inio the antl-Tascist struggle, with the result that fascism tended to be
prosented ax the palitical expression of an increasingly reduced scctoraf
interests’, Coming Morward totakeun the neglested task, Laclau rejects
the view that lascist idenlogy consists in o series af heterogeneous
clements whose function is to cement the varying social groups that
make up the Tascist bloc. He holds that it 15 not possible to decom pose
an ideohogy into component parts and then o label them as bourgeois
ar proletarian, for these elements can be understood anly in torms of an
overall idealogy. Otherwise, (or example, ‘pationatism' will be
described a5 bourgenis and ‘socialist nationalism® will be seen as
thoroughly contradictory. Writes Laclou: ‘Idealagical “elements’
taken in izolation have no necessary class connotation, and... this
connotation is only the result of those clemenis in 8 concrete idenlogical
discourse.’

Omice hie has established this point, Laciau goes on to argue that not
all contradictions in politics are class contradictions. 1 is possible, far
example, o have alliances of the priiy bourgeoisic. Lhe peasantry, the
working class and cértain sections of the bourgeoisic apainst o ruling
bloc, il contradictions exist at the level of the "popular democratic”
struggle and between the ruling bloe and the ‘people®. (Ince thiz zimple
pains is grasped, the wrenaof the dass struggle is immensety broadensd.
lndeed, it becames possible to integrate into revolutionary declogy ‘o
multitede of clements and interpellations which have up oo now
appeared constituiive of bourgeeis ideological discourss’,

The failure of revolutionaries to grasp this broadened arena of class
siruggle, Loaclou argoes, has led to the domination of the workers'
movement by a narrow class perspective and & contequant lack of will
to extablish hegemony over the explodied classes as a whole, This ‘class
reductioniem® has led on the one hand to opportumsm, as reformists
have sought to use the bourgenis state to obtain increasing benglits, and
an the other hand io sectarianism, as revolutionaries have atlempled o
make 8 praolctarian revolution amnd estabilish a soviet regime. “In bath
cases', Laclan maintming, *exclusively clms policies were pursusd,
which totally ignored the prablem of populur demoeratic st o'y

One prime example of ‘class reductionism’ cied by ix
Trotsky's criticism of the *national communist’ line of the Commumist
Pany of Germany {(KPD} in 1931, when the pariy blocked with the
Mazis inan attempt to bring down the Social Democratic government in
Prussia through participation in the "Red Refersndum’. Troisky's
‘clars reductionis:” criticism ran ns follows: *It ks understood thal every
great revolution is a people’s or national revolution, in the sense thal it
unites around the revolutionary class all the virile and crentive forees of
the nation and reconsinucts the nation around a new core...In order
that ihe nation should mdeed be able to reconstruct itself around a new
class core, it must be reconstructed ideologically and this be achieved
only if the proletarial does not dissalve itsell into Lhe * people™. into the
“mation"”, but on the contrary develops a programme of its proletarian
revolution and compels the petty bourgeoisie 1o choase between two
regimes. The slogan af the people’s revolution lulls the petty
bourgeoisie as well as the broad mass of workers, reconciles them to the
bourgeois hicrarchical siructure of the “people’’ and retards their
liberation. But under present conditions i Cermany, Uhe slogan of a
“people’ s revalution " wipes away the ideological demercation between
Marxism and fascism and reconciles part of the warkers and petiy
bourgeaisic lo the ideology ol frscism, allowing them 1o think that they
are not compelled to make a cholce, because in both camps i s all a
matter of people’s revaludon.”

This brings us 1o the centre af Laclaw's thesis. According to him,
Fascism rose and trnanphed in Germany by virtue of two factors: the
crisis of the ruling power bloo, which rendered it unable ta absorb
discontent through the wreditional channels; and the lailure of Lhe
working class 1o win hegemony aver popular soruggles and o fuse
popular democratic idealogy inlo ity programme. The warking class
should have appealed 1o sl popular scctors “to fight for a natwonal
renaissance which could have condemsed in commeon ideclogicel
symbols; Nationalism, Socialism and Democracy’. It was here, Laclay
maintains, that Trotsky came (o grief, as evidenced in the quotation
sbove. Troisky's contribution was lmiied fo the formulation of a
correct defensiveline, when in ull cssentmls, fascism had alrewdy won Lhe
battle for the allegiance of the petry bourgeodsie: “The idea that in
Crermany any advance lowards socialism was dependent on 1he alliance
beiween the working class and the middie class, and that such an
alliance required the ideological fusion of Mationalism, Socaliim, and
F‘“"“Wm- is mot only alien bul antagonistic 1o the hasis ol Trowsky's

eeling.’

Laclau argues that & Trotskyist leadership of the KPD would have
been impotent, due 1o a tack of understanding of the imponance of the
popular-democratic struggle in halling the Nazi advance. He also
maintains, however, that the KPD had occasionally glimpaed aspects of
the correct strategy. In 1923, for example, dunng the period of the
‘Schiageter line' — “one of the few moments in which the Ccrman
Communist movement sensed the necessity 1o carry aut national and
democratic agitation'. There were opportunist elements in this line,
Laclau acknowledges, but only because if was nol deepened and carried

1o s Ingical eanclusion: the abandonment of class reductionism,

A second occasion when the KPD was on the right track was the
‘natbonalism’ al 1931 agains which Trotsky  polemicized. Here
Laclau assures us that he is not ot all uneritical of KPD policy, which
was ‘doubiless miztaken. in so for o5 i redoced o fusdemontol
dump-term stratepic line, such as the fusion between socinlism nnd
populir-democratic idenlogy, (o a mere circumstantial tactic 12 win the
clectoml support of the petiy bowrgéopin’

The third occasion came i 1938, when ihe Seventh Congress of the
Conintern adopted the Fopular Front position. Again, Laclau nofes
sadly that this attempt bo overcome ¢lass reductionism was imperfect,
marred by zigzage. There i= no reason (o dwell on this third accasion,
for its resulik are well known. The most perfect fruft of the Popilkr
Fronl policy was the victory of fascism in Spain. as the aitempt (o
weparaie the struggle for a proletarian vicrory from the mruggle against
fascism led first to & sirangulation of workers' demaocracy and then
ihie defeat of bourgenis demacracy. Here it i sulficlent o node that
L aclou criticizes the palicy of the Populsr Fron Croom the righi. since he
ulicges Uil il still asserted that democracy was bourgeols and ra thor
extent was still class reductionist. More central 1o Lacinn’s argumeni,
howeever, and far lexs fTamiline 1w wodey*s militants, we the (wo olhe
imstinces he ciles, (e Schlageter line and national communism . In fart,
Laclau fails to cxplain in any real detadl finst what the KPD did on these
rwo occasions. His theses nn how the workers” mavenenl should fight
fmseeisrn caan be bet ter evaluated in the light af a bricf discussion of whar
wis setually soladed in hese fwo episodes,

The *Schingeter Ling’

In Jamuiary 1921 the French army accupled the Ruhr, thus triggenng a
deep crisis in Germuny. The nutionalish and fascist groups immediatly
hegan agitating sgainst the French uicreention, which was also
denounced, quite commectly, by the KPD, But Emst Thalhelmer, the
central leader of the Communist Parry ar the rfime, weni bevond mere
denunciation, argiing thar the French and German bourgeaisies could
nolonger he placed on the same Tooting, since (he Getman bourgeoisie
had phayed ‘un objectively revolutionary rol...in spite of sl ever
since fis defem in 1918, Hence, although 'ihe defeat of French
imperialisin ki the World War was nol & communist aim. its defeal in
ihe war in the Rubr is a communist aim'. Other sactions of the
Commumst Internafional, the Crechioslovak Communist Party, lor
example, denounced the new lime as a repetilion af ‘nstonsl
Balshevism®, the term cained 1o describe the views ol some Hamburg
comimunists in 1919 who had proposed an alliance with anti-French
nationalists in order to expleit the differsnces between the German and
Entente bourgeaisics. Lenin aitecked pational Bolshevism bittery,
describing as *philistine nationalism’ any attempt to lend liberation
from the Versailles Treaty priarty over lberation of the countries
oppressed by impenializm.

In February 1923, Die Intermatiomale, the organ of the KPD,
described hotk fasciem and national Balshevism as movements agrins
Gierman and fareign capital. It rejected them hath, but argued far a new
1ype of propagands (o overcome Lhemn. Later, the KFD began 1o argue
that there were iwo kinds of Fascists. those directly sold 1o capital and
those merely misled petry-bourgeois nationalists who had (o be
convinced thar Germany could be defendad only through an alliancc
with the probétarial,

It was in that scting, in Mey 1923, (het an cx-Freikorps member
named Schiageter tried 1o hiow up a rasdway line and was shol by French
soldiers. The nationubists and fascists proclaimed him 8 martyr and
made u majer pelitical event of his fuperal. In June, ar a meeting of the
Comintern, Radek announced thel he no longer rejected the label
national Bolshevik, which now meant, he claimed, ‘thar everyone is
imbued with Lhe feehng thal selvalion can be found only with the
communists. Weare today the only way oul, The strong emphasis an the
nation in Germany is a revolutionary act, like the emphasis on the nation
in the colomies’. These remarks, not surprisingly, stirred some criti-
cism. Rudek 's reply was e so-called Schiageter speech, inwhich he said:
‘Schlageier, a courageous saldier of the counter-revol ulion, deserves o
be sincerely honouréd by us, the saldiers of the revolution... Il tose
German Fascisti who honestly thought o serve the German peaple fail
0 understund the significance of Schlageter's fate, then he will have
died in vain®.'

Soan afier, the KPD launched & campaign sgainst the French
pecupation of the Ruhr with the clear aim of splitting the far right. This
campaign amounied to a de facto united fromt with nationalists and
fascists, understanding united front in the sense of a combination of
unity and struggle. The Communist Party, for example, produced a
pamphiet consisting of three essays: one by Radek, ane by & German
nationalist, and one by a Nazi. Joini meetings were held with the

I. Imprécorr, Volume [I1, No. 47, 1923,
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nationalists and Narzis 0 denounce the Entente powers and the
Versailles Treaty, Tfne KPP release even contained this ringing
‘anti-caphtalist”® asseriion: ‘Jewish capilalists grow lat an  the
exploitation of the German people’.’ Ruth Fischer, a leader of the
KPD identified with it left wing, declared: ‘he who denounces Jewish
capital, is already a warrior in the class war, cven though he does noi
know it This cumpmgn abruptly ceased in August 1923 when whit
was later to be called the Autumn Crisis broke col, a crisis that ended
with a significant defeat for the working cluss.

The balance-sheet of the "Schiageter line” was clearly negative. |
failed 1o attract the petiv bourgeotsie, which could non be canvineed
t hat suppart to the Communist Parly was the best way i foster German
nintionalism, déspite the KPD's best efforta. It alienaled sections of the
workers under re formist leadership, and did nothing to prepare the party
ranks for the Aulomn Crisis, 1t must be admitied, however, thot (he
party press at the time did combine these joint effars with natiane-
lists and Nazis with a steady barrage of anti-fascid propaganda,
and thal even Radek refterated many times that the centre of the
strnfcgy was the workers” united front and that only @ workers® stale
could resolve the problems of Germany. It is perhaps this ‘sirugzle’
aspect of the Ane that Lactzu has in mind when he camplaing thar the
KPD was not entirely iree of ‘class reductionism’ even during the

period of the *Schlageter tine” *

Mational Communism

The ‘natfonal communist’ tern of 1930 was & carcature of the
‘Schlageter ling' and possessed no redeeming (eatures whatever. The
KPD virtually ignored the danger posed by the Nazls and conceniraied
inztcad on combating ‘creeping fascism' or the gradual *Mascisizstion”
of the siaie and government. The miin enemy was said 10 be the
“accamplices’ of this process, the conservatives and Social Demperars
The more notarious adjuncts of this thenry — such B8 Stelin's
churacierization of the Socal Democrats as ‘sacial fascists’ — need not
be considered in detoil here, escept (o note that Loclau givesr no
indication that he grasps that the failure o weld the onity of the
working class by winning over the refarmisl workers and isclating the
refommist lepie. s was Lhe cruckal factor in allowing the Mazi rise and in
failing to ncatralize or win over sections of the middle elass, Trotsky
continually pointed out that the middie class would be won 1o the side
of the workers enly If the proletarint appearcd unificd, capuhle of
imposing {5 own solution to the country’s crisis. The centrul
requirement was to unify the divided working class: that slone would
have been sufficient 1o begin to rall back the Naz ride, which in turn
would erode the suppont of the desperate petly bourgeoisie for the
Mazis

The line af the KPD, however, pointed In a compleiely different
direction, The Social Democratic Party (SPD) and the trade unions led
by it were charpeierized as moving more and more rapidly 1owards
fascizm by virtue of their increasing integration into the bourgeois
simie, allegedly in process of ‘fascisization”. Red unions were ser up by
the KPD, and demands were inserted into the platforms of union
caucuses deliberatcly designed 10 keop out lelit reformist workers, The
Communixt Pany denounced the Socialists as agents of French and
Palish imperiatism, which was precisely the Naxi characterizaiion of
the SPD.

The aiher side of this pelicy, however, was the KPD line on “national
and social liberation®. It is this that Laclau considers Tundamentally
correct in {13 stralegic aspect. (15 aim was (0 WEgE B VIgDIOUS CUImpRIEn
againsl the Yoong Plan (the war reparations schemethat also prevented
Cermany from baving colonies) and, more generally, 1o ‘expose’ the
nitionalism of the Mazs o8 lraudulent by appesaring 84 mare
consimently nationalist (han the Negs. The Communist [niernational
of September 10M), far example, wrate: "The basic task consisle in
tearing from the fascists e mask of strugghe for national inde pendence
and for the sociel cmancpation of the German people, and in
countering theirempty demagogy with & real revolutionary programme
of sahartion for the 1oiling masses of Germany.

The tactics that Nowed from this strategy were disastrous. Goebbels
and Gregor Strasser were invited to write for the party press. A KPD
pamphlct against the Young Plan illustrated the patriotism of the pany
by boasting that not a single member of the Central Commilies was
Jewish.® The KPD joined with the Naxzis in the ' Red Referendum®, the
aim of which was ta destray the Prussian *social-Tascist” coalition and,
in Thalmann's words, to expose “Nazd and German natfonalist office
hunting end demagogy. The more the parties of the Right sabotage the
referendum, ihe more deeply we shall force a breach in the ranks of the
Mazis' followers'. The breach, however, was forced not among the
Magis bat in the ranks of the working class. One of the worst axamples
of this ‘socialisl’ nationalism was evinged in the KPD bulletin
Fanfaren. when s KPD member wrote: *Whoever opposes the people's
revialution and the revalutianary war of liberstion betrays the causs of
the fallen who gave their lives in the last war for a free Germany.'

The simpde fact is that in these two cases cited by Laclaw as represcniing
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insances af the KPD's ability to free itsell parially of ‘cliss
reductionism’, the Communist Party gravely compromised itself by
tryving 1o approprinte important aspects of fascist ideology itself. The
reaned these tactios wers unsuccessful was not that they were badly
applied, but thm the working class has no objective interest in
championing them. Contrary 1o Laclay, aspects of ideologies do have
class charaeters, and the praletariat cannot suecessully make irsell the
hereld of ideirs (hat are better expressed by another class. There was no
way for the German proierint to win over the rank and-file and mass
base of Nazism by appearing ss more consistenily nationalist than
Hitler. Simmlarly, the main reason the mast powerful workeis'
movement in Western Europe ‘was annihilated so dismsrously by the
Wagis wite that it was hopelessly divided, the Communist and Socialist
lenderships concentrating their fire on ¢ach other rather thin on the
fwscist threod, A onited workers' movement could have deali erippling
Blorws 1o the Macds, ard Uhis it would have undermined o good part
of the Mazis* appesl [or petty bourgeois, who were mrocied, more than
anything else, by the very success ond andacity of Hitler™s storm
troopers. This was the heart of Trorsky's message f (he tine, and ne
amount of High-sounding rhetoric aboul ‘class reductionism' and
"dermocrutic interpellations’ can obscure the truth of the matter

In practice, the analviis of fascism presented by Laclan necords with
the needs of Enrocommunism in ity mos rdght-wing Tonn, lmphicit in
his appronch i the notion that the workers shauld nol bry 1o 4o 100
muck oo fasi' amd iheseby alaim the bourgeoisic and peny
hourgenisie. In the last instance, Laclau's concern ta comban *class
reduct bomism® Fails (e note what b perhaps the most uriking Tenture of
fascism: (hat o represents & final, and despernie, defence of the
cupitalist ovder, A fascist regime fa not 8 comfortuble ane for e
capitalist class, which finds itself 10 o large exient palitically
enpropriated by & gang of thugs and adveniurers. The capilalisly
therefore opt for such a state form only 10 nver! the even mure sericul
danger of economic sxpropration. Lacliu argues that a preconditon
for the riss of {oscism i the failure af the working class 1w win
hegemany over popular siruggles and introduse democrutic demunds
into s programme, Historical caperience, however, rther wnds in
demonstrade that tie real precondition far the sucoess of Tuszsm s (he

2. E.H. Carr, The Interrevaam 1923-24, London, 1954, o, 190,

3. Ibid. There is some controversy aver the Fischer quote, 1t was
reported in the 22 August 1923 adition of Farwders, which also quated
her as saying: *Yek, hang the Jewish capitaliss from the sires kumps,
(huth...what do you think of the big capitabists like Stinnes?". Some
twenty-five vears later, Fischer claimed 1o have been traduced by the
Socinl Democratic editars of Voewdrts, declaring that she had merely
sald that bath Jewish and non-Jewish capitalists had to be attacked.
{Ruth Fischer, Sralfe and German Communiom, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1948, p. 283.). Her 1948 explanation s not very
sonvincing, however, since she had commented on the Vorwdets repon
at the time, in Der Roie Fahme al 30 August 1923, There she complained
of a minor point, saving that Farwdrir had got some words out of
pliee; but she made no political attack on the repart. Far a discussion of
this incident. see Pierre Broue, Révolution en ANemagne, Paris, 1971,
. 695,

4. Another effect of the ‘Schiageier line” that bears mentioning i
that it undermined the campaign agains the oecupation of the Ruahr
among the French working class. The French Socialist Pany used the
nationalist rhetorie of the KPL (o propagate the myth that a deal had
been struck between the Cerman Communists and fascists, This
isodated the French Communist Party in its attempts (o organiee a
campaign of solidarity with the German workers and cven caused
doubts inihe French party itsel. In Lenin's Mascaw {(Lotdaon, 1971, p.
198), Alfred Rosmer wrote: “Radek s onbelicvable decinration wiis not
désigned to ease the task of worker militants who had given their
activity i carefully judged orientation. On the other hand, it was of
great value (o the Social Democratic leaders, who were remaining
passive in the face of the advances of the national socialists and were
glad to have a pretext —which seemed excelient — (0 denounee the
“collusion of the communist and Fascist leaders™." This, of course, &
an aspect of the prohlem that i= consistently overlooked by such
theortity us Lactau. Quile apart from the effects in Germany of the
KPLY's adaptation io German mationalism, this sort of line makes it
absaiutely impossible to engage in any real internationalist activity,
Presumably, Laclay would hald that the French Communists also
shaiald have avaided class reductionism by appropriating aspects of the
mationalism that could appeal 1o the middie class potential basc of
French Tasclim. Having himsell opted for the bourgeois ideology of
rationalism, Laclau looks at the problem in purely nutional terms,
forgetting that French nationalism among the Fremch workers and
German nationalism among the German workers niler out prodefarion
internovionalism. The workers® movement had some experience with
thissert of effart to avoid ‘class redoctiontsm' between 1914 and 1918,

5. Robert Black, Fasciom in Germany, London, 1975, p. 766,
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persistent failure of the working class to unite. defend itsedl, i
impose i1s pwn political solutions 1o the crisis of the boorgeois order. Ii
is troe, of course, that democratic demands and the more general
defence of demacratic rights is a mejor companent of such an effart at
the proletarian seizure of pawer (and not only when there is an
imminent danger of fascism). On this Trotsky, for example, was quite
unambiguous. But the important point is that ance the social and
political crisis reaches a cenain pitch, it & only the working class that
ean clfectively defend democracy, and it can do so only by stepping
bevand the conlines af bourgeois democracy and challenging the ste
institutions upon which it rests, Mo amount of appeal 1o such idenlagies
as nationalism is of avail in such & struggle in an advanced copiialis
couniry.

Eleanor Marx

[ The following review first appeared in the May 1979 issue of
International Socialist Review, published In New York as a
monthly supplement lo Lhe revolulionary-soclalisi weekly The
Militant. ]

Eleanor Mar, by Yvonne Kapp, Virago, London. Volume |
Family Life, 352 pp.. £3.8%; Volume 11 The Crowded Years,
800 pp., £4.95,

Eleanor Marx devoted all her skills to the revolutionary
workers" movemnent. Her organizing abiliies, painstaking
research, transiations, agitational speeches, theatrical talent,
and her small body of literary work were devoted to advancing
the soctalist cause. Above all, she brought 10 the movement her
revolunanary internationalist perspective.

I'he youngest duughter of Jenny and Karl Marx, she was
accurately described at the age of seventeen by her motheras *a
politician from (op to bottam’,

¥ vonne Kapp's two-volume biography is a vivid portrait of
this socialist leader of the late pineteenth century. Elegnor
Mary is also & cameo of the Marx household and a sprawling
canvas that traces the growth of the Marxist movement against
the historical events of the nineteenth century — from the
American Civil War and the Paris Commune Lo the pliempis o
organize trade unions in the early 1890s in England.

Mo one can really understand Eleanor Mars's warm,
generous, and complex personality, nor the depth of her
commitment to the warking class and revalutionary socialism,
without grasping the passiongle commilment 1o ending
injustice that the founders of scientific socialism — Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engels — infused into their daly hves. Kapp
brings tolife far readers the combination of deep parental love,
chronic economic hardship, and intense political and
intellectual activity that characterized the Marx houschold and
shaped Eleanor's carly years.

A Stimulating Environment

HBorn in 1855, Eleanor was one of seven children bui the only
one of three daughters who survived childhood.

Throughout her childhood, her father was not only
following and participating in the major political developments
of the day, but was involved in helping to establish Lhe
International Workingmen's Association — the First
International. While participating in the debates of this
organization, Karl Marx was also hard at work on the first
volume of Capiral.

Inthis atmosphere af intense thooretical end political study
and discussion — in which Eleanor soon became a full
participant — she became a partisan of the MNorth in the
American Civil War. She wrole — or perhaps dictated — long
letiers tn Abraham Lincoln, advising him to conduct a war
against slavery. She also championed the struggles of the Poles
1o liberate therr country from Russia.

But the political event that most shaped her outlook was the
Parizs Commune of 1871. The workers and artisans of Paris
revolied against the government of Lopis Bonaparte in the
wiake of its defeal in the Franco-Prussian war. They took over
the defence of the city. Dismantling the old state apparatus,
they established a workers’ government — the first in history.
But surrounded by the French and German armies, the Paris
Commune was isolated from the rest of France. Within two

months it was drowned in hlond by bourgenis forces.

Many communards — including old fricnds of the Marx
family — were brutally killed in the reacoonary massacres that
followed the fall of the Commune.

Eleanor plunged into the task ol niding the Commune
refugees who sentled in England. For nearly a decade, she
campaigned for the nght of the communards 1o reurn o
France. She exposed the phony stories of the communards’
‘terror’ that had been broadeast, first to prepare und then (o
cover up, the terror of the reaction.

Shewas inspired by the heroism of the communards — whao
stormed (he heavens, as Karl Marx put it — os well as by the
vision of socialism 1o which their democratic and cqualitarian
government pointed. And she learned nbout how brutally the
ruling class dealt with their victims. Eleanor commented o a
meering on the apmiversary of the Commune;

“T'omany of you it will seem strange when | remand you Lhat
it was proposed — quite seripusly — that the communards who
had taken refuge in England should be handed over (o the
doctors and the hospitals Tor purposes of vivisection, Perhap
exceptionally brutal in form, this proposition nevertheless
expressed the feelings of the whole of respeciable soviery.'

Eleanor Marx delendad the entire spestrum of the
waorking-class movement against any stinck . In 1EE6, whileona
levture tour of te United States, she repeatedly denounced the
conviction of the eight anarchists who had led the cight-hour-
day movement in Chicago. After her return to England, she and
ker companion Edward Aveling worked to publicize the ase
there, writing articles and organizing n masive petition
campaign, A1 the same time, she pulemicized against anarchism
as a grossly incorrect theory.

International Solidarity

Eleanor Marx was, above all else, an imtemationalist, She gided
with the oppressed and exploited everywhere, She knew Lhal
Fnglish workers, living in the imperialist stronghold of that
time, had a life-and-death stake in supporting the politicul and
rconomic struggles of workers and peasants in other countries,
They would come ta this realizalion, she was convinced, just as
they had been won to the cause of amnesty for Irish political
prisoners in the late 1860s — one of the first struggles Eleanar
joined.

She saw haw the ruling class in Britain tried to conservatize
a2 highly skilled section of the working class by making
concessions on wages. Again and pgain she pointed out thiat a
divided working class, whose leaders practised class
colluboration, would never win its own liberation. In fact it
stond to lose everything that it had gained unless that policy was
reversed. From thal standpoint she favoured the formation of a
labour party asa step toward class independence [or the British
workers.

The uncompromising internationalist perspective that
guided Eleanor Marx's political hife was reflected in her
writings and translations. As a journalist she contributed
columns om the international movement o various lefi-wing
English newspapers,

Through transiations she made available to English workers
key revolutionary writings. Inan age of stilted translations, she
atternpled more than just a literal rendition, She took as her
goal the task of making translation ‘sound’ so authenic that the
reader would not be constantly aware that it was a translalion at
all.

Among her political translations are Lissagaray's classic
History af the Paris Commune (1886), articles by the Russian
revolutionary Stepnik (1884, 1885), and Plekhanov's
Anarchism and Socialism (1895).

The Second International

Eleanor Marx knew that a revolutionary must be part of an
organized social group. Unable to overcome the small and
fragmented character of the socialist movement in England, she
worked with all groups and urged them to join together in
action wherever possible,

Additionally, she =aw the need o organize socialists of



various national groups into one international party, where
they could hammer out a programme with the benefit of
international collaboration and coordinate campaigns such as
the fight for the eight-hour workday.

Thus Eleanor Marx played an important organizing role in
the congresses of the Second International. Her biographer
summarizes her fight against the delaving 1actics,
disorganization, and political disorientation of the organizing
commiitec for the founding congress of the Second
International, held in 188%, Convinged that the International
must have a revolutionary socialist progremme, she opposed
those socialists who believed that it could include such
divergent trends as the anarchists,

At the founding congress in Paris as well as at it subsequent
ones in Brussels (1891) and London (18%6), Elcanor Marx
played an essential role as a transkator. As the German socialist
Eduard Bernstein recounted:

'She was ceaselessly busy, from morning till evening,
generally interpreting in three languages. She gave hersell no
respite, missed no session, Despite the oppressive heat in the
hall she stayed the course of the whole Congress doing this
thankless, gruding work...’

Eleanor Marx also translated many of the reporis of the
Second Internationgl, She participated in the organization of
the congresses, in the political discussions, and in the technical
preparations. She delivered one of the main national reports,
“Report from Grear Britain and Ireland’, at the 1891 Brussels
Congress.

Fighter for Union Rights

As a revalutionary internationalist, Eleanor Marx threw herself
inte building and strengthening the British contingent of the
international workers® movement. And the second volume of
Kapp's biography details the explosive growth of the English
trade-union movement, beginning with the organizing drive
taunched by the gas workers in 1885.

The victory of the gas workers’ strike inspired a dock
workers® sirike. which at its peak involved 100,000 workers
from eleven London docks, The fact that these poorly paid
workers — who had to compete with cach other every morning
al shape up — could carry out such a united and effective fight
was inspiring 1o all workers.

Eleanor Marx participated at every level in these sirike
battles — from handling administrative details at the union
headquarters, to international fund-raising and explaining the
issues 1o foreign workers so that they would refuse 1o be used as
strikebreakers. She helped organize the first women’s branch of
the gas workers union and beacame its secretary.

Two of the largest trade unions in Brilain today, numbering
almost 3 million workers between them — 1he Transport and
General Workers Union and Municipal Workers — originated
in the struggle of the gas workers and dock workers.

A Pioneer of Women's Rights

An extraordinarily palitically aware and well-read woman,
Eleanor Marx always felt the pinch of poverty. In an age when
educated women acquired only & superficial ‘culture’ in order
o be better equipped for marriage, Eleanor Marx longed lor
economic independence. She became a researcher, a teacher, a
translator, an actress, and a Lypist out of that tremendous need
ta open wider the limited range of opportunities available.

As g working woman, she =zaw the central problem of
women's secondary position as an economic one. In reviewing
August Bebel's Women gnd Sociaiism in 1885, she wrote, "We
must seek the real cause of woman's enslaved position in her
economic dependence upon man, and that her ‘emancipation’
means nothing but *economic freedom’.

That year the English editar William Thomas Stead exposed
the practice of child prostitution. In the course of the ¢nsuing
discussion, Eleanor Marx commented:

‘Mearly all women obliged Lo earn a living have to choase
berween starvation and prostitution, and this must go on so
long as one class can buy the bodies of another, whether in the
form of labour power or sexual embraces.”
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It is ¢lear that Eleanor Marx stood with the most advanced
socialicls of her age in understanding how the vast majority of
women suffered. Some ‘socialists’ of that time called for
banning women from the work foree. They claimed this was
necessary because women were hired au a cheaper ratc of pay
and forced fo work harder than males, thus lowering standards
for all workers, But their underlying concern was ta uphold
class society's definition of a woman's place.

In contrast, Eleanor Marxs asserted the right ol women (o
work, and called upon them 1o organize into unions.
Additionally, she prerced the sexist romanticlzation of
housework s ‘woman's matural role' and labeled it endless
‘drudgery’,

Inspired by the pioneering work of Bebel and by Engels’
Origins of the Family, Private Property, amid the State, Tleanor
Mars expancled her initial review of Bebel's Women amd
Socialism Into 3 commercially produced pamphlet, The
Weomen Question, co-aulhored by Edward Aveling,

Her interest in the most socially progressive writers of her
dy underscored her wareness of the constricting rokes society
imposed an women, Thus Marx was drawn Lo wrilers such as
iheen and Flaubert, whe portruyed the varied Torms of
women's oppression mnd ihe conscous and  dnconscious
expressions ol women's resislance, She translated some of ther
wirrks into English.

While it would be g mistake 1o regard Fleanor Marx az a
modern-day feminist she fought for every democratic right
denied women — including the right 1o voie. Above all, she
spotlighted the class roots of women's oppression and the
socialist solution to i,

A Professional Revolutionist

On evervthing she did, Flesnor Marx lefl a stamp of
revalutionary professionalism. She was considered one of the
mosl memorable socialinn agitniors of her generation. A
popular lecturer, she was eyuelly al case discussing the social
significance of the poet Shelley, the conditions af English
factories and the loopholes in existing health and safery
legislation, or popularizing the ideas of zocialiem.

She was attenlive 1o what others might consider minor
details. Her eareful research and her willingness to acquire new
skills — ranging from typing and shorthand to Yiddish — were
always at the disposal of the workers movement. And she
willingly shared her knowledge and skills with others.

She taught Will Thome, a leader of the gas workers union,
how to read and write. She encouraged youthful socialists Lo
develop their writing styles, taking time to go over their first
attemnpts, showing them how to be more concise.

Eleanor Marxs circle of friends included not only political
collaborators such as  Friedrich Engels and Wilhelm
Liebknecht, but trade unionists, wrilers, and actors.

In the midsi of all this fruitful work Eleanor Marx
commiited suicide in 1898, For nearly fifieen years she had
lived with Edward Aveling. Most of her friends intensely
distiked him and many blamed him for her suicide ar the age of
forty-thres,

Kapp attemps to present fairly the complex personality of
Aveling, sifting through contradictory accounts. Aveling was
incapable of an intense emotional relationship and seemed cold
next to the vivacious Eleanor Marx, but he was an intellectually
stimulating companion. He did not demand subservience but
encouraged Eleanor Marx’s drive to develop in her own right.
Both were iniensely involved i building the socialist
mavement, and they shared an interest in the theaire as well.

Their relationship was & collaborative one. Together they
produced numerous articles and four pamphiets: The Factory
Heil, Shefley's Socialism. The Wamaen Question, and The
Waorking Cluss Movemtent in America,

Accepting the emotional limitations of her relationship with
Aveling, Eleanor Marx managed to live for fifieen years with
the inner tensions this generated, These were the most fruitful
years of her life.

Al the time of her suicide, her relationship with Aveling had
comne to the breaking point. At the same time it had become
clear that he was dying (his death following hers by only two
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monihs). Kapp notes, ‘Aveling alone conld not have destroved
Eleanor, though his cold heart, incapable of love, undoubtedly
froze her eager hold on life..The dire resolve to kill herself
must surely have been taken hecause she believed she was no
longer needed by anvone or anything.” It is possible that o
downturn in the international class struggle reinforced that
ill-founded belief.

The working class movement did need Eleanor Marx, Had
shelived, she would have been able to play an imporiant role in
combating the degeneration of the Second International. the
bulk of whose leaders succumbed o the very chauvinism and
class collaboration against which she had always fought. The
revolutionary socialists in the Second International would have
been significantly strengthened with Eleanor Marx on their
side.

In summarizing Eleanor Marxs distinctive contribution,

Kapp writes:

“Shre was zealous towork for any and every pracucal reform
without for 2 moment losing sight of the revolutionary aim; 1o
agitate for the total overthrow of the system without brushing
aside a single immediate demand for which the working class is
prepared to fight.. Shesaw orgunized working men and women
ay possessed of the sirenglh of a sleeping giant..."

She devoted her life 1o raising the consciousness and
arganization of the working class, the social force destined 1o
end oppression and exploitation and open a new ra of progress
and equality for all humanity. That she was able (o aceomplish
5o much in this cause in her short life is both remarkable and
mspirmg. And Yvonne Kapp has performed a greal service by
providing this richly detailed and sympathetic portrail of this
fighting woman and her historic life’s work.

Diane Feeley
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