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CLASS, PARTY, AND STATE AND THE EASTERN EUROPEAN REVOLUTION
Evolution of Discussion on Eastern European States, 1946-1951

Introductory Note

The Yugoslav Revolution, the occupation of East Europe by the
Soviet armed forces, and the profound social, economic and political
changes in that area following the Second World War presented some
complex theoretical problems that challenged the capacities of Marx-
ists for explanation. It required a prolonged and probing examination
of the novel features of the shifting situation before clarification
was achieved and a correct line worked out.

Al]l the materials in this compilation, with the exception of the
article by Tom Kerry, have been taken from the discussion in the Social-
ist Workers Party and in the Fourth Intermational which took place
around the question of the sociological nature of Yugoslavia and the
countries of the "buffer zone" between the capitalist West and the
Soviet Union. These varied contributions provide a profile of the dif-
ferent viewpoints in this controversy that eventually led to adopting
the position that these countries should be designated as "deformed
workers states.”

The first article, "The Wohlforth Way: A Methodological Muta-
tion!" by Tom Kerry, is reprinted here by way of introduction. This
article was written in 1963 as part of a polemic against a small minority
grouping in the Socialist Workers Party led by Tim Wohlforth (this
group was soon to leave the SWP and form what was to become the "Work-
ers League"). We have included this article for its concise summary of
the evolution of the discussion on Eastern Europe within the Socialist
Workers Party and the Fourth International.
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THE WOHLFORTH WAY: A METHODOIOGICAL MUTATION!

By Tom Kerry

It was a foregone conclusion that the fall-
out from the methodological pyrotechnics of the
Slaughter-Healy faction would produce some
startling theoretical mutations among their off-
spring in the SWP. Not one to dally on the
lsunching pad, Comrade Tim Wohlforth has gone
into orbit with a novel variation of a concept
that figured in the discussion on the class
character of the East European states among all
sections of the world Trotskyist movement in the
period 1945-51: structural assimilation.

A Model Discussion

The discussion on the evolution of the
East European states, which concluded with the
adoption in 1951 of the Third World Congress res—
olution on the "Class Nature of Eastern Europe,"”
was one of the most fruitful and rewarding in
our history. Comrades can learn a great deal
from a study of that discussion. Conducted over

a span of six years —-- the discussion on China,
although an extension of the East Europe dis-
cussion, came later -~ the discussion was dis-

tinguished by its high theoretical level, the
absence of factionalism and the virtual unani-
mous agreement reached at its conclusion.

It was a model discussion. It demonstrat-
ed the capacity of the Trotskyist movement to
apply its collective thought through the pro-
cess of democratic discussion and arrive at a
correct solution to what was, admittedly, a new
historical phenomenon of an exceedingly compli-
cated character. I strongly urge the comrades
to study the material of that discussion. Some
of it is still available in discussion bulletins
and some is scattered through the various issues
of the magazine, Fourth International, covering
the period in question. or an excellent his-
torical outline of the development of the dis-
pute I strongly recommend the report to the
Third World Congress on the Evolution of Eastern
Furope by Comrade Pierre Frank in the special
64-page issue of Fourth International, November-
December, 1951.

Search for Factional Club!

Unfortunately, in his perusal of the mate-
rial, Comrade Wohlforth wasn't interested in
learning -- his sole concern was to search for a
factional stick with which to beat Pablo over
the head and, by association, the "Pabloite" SWP
majority. To Wohlforth and his "co-thinkers,"
at home and abroad, "Pabloism" is synonymous
with original sin. And one cannot be too choosy
about one's methods in fighting the devil! 1In
his anxiety to tweak the devil's tail, Wohlforth
accords his "Satanic Majesty" credit where no
credit is due.

The criteria established by the Trotskyist
movement to define the class character of the
state, according to Wohlforth, originated with
Pablo and was smuggled into our movement in a
typically sneaky and underhanded way, fooling
everybody including Healy and Lambert. Everyone
else, that is, except Wohlforth! He was taken
in for a time, but no more, my friends, no more!
Let's hear him out.

Half Theory or Half Theoretician?

In his "Cuban Way" document Wohlforth has
a section which he entitles, with inimitable
style, "On a Half Theory of the State.”" "We
must turn briefly," he says, "to the party major-
ity's theory of the nature of the Cuban state

because, as we shall see, it is intimately
linked with Pablo's new revisionist theory and
cannot be logically separated from it. Joe
Hansen states time and again in his lengthy
'Cuba -~ the Acid Test' that the party majority
is simply utilizing the criteria for determining
workers states developed in 1948 and applying

it to Cuba today. This is a terrible oversim-
plification of what actually transpired in the
highly important buffer state discussion held in
our movement at the time." After this "brief
turn,” in the course of which Wohlforth disposes
of Hansen's "oversimplification,™ he proceeds to
give us the real score. Here it is:

"The whole truth is that the party majority
today is utilizing a method for determining
workers states rejected by the party majority
at the February, %955 plenum over the objections
of Pablo, Cochran and Hansen at the time. Han-
sen is thus confusing his own personasl political
history with that of the party. The two have not
always been identical.

"It was Michel Pablo," Wohlforth contends,
"who first introduced into our international
movement the now famous method of determining
workers states by the simple procedure of finding
out whether the basic industry is nationalized,
the economy is under the direction of a planning
commission, and there is a state monopoly of
foreign trade. From the very beginning Pablo met
strong resistance to this method of determining
workers states from Germain and also from the
majority of our party's National Committee. Some
of the best comments on the essential method
involved in Pablo's approach were made by the
late John G. Wright and by Comrade Stein for the
Nagignal Committee." (All emphasis in the origi-
nal.

The Wohlforth School of History!

Such is party history a la Wohlforth. His
perfervid loyalty to the "majority of our party's
National Committee" —- of 1950 —- is really
touching. But has it ever occurred to Wohl-
forth that the. 1950 N.C. majority might have been
wrong and later corrected its position? Or did
party history stop for Wohlforth with the Febru-
ary 1950 plenum?

Before I go any further, I want to state
that Wohlforth's assertion that the decision of
that plenum was taken over the "objections of
Pablo" is pure fabrication. What were the actual
sequence of events and the real, not fictional-
ized, positions of the comrades directly involved?

The dispute in the SWP over the class
character of the buffer states broke out with
the adoption of a resolution on the "Evolution
of the Buffer Countries," at the April 1949
plenum of the International Executive Committee
of the Fourth International -- "Pablo's" IEC,
as Wohlforth and Company keep insisting. It was
published in the International Information Bul-
letin by the SWP under date of June .

The resolution elaborated an analysis of
the actual development in the buffer countries
which was essentially correct in describing the
transformations that had taken place since the
outbreak of the "cold war" in 1946. However, the
resolution stopped short of the logical conclu-
sion of its analysis that these were "deformed®
workers states. Yet the authors of the resolu-
tion felt compelled to take cognizance of the
fact that the previous position adopted stating
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that these states were "capitalist states on the
road to structural assimilation" with the Soviet
Union, lacked precision and required amendment.

: This the resolution attempted to do by
qualifying the position previously held by the
international movement as follows: "The social
d ifferences between the USSR and the buffer zome,
enumerated above, are of a qualitative nature
even though from the quantitative point of view
society in the buffer zone approaches more
closely Soviet society rather than that of 'nor-
mal' capitalist countries, in the same sense in
which the USSR is quantitatively closer to cap-
italism than to socialism. Only in this sense
can we continue to define the buffer countries
as capitalist countries on the road toward struc-
tural assimilation wi the . phasis in
original.)

Contradictory Position Challenged

The amendment was admittedly "awkward" and
highly unsatisfactory. It resolved none of the
contradictions in the position. This was the
position supported by the SWP N.C. majority. In
his report to the February 1950 plenum, Comrade
Stein stated: "Our preliminary discussions in
the Political Committee have revealed two posi-

tions: (1) that of the majority of the Politi-
cal Committee which bases itself in general on
the analysis and conclusions of the [2nd] World

Congress theses and the IEC resolution [cilted
abovel; and (2) that of the minority which con-
siders that the buffer countries have ceased to
be capitalist states and must now be considered
as workers states (deformed or degenerated)."
(Discussion Bulletin No. 3, June 1950.)

The comrades who first challenged the po-
sition of the IEC-SWP majority were Joe Hansen
and -- to give another devil his due -- Bert
Cochran. See: "Memorandum on Resolution on
'The Evolution of the Buffer Countries,'" by
E.R. Frank (Cochran) in Internal Bulletin, Vol.
XI, No. 5, October 1949. Also: "The Problem
of Eastern Europe," by Joseph Hansen, Vol. XII,
No. 2, February 1950 and "The Kremlin Satellite
States in Eastern Europe, Yugoslavia, Marxist
Theory and Our Perspective," by E.R. Frank, Dis-

cugsion Bulletin, No. 1, April 1950.)

The Sgarch for "Origins!"

If Wohlforth is:- seeking for the "origin"
of our "three criteria" as he calls it, he will
find it there and not in his own version of
Grimms' Fairy Tales.

It's hard to make head or tail of what
Wohlforth is after. For example, he now claims
John G. Wright for his very own and strings to-
gether bits and pieces of quotations from Com-
rade Wright's article, which he presents as one
continuous quotation, to prove that "his
[Wright's] analysis is identical with the anal-
ysis we have made in our 'In Defense of a Revolu-
tionary Perspective' and which the British have
made in their writings on the basic method of
the majority and the Pabloites."

Poor Usick! Those who knew and loved him
can well imagine with what contempt and scorn he
would have rejected Wohlforth's embrace. Com-
rade Wright never claimed to be infallible and
was the first to admit an error when proven
wrong. What is the point? In the article re-
ferred to, Comrade Wright endorsed the view that
the buffer states were "degenerated capitalist
states." Does Wohlforth now support that view?
Presumably not. But, you see, he supports the
"method" by which such a conclusion was reached.

Just as he supports and extols the "method" of
Slaughter-Healy, who conclude that: "On all de-
cisive and fundamental questions which impinge
upon the power and wealth of the national bour-
geoisie as a whole, however, the [Cuban] re-
gime comes down on the side of capitalism."
Wohlforth supports the method but not the con-
clusions that are derived by the application of
the method. Just as he supports the February
1950 majority but not the 1963 majority. Why?
Is it his opinion that the 1950 majority was
correct as against Hansen? Let's pursue the
subject, however distasteful, a little further.

Wohlforth Sums Up

After praising Comrade Stein for straight-
ening Hansen out at the February 1950 plenum
Wohlforth sums up:

"Thus we see Pablo's new method of determin-
ing workers states was repudiate Yy our party
when it first appeared within our internsational
movement because it was a false, non-dialectical
method. In reality it was no theory of the
state at all -- it was a half-theo of the state,
and interestingly enough the second half. As
the comrades at the time noted, a real Marxist
theory of the class nature of the state must
begin with an analysis of the process which pro-
duced the resultant institutions existing in
the state, like nationalized industry, state
planning, etc. Obviously the nationalization of
the coal industry by agents of the bourgeoisie in
England is not the same thing as nationalization
of the coal industry in Russia by agents of the
revolutionary proletariat -- and the difference
is more than quantitative." How profound! How
utterly profound! It just takes your breath

away!

It's All Done With Mirrors

Wohlforth too has his method. He quotes
Stein against Hansen and with a quick flick of
the wrist substitutes Pablo for Hansen in order
to bolster his fictionalized version of party
history. Isn't it amazing? Psblo's nesme isn't
once mentioned in the whole of Comrade Stein's
report. Stein is not one to resort to subterfuge
in political polemics. The difference at that
time between Pablo and Germain was over the
Yugoslav development, not over the other buffer
countries. Both supported the resolution of the
7th plenum of the IEC which was the position
supported by Stein and the N.C. majority. So
it could not have been "Pablo's new method of
determining workers states" that "was repudiated
by our party, etc.,etc.”

There was a change, however, in the basic
position of "Pablo's" International Secretariat
which was codified in resolution form for sub-
mission to the Third World Congress. The reso-
lution was published by the SW2 in its Interma-
tional Information Bulletin of July, 1951. En-
titled: "Draft Resolution on the Class Character
of the European Countries in the Soviet Buffer
Zone ," it was adopted by the Third World Congress
in 1951 and subsequently its line was approved
by a convention of the SWP. It embodied the
position of the party —- and, I might add the
world Trotskyist movement -~ on the class char-
acter of the buffer states. It was a confirma-
tion of the correctness of the February, 1950
minority in the party. It is worth quoting at
length, not only for the position it sets forth,
but because it contains a key to the "new"
Wohlforth theory of structural assimilation:



Modified Position of World Movement

"Taking account of all the modifications

effected since 1949 in the economy as well as
in the state apparatus of the buffer zone coun-
tries, within the framework of a new internation-
al evolution, it is necessary to state that the
structural assimiliation of these countries into

e has now become essentlally accomplishe
and these countries have ceased to be basically
capitallst counbtries. (Emphasis 1n original)

"The taking into tow of all these coun~
tries after the last war by the Soviet bureau-
cracy, the influence and decisive control it
exercises over these countrles, contained the
possibility and even in the long run the in-
evita 1 E of their structural assimilation
into e SR, by virtue of a certain relation-
ship of forces at home and abroad, between the
Soviet bureaucracy, the native bourgeoisie, im-
perialism and the masses.

"For a long period which by and large ex-
tended from 1945 to aboubt 1948, the Soviet
bureaucracy maintained these countries in an
intermediate status of varying degrees because
it was not yet ready to consider its break with
imperialism as final and because of the neces-
sity arising from its own nature of eliminating
the native bourgeoisie by cold methods, without
genuine revolutionary action by the masses over
which it tried at the same time to impose a
rigorous control.

"This intermediate status corresponded
sociologically more and more to a regime of
dual power both on the economic and the politi-
cal pEanes, the economic structure remaining
fundamentally capitalist. Beginning with 1949
this duality manifestly gave way to regimes
which stabilized a structure essentially charac-
terized by property and productive relations
qualltatlveEy assimilable to the USSR, that is
to say, characteristic of an essentlally
statized and planned economy (except for the
Soviet zone in Austria and Albania, where a
regime of dual power still exists).

"Parallel with this process, the politi-
cal power, which for a long time had been as-
sumed by different combinations between the
Stalinist leaderships and the representatives
of the former bourgeois and petty-bourgeois
parties, now passed exclusively into the hands
of the Stalinists and was thus transformed in
its form as well as in its social composition.

"The form of political power still re-
mains marked by important differences from one
country to another and in their entirety with
that of the USSR, as is likewise the case so
far as the form of political power in a capital-
ist regime is concerned. But it is above all by
virtue of their economic base, of the structure
essentially common to all the countries of the
buffer zone, characterized by new production and
property relations belonging to a statized and
planned economy, essentlally like those oif the
USSR, that we have to consider these states as
now being deformed workers states."

Since 1951 the above position, as elabo-
rated in the resolution adopted by the Third
World Congress, has been the methodology of the
world Trotskyist movement.

It is the method we applied to our analy-
sis of the Cuban state. But it was not until
the unfolding of the Cuban events that we were
confronted with a concerted attempt to alter or
abandon our criteria and substitute for it the
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"dialectic" of the Slaughter-Lambert-Wohlforth
faction. Slaughter-Healy have attacked our basic
criteria without, however, substituting cri-
teria of their own. The French have put a ques-
tion mark over our criteria by amnouncing a "re-
examination" of the whole buffer state discus-
sion. But Wohlforth is not one to dally -- he
has plunged in, right over his head, and come

up with his own criteria: "structural assimila-
tion."

Half-and-Half Jargon

Before proceeding to an examination of
Wohlforth's latest brainstorm, let's finish
with his "half-theory-of-the-state" hogwash.
Wohlforth lays the foundation for his "half-
theory" structure by falsifying party history in
order to make it appear as though Pablo put over
a package deal on the party and the internation-
al movement. In the Wohlforth schema there were
two parts to "Pablo's" theory of the state. One,
the "three criteria," constituted the "second
half" and Pablo's theory of "centuries of de-
formed workers states" the first half.

"Pablo," he asserts, "in reality had a
rounded theory of the creation of workers
states which also accounted for the question of
origins. His theory of 'centuries of deformed
woriers states' was logically and intimately
connected with his theory of the state as a
whole. He saw deformed workers states being
created as a general, universal phenomenon, as
a new stage for all proletarian revolutions
for centuries."

With all due apologies to our latter-day
theoretician he is miXing up two different
things. One involves the criteria for determin-
ing the class character of a state in being, and
the other a projection of an historical perspec-
tive of revolutionary development. Along with
the entire world movement we arrived at a common
agreement on criteria by the application of the:
methodology of Marxism. We rejected the per-
spective of "centuries of deformed" states, pri-
marily because it excluded the perspective of
the American revolution, a perspective which
was codified in the line of the American Theses
adopted by our 1946 convention. Now what did
Mach%avelli Pablo do to circumvent our opposi-
tion?

"This theory," Wohlforth informs us, "was
so repugnant to our movement when it was first
introduced that, in order to get it adopted,
Pablo put forward the second half of his theory
first and independent o e first half -- that
is his so-called 'three criteria.' This combined
his political revisions in his 'centuries'
theory with a methodological revision which has
confused our cadres since. Hansgen's 'Cuba -- the
Acid Test' is in reality nothing more than a
52-page compounding of this basgic methodological
error ~- it has no other content." A damn clever
fellow, this Pablo, don't you think? But he's
not Pu}ling the wool over Wohlforth's eyes,
no sir!

For Whom Does Wohlforth Speak?

"So, today," Wohlforth warns, "we face the
same sort of situation. Pablo, and his support-
ers in our party (above all, Comrade Hansen once
again) are once again puttlng forward the second
half of their theory and demanding that one and
all 'label' the Cuban state by means of their
'three criteria' first and discuss all other
questions later. Well, we simply reject this
method completely and refuse to recognize such
a position as a theory at all." And that's that!



Who is the "we" Wohlforth continually re-
fers to? His new theory is presented presumably
in his own name. Does it include the co-leader
of his faction, Albert Phillips, together with
his state capitalist position, as "reevaluated"
and stashed away in his briefcase? We'll find
out eventually, I suppose. In the meantime, hav-
ing summarily disposed of Pablo and Hansen and
their supporters, and having jettisoned our
"three criteria" in the process, let's examine
Wohlforth's double-barrelled "dialectical
criteria for defining the class character of
the state.

"Theory" of "Structural Assimilation!"”

Unlike Pablo, he lets us have both barrels
at once. According to the Wohlforth theory there
can only be two ways in which a workers state
can be established. One, by the method of the
classic revolutionary overturn exemplified by
the Russian October, or, two, by "structural
assimilation."

Wohlforth invests the concept "structural
assimilation" with a meaning it has never had
in our movement. From the way he applies it I
gather he means structural assimilation in re-
verse. "The theory of structural assimilation,"”
he says, "explained a process of the creation
of deformed workers states Ghrough the exten~
gion of the degenerated workers state. THat is

answered the question of origins without in
any sense undermining the revolution role of
the proletariat. This is eSpecially gﬁe case if
one realizes that the theory of structural as-
similation sees this transformation taking
place only in the buffer regions surrounding
the USSR, and as a result of defensive steps
taken by the Stalinist bureaucracy."

Because it is "defensive" it can only take
place in geographical areas contiguous to the
Soviet Union. That would rule out the process of
structural assimilation for more remote areas
like Algeria and Cuba -- although, according to
Wohlforth, in the case of Cuba it could apply
only under exceptional circumstances. What he
considers the vital question of "origins" I pre-
sume refers to the origin of the Soviet Union in
a classic proletarian revolution which, though
degenerated, still retained the basic economic
conquests of the October Revolution.

Ineluctable Conclusion

If all of this is true, then we are con-
fronted with the following equation -- Stalinism
in power in any area bordering the Soviet Union
equals structural assimilation equals workers
state. From our starting point ol structural as-
similation in reverse we arrive at the Marcyite
theory of the "global class camp," although I
must say the Marcyites had more justification
for their "theory" that Stalinism in power
equals workers state than does the Wohlforth
theory.

It is a wholly schematic, anti-Marxist
theory which has no basis in reality, either in
the fact of the establishment of the buffer
states nor in their subsequent evolution. The
concept of structural assimilation had its ori-
gin in the dispute with the Shachtmanites in
1939-40. At one point in the discussion the
Shachtmanite pundits characterized wartime
Sovieﬁ expansionism as "imperialist exploita~
tion.

Trotskyist Methodology

"Let us for a moment concede," argues
Trotsky, "that in accordance with the treaty

with Hitler, the Moscow government le aves un-
touched the rights of private property in the
occupied areas and limits itself to 'control’
after the fascist pattern. Such a concession
would have a deep-going principled character
and might become a starting point for a new
chapter in the Soviet regime; and consequently
a starting point for a new appraisal on our
part of the nature of the Soviet state.

"It is more likely, however," Trotsky
affirmed, "that in the territories scheduled to
become a part of the USSR, the Moscow government
will carry through the expropriation of the
large landowners and statification of the means
of production. This variant is most probable
not because the bureaucracy remains true to the
socialist program but because it is neither
desirous or capable of sharing the power, and
the privileges the latter entails, with the old
ruling classes in the occupied territories.

(My emphasis)

"Here," added Trotsky, "an analogy literal-
ly offers itself. The first Bonsparte halted
the revolution by means of a military dictator-
ship. However, when the French troops invaded
Poland, Napoleon signed a decree: 'Serfdom is
abolished.' This measure was dictated not by
Napoleon's sympathies for the peasants, nor by
democratic principles, but rather by the fact
that the Bonapartist dictatorship based itself
not on feudal, but on bourgeois property rela-
tions. Inasmuch as Stalin's Bonapartist dicta-
torship bases itself not on private but on state
property, the invasion of Poland by the Red Army
should, in the nature of the case, result in the
abolition of private capitalist property, so as
thus to bring the regime of the occupied terri-
tories into accord with the regime of the USSR."
(In Defense of Marxism, page 18)

Implicit in this analysis of Trotsky's are
the much maligned "three criteria" for deter-
mining the class character of the state. And
thus it transpired with those territories
"scheduled to become part of the USSR." Bits and
pieces of real estate together with The three
Baltic states, Latvia, ILithuania and Esthonia,
were assimilated into the structure of the USSR.
But Stalin pursued an altogether different
course with the East European buffer countries
at the close of the Second World War.

The Stalin Line

In the latter countries Stalin first used
his military-bureaucratic power to install coa-
lition governments in which representatives of
the native bourgeoisie shared the political
power with Stalin's hand-picked henchmen on the
basis of the existing capitalist property rela-
tions. He followed a policy of piliage and
plunder, exacting huge reparations, dismantling
plant and equipment for shipment to the Soviet
Union, setting up joint stock corporations to
exploit the resources of the buffer zone coun-
tries, etc., etc. Obviously Stalin did not con-
sider these territories "scheduled to become
part of the USSR."

"Structural assimilation" was the furthest
from his thoughts. This was indicated by the
"peoples front" label applied to these countries
which were designated "peoples democracies."
With the launching of the cold war in 1946 and
especially with the promulgation of the Marshall
Plan for Europe, with Poland and Czechoslovakia
meking a bid for inclusion, Stalin recoiled in
alarm. The order went out from Moscow ~- sharp
turn to the left. The bourgeois ministers were
unceremoniously booted out of office and there
began the process of expropriating bourgeois



property and transforming basic property‘rela—
tions.

The Process of Evolution

At the beginning, the comrades in the
world movement characterized these states as
capitalist for the very obvious reason that
capitalist property forms and rroperty rela-
tions were left virtually intact. With the turn
to the left, bringing in its wake the gradual
transformation of all social relations and tak-
ing cognizance of the dual character of Stalin-
ism, the comrades cautiously advanced the for-
mula: "capitalist states on the road toward
structural assimilation." This was more an in-
herent tendency than an actual fact. The fact
of Stalin's determination was highlighted by
the break with Tito.

The Yugoslavs, who occupied a more inde-—
pendent position in relation to the Kremlin
because of the mass upsurge that led to the
capture of power under the leadership of the
native Stalinist cadre, sought to break out of
the narrow national framework imposed by the
Balkanized buffer countries. Each of the coun-
tries standing alone was completely dependent
on the Kremlin for its economic existence. That
was the way Stalin wanted it. When the Yugo-
slavs began advancing the idea of a Balkan-
Danube federation Stalin reacted with savage
ferocity. Tito was read out of the buffer zone
family and unable to overcome his Stalinist
background, failed to advance a revolutionary
line, turning instead to western imperialism
for economic aid.

A Stalinist purge swept the buffer states.
This was Stalin's answer to anyone attempting
to toy with the idea of federation. At the same
time he barred the door to structural assimila-
tion of the buffer countries. In retrospect,
I believe that the "structural assimilation"
concept was a fuzzy hypothesis employed to
bridge the theoretical gap in the thinking of
the SWP majority and the world movement. Our
thinking lagged behind the development. This
was not surprising considering the scope and
complexity of the new phenomena under considera-
tion. Instead of heaping opprobrium on the
heads of those comrades who took the lead in
prodding the movement toward a correct solu-
tion we should be grateful to them for their
persistence in advancing their views in the
discussion.

Something "New" Has Been Added

But I repeat, no one during the whole
course of the discussion ever conceived the
idea of "structural assimilation" in reverse.
That is Wohlforth's own unique contribution to
the theory and practice of Marxism. Although
Wohlforth's document is honeycombed with copi-
ous arguments borrowed freely from comrades on
the wrong side of the buffer state dispute, re-
verse assimilation is his very own. Let's probe
this concept a bit further.

The Bolsheviks viewed the October Revolu-
tion as the beginning of the European and world
revolution. The program called for the estab-
lishment of the Socialist United States of
Europe as the prelude to the world revolution.
In line with this view they designated the
first workers state as the Union of Socialist
Soviet Republics. The extension of Ghe revolu-
tion, especially to one of the advanced capi-
talist states, would bring powerful economic
and political reinforcement through "structural
assimilation" based on division of labor under
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one integrated master plan. That was the pro-
grammatic norm of Bolshevism. Historical de-
velopment proved to be much more complex.

With the victory of Stalinism, the basic
policy of the bureaucratic caste was summed up
in the theory of building socialism in a single
country. This meant subordinating the interests
of the world revolution to the fantasy of
carving out of the capitalist world a "social-
ist" utopia in one country. It was from the
basic standpoint of building socialism in the
Soviet Union that Stalin approached the terri-
torial conquests of World War II. The buffer
states were plundered and bled to begin again
the process of "building socialism" in the
USSR. When Stalin was forced to execute his
left turn he did so without any thought of
sbandoning his basic policy. While the exigen-
cies of the cold war compelled some degree of
economic integration and joint plamning, it was
at the expense of the economic development in
the buffer states.

Criteria Projected by Germain

Each of the Balkanized buffer states
elaborated its own "plan." Tt was precisely
this aspect of the problem that Germain focused
attention on in his article in the September
1949 Fourth International entitled, "Whither"
Eastern Europe: Economic Trends in Stalin's
Buffer Zone." Germain took as his point of de-
parture the hopelessness of "socialist planning"
on thebasis of these atomized states.

"Economic planning," he pointed out, "re-
quires not only nationalization of all means of
production and exchange (of which the land re-
mains the most important element in agricul-
tural countries). It also requires the aboli-
tion of national frontiers which, along with
the private ownership of the means of produc-
tion, constitubtes an absolute brake on any
growth of the productive forces. This is not
only a Marxist axiom, a general and abstract
point of view opposed to the absurd theory of
'socialism in one country.' It is also an ab-
solutely basic consideration for the purpose
of defining the character and possibility of a
given economy. Construction of a socialist
economy is possible only on an international
plane. With the exception of a few ultralefts,
no one in the communist wing of the movement
has ever disputed the possibility of maki a
start in this construction during a transi%ion-
al period within that concrete national frame-
work established by the victory of the prole-
tarian revolution.

"It was the Left Opposition itself which,
toward this end, drafted the first plan in the
USSR against the violent resistance of the bu-
reaucracy and of the Stalinist faction. But,
it does not at all follow from this that
national framework whatever lends itself ¥o
planning on the mere condition that the prole-
tariat had conquered power. It is obvious that
a minimum material base is indispensable even
to the preparatory work of socialist planning.
To make a start to the building of socialism in
Rumania, 1in TuxXemburg or in Paragusy is an even
more patent absurdity than to pretend that this
construction is being completed in the USSR."

The I.S. Modifies Stand

These were cogent arguments. But they did
not stand up in the discussion. Germain was com-
pelled to abandon "socialist planning" and the
"abolition of national frontiers" as criteria
in the determination of the class character of



the buffer states. It was this concept, I be-
lieve, that led, first to the formula of "capi-
talist states on the road toward structural as-
similation," and then later to the erroneous
conclusion of the I.S. Draft Resolution submit-
ted to the Third World Congress which asserted:

"Taking account of all the modifications
effected since 1949 in the economy as well as
in the state apparatus of the buffer zone coun-
tries, within the framework of a new interna-
tional evolution, it is necessary to state that
the structural assimilation of these lbuffer)
countries into the as now become essen-
tially accomplished and these countries have
ceased to be basically capitalist countries.”

Recognizing the obvious contradiction be-
tween theory and fact, the resolution did add:
"It has turned out on the other hand that in
the same conditions and on the basis of an ef-
fective statization of the means of production,
it is possible to initiate the process of a
planned economy without formal incorporation
into the USSR, without formal abolition of the
frontiers and despite the special forms of ex-
ploitation that the bureaucracy still main-
tains in these countries and which remains an
ever-present obstacle to the planning and free
development of their country.”

Even a cursory examination of the
buffer zone discussion materi&l should make it
obvious to all but the factionally blind that
the formula "structural assimilation" meant
incorporation within the structure of the USSR
under a single integrated economic plan. While
the "tendency toward structural assimilation"
holds true in the historic sense, the fact is
that the process has not been completed -- far
from it -- even though some halting steps
toward integrated economic planning have taken
place with a limited number of the buffer state
states through Comecon (Council for Mutual
Economic Aid) -- the Soviet counterpart to the
European Economic Community and the Common
Market.

Some Pertinent Questions

But is it true of Yugoslavia, whose econo-
my is more "integrated" with the west than with
the east? Is it true of China, which from the
beginning has had 1ts "own" economic plan and
today has been cut off from all significant
Soviet economic aid? And what of Albania, which
has been entirely cut off from Soviet economic
aid and with whom Moscow has even broken diplo-
matic relations? Are these still to be con-
sidered "workers states" under the new Wohl-
forth dispensation of reverse structural assimi-
lation? If so, on the basis of what criteria?

We shall see when we come to Wohlforth's appli-
cation of his theory to the question of Cuba.

Cuba -- the Acid Test!

Here the Wohlforth theory is revealed in
all its glory. Cuba again provides the "acid
test"!

"Thus we see that the process which has
been going on in Cuba," says Wohlforth, "dif-
fers radically from the process which trans-
formed the buffer areas into deformed workers
states. The erosion of the former capitalist
state apparatus, the destruction of the in-
ternal power of the national bourgeoisie, the
swing from the international capitalist orbit
—-- all these events had occurred in Cuba just
as they have occurred in the buffer areas. But
the consummation of this process through the
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creation of a monolithic Stalinist party anf
the fusion of this party wi e state appara-
tus has not taken place nor is it likely to
take place in the near future. Thus Cuba is
more like these states before the structural

rocess was completed -- that is like Eastern
HZurope between 1947-49 and China between 1949
and 1953."

The Circle is Squared!

Now if this means anything at all, it
means that there is just one ingredient lacking
for Cuba to earn the right to be designated a
workers state and that is -- Stalinism in power!
Here we have Wohlforth's "criteria" in all
its pristine purity.

To remove all question about what Wohl-
forth means he elaborates for us on this
theme. "The situation in Cuba by late 1961 and
early 1962," he gays, "had reached a point
where it appeared as if the country was going
through the same structural assimilationist
process as did Eastern Europe and China. Na-
tionalizations had been carried through, the
national bourgeoisie was pretty much routed
from the country, economic ties with the Soviet
bloc were extremely close, and in addition
Stalinism seemed to be on the march throughout
Cuba. It seemed as if it would be only a short
time before the completion of a formation of a
Stalinist type party and the subordination of_
the state apparatus to this party would be
evident. Some of the minority comrades, reacting

to this appearance of reality, declared Cuba
to be a Hegormea workers state at that time."

Caught Off Base

Presumably these "minority comrades" have
now reversed their position. If, instead of
purging Escalante, Castro had been purged by
the Stalinists, then the "minority comrades"
#ould have bestowed upon Cuba the accolade of
"deformed workers state." Shouldn't we then
have ranged ourselves on the side of Escalant-
ism against Castroism? I know that the British
are much disturbed about Escalante being de-
prived of his "democratic rights," but I never
dreamed it had gone this far!

Wohlforth goes to great pains to point
out where some of his "minority comrades" went
off base. In the process he renders the con-
fusion worse confounded. "The Escalante Affair,"
he says, "was soon to show that this was a
superficial analysis of the processes going on
in Cuba. This was not only because the Stalin-
ists failed to consummate their control of the
Cuban state apparatus but also because of a
misunderstanding as to the political role of
Stalinism within Cuba. It is & great mistake
to identify Stalinist influence within a state
as automatically meaning the structural assimi-
lation of that state. While this turned out to
be the case in Fagtern kurope and China (my em-
phasis!!!) the role of Stalinism in Spain was
quite different."

So...while Stalinigt influence in Eastern
Europe and China "automatically" meant "struc-
tural assimilation" of those states it does not
"automatically" follow that such would be the
case in Cuba -- where they follow the Spanish
pattern. How can anyone make sense out of this
drivel? The Stalinists in Spain, says Wohlforth,
were not interested in "structrual assimilation"
so they used their "considerable control" to
prop up the capitalist system, crush the revolu-
tionary forces, murdering thousands of militants
in the process, in the name of peoples front-



ism and peaceful coexistence with world imperi-
alism. ;

Doing the Wohlforth Twist

But, Comrade Wohlforth, if I understand
the whole thrust of your argument, based on
your "two criteria," there can be no such thing
as "structural assimilation" for areas remote
from the borders of the Soviet Union. Cuba is
ruled out and is placed in the same category
as Spain in the 19%0's and Algeria today.
Therefore, Stalinism in power in Cuba, follow-
ing the Spanish example, would lead, not to
"structural assimilation" or the establishment
of a "deformed workers state," but to the
crushing of the revolution and the reestablish-
ment of cepitalist property forms and property
relations. But this would mean the end of
Stalinism in Cuba even if -- I should say es-
pecially if -- they succeeded in carrying
through such a counterrevolution.

Do you really believe that the Kremlin,
even in its maddest moments, would or could
countenance such a role for their agents in
Cuba? And if they tried it, what do you think
the reaction would be in Latin America and
China, not to speak of the rest of the world
-~ including the masses in the Soviet Union it-
self? Cuba is not Spain. And we live in the
year 1963 not 1936-37 when the Soviet Union
was isolated after the defeat of the Chinese
revolution in 1927, the victories of fascism
in Europe, etc., etc. Wohlforth seems to be
playing around with some new concept of Stalin-
ism which imparts an infantile fuzziness to all
of the ideas which he tries to pass off as some
new and unique contribution to Marxist theory.

Something "New" in Sociology

Aside from the question of criteria for
the determination of the class character of
the state, Wohlforth offers something "new"
in the realm of "Marxist" sociology that de-
fies understanding.

Again -~ the Imperial "We'"!

Wohlforth is notably lacking in one
trait -- a sense of modesty. In his approach
to the "class character of the Cuban state,"
he avers that his is the exact methodological
approach used In "Trotsky's pioneering work on
the USSR." And here it is:

"We," Wohlforth declares, "will approach
the process going on in Cuba in the same method
(as that of Trotsky, T.K.) noting of course
that here we are studying a revolutionary
rather than a counterrevolutionary process.
Thus the movement of the process is in an op-
posite direction though its motion must be
understood with a common Marxist method. The
Cuban Revolution had in its first stage a
capitalist apparatus, weakened, yes, but still
capitalist. All agree to this. This state appa-
ratus has undergone a deep process of erosion
under the impact of profound revolutiongg% de-
velopments. So profound has this process been
that Cuba today certainly looks as if it were a
workers state. But has the Cuban state changed

ualitatively during this period? No, our study
reveals profound social and political changes
but no qualitative change either by the method
of the transformations of the buffer nor by the
method of October itself. (Wohlforth's two
criteria! T.K.) Thus we must characterize this
state as a decomposed, partially eroded capi-
talist state susceptible to the pressure of the
working class as well as other social forces

but not under the control directly or indirectly

of the working class (or as the French have
characterized it 'un etat bourgeois, delabre,
decompos, fantomatique'). By the way of analogy
we would say that the Cuban state has the same
essential class character as the East European
states between 1947-1949 and the Chinese state
between 1949-52."

Our Modern-Day Thor

Then Wohlforth hurls his challenging
thunderbolt: "Those who consider such a designa-~
tion as 'revisionist' or absurd had better tell
us first how they would characterize the East
European and Chinese states during the period in
which they were being transformed into de-
formed workers states."

Wohlforth imagines he is the first to
pose that question. It was posed and answered,
not once, but many times during the whole course
of the discussion of the buffer states. It was
answered, for example, in the section of the
I.S. Draft Resolution submitted to the Third
World Congress, cited in the early part of this
article. Briefly, before they carried through
their basic social transformations, the buffer
states and China were characterized as regimes
of dual power, unstable, temporary and transi-
tional, based upon an "economic structure re-
maining fundamentally capitalist." In our view
they became deformed workers states when they
carried out a fundamental change in the pre-
viously existing capitalist property forms and
capitalist property relations.

Cuba also went through a stage of dual
power which was terminated with the ousting of
Urrutia and the expropriations of capitalist
property in the fundamental sectors of the
economy, followed by nationalization, economic
planning and the monopoly of foreign trade.
Does Wohlfonrth contend that a dual power regime
exists today in Cuba? And if it does upon what
property forms is it based?

Wohlforth has a little explaining to do
about how he arrives at the bizarre conclusion
that Cuba today is analogous to the East Euro-
pean buffer states of 1947-49 and the Chinese
state between 1949-52. He has already informed
us that in China and the buffer countries
"Stalinist influence" had "automatically" meant
"structural assimilation." But Stalinist in-
fluence in those states was very much present
prior to 1947 in the buffer zone and prior to
1952 in China. What has happened to the "auto-
matic" conversion theory? It seems Wohlforth
forgets, between one paragraph and another, not
only what he has said but what in the blazes he
is driving at!

Acrobatic Display of Ignorance

Wohlforth's display of ignorance of Marx-
ist theory is astounding. He speaks of the
Cuban "state apparatus" which has "undergone a
deep process of erosion, etc." Then, he adds,
"so profound has this process been that Cuba
today certainly looks" like a workers state. He
constantly confuses basic economic structure
with political superstructure. The "state appa-
ratus" can apply only to the regime, the ad-
ministrative apparatus, the government. How can
a "deep process of erosion" in the state appara-
tus make Cuba look like a workers state?

You never know what he's talking about.
For he follows this profound observation with
the assertion that no qualitative change has
taken place in the Cuban state. Is he referring
to the "state apparatus" or the statized economy?
He's wrong, of course, on both counts.
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Methodology of a Trapeze Artist

Just one more joust with Wohlforth's
sociology before I conclude. "Castro," he says,
"today remains partially independent. of the
Kremlin but the Kremlin also exerts pressure
on Castro through the complete dependence of
the Cuban economy on the USSR. Castro partially
'aceeds' (sic) to this pressure as well. Castro
does not represent the rule of Stalinism in
Cuba, nor does he represent the rule of the
peasantry, nor we are sad to say does he repre-
sent the rule of the working class. The state
apparatus remains independent of the direct
control of any of these three major social
forces in Cuba today and under tﬁE direct in-
Tluence of all three forces. (My emphasis, T.K.)
In fact, the Castro regime plays an essentially
Bonapartist role balancing between these forces
and their international allies seeking all the
time to maintain its independence from all."

How about a little of that Trotsky method-
ology, Comrade Wohlforth? Earlier in this ar-
ticle I cited Trotsky's reply to the Shachtman-
ites in which he took up the question of Bona-
partism. What property forms and property rela-
tions does "Bonaparte" Castro defend? Upon what
social foundations does his "Bonapartism" rest?
Wohlforth advances his "three major social
forces" as the tripod upon which Castro is "in-
dependently" perched. It is a basic tenet of
Marxism that there can be no fundamental social
transformation unless the means by which capi-
talist exploitation exist are radically altered.
The nationalization of the means of production
and exchange issuing out of a social revolu-
tion completely transforms the basic property
forms and property relations. This is the basic
foundation, without which there can be no talk
of socialism. This is what we mean when we
speak of economic structure. It is from this
basic principle that we derive our criteria for
the determination of the class character of
the state.

Wohlforth abandomns thisbasic Marxist ap-
proach by seeking constantly for his criteria
in the superstructure. Thus he has Castro sus-
pended in midair with no visible means of
social support. Some trick if you can do it!

Having been deprived of their means of
exploitation the bourgeoisie, as a class, has
disappeared in Cuba —-- by Wohlforth's own ad-
mission. As a substitute we have "Stalinism."
But not Stalinism of the Cuban variety. That

could scarcely be considered any kind of a
"force" in Cuba. No, Stalinism in the form of
the Kremlin upon whom the "Cuban economy" is
completely dependent.

So we have the following theoretical con-
clusion: Castro is a "Bonsaparte" independent
of the "direct or indirect" control of the
workers and peasants of Cuba, and completely
dependent on the Kremlin to survive. Doesn't
that make Castro a pawn of the Moscow bureau-
cracy and Cuba therefore eligible for the title
of a "structurally assimilated deformed workers
state"? Make sense of it those who can! Trying
to grapple with Wohlforth's theoretical lucu-
bra?ions is like trying to wrestle a greased
eel!

In Conclusion

I want to conclude by taking up the note
upon which Wohlforth ends his document. "Pablo-
ism," Wohlforth declares, "is the abandonment of

roletarian revolution itself and that is the
Eong_EEE short of it. The deep crisis now going
on w1th§n the Pabloite ranks is but a reflection
of the instability of a petty-bourgeois forma-
tion which has abandoned the working class

for a 'middle course.' The division between
T?oyskyism and Pabloism is thus clearly a class
division. This division cannot be bridged; 1T
can only be deepened. The international cadres
of Trotskyism can only be reassembled,

strengthened, rebuilt, around a proletarian
line. There is no 'middle course.

In line with the "method" of the Slaughter-
Healy faction, now so deftly applied by our own
minority, the SWP has "capitulated" to "Pablo-
ism" as defined in the purple prose of Wohl-
forth cited above. If you mean what you say,
Comrade Wohlforth, we find ourselves on oppo-
site sides of the barricades, divided by an
unbridgeable gulf. Are we to understand your
implied threat as an "either/or" declaration
of intent? You might as well knmow right now
that we cannot be intimidated into changing a
course we consider correct and necessary. We
have heard that kind of talk before. It hasn't
fazed us a bit. Others have tried it before you
~- to no avail. Whether you stay with the party
or take your departure for parts unknown is a
matter which cannot influence us one bit. The
door swings both ways —- the decision is yours!

[Reprinted from SWP Discussion Bulletin Vol. 24,
No. 17, May 1963.]
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THE EVQLUTION OF THE BUFFER COUNTRIES

Resolution of the Seventh Plenum of the
International Executive Committee of the
Fourth Internationsal

April 1949

1. Important changes have taken place in
Eastern Europe during the year 1948. The na-
tionalization of industry, of the banking sys-
tem, of communications and transport, have been
practically completed in Bulgaria, in Yugoslavia,
and in Czechoslovakia; it is on the road to
completion in Poland and in Hungary, and it has
had a big start in Rumania. Wholesale trade is
equally on the road to statification in most
of these countries. Only retall trade and agri-
culture remain as yet largely in the hands of
private proprietors. The development of the
cooperative system in these two spheres has
been more and more removed from the influence-
of bourgeois elements following increased
state intervention, but it continues to operate
within the framework of small capitalist pro-
duction. Finally, foreign trade, which is car-
ried on mostly by state firms, continues to
depend largely on relations with the so-called
Western countries, among which Great Britain
tends to substitute for the United States as
the most important supplier and customer. This
applies particularly to the more advanced buf-
fer countries (Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hun-
gary). The development of Finland and the
Soviet-occupied zones of Germany and Austris,
which are also part of the "strategic buffer”
of the USSR, has nevertheless been profoundly
different from that of the other buffer coun-
tries, and must be treated separately.

2. To the economic changes mentioned above
correspond a whole series of political and
ideological changes which are very significant.
The last political opposition parties have been
eliminated in all these countries (once more
excepting Finland and the occupied zones of
Germany and Austria, with their separate de-
velopment). The liquidation of the independent
Social Democracy has been concluded with the
fusion of the PPS and the PPR in Poland. The last
few months have been marked by an attack
against all the churches independent of the
state, the only remaining centers of a poten-
tial rallying of the political opposition. The
totalitarianization of social life has been
complete, depriving in the first place the pro-
letariat, the only class which has retained a
minimum of Social cohesion in these countries
in the process of transformation, of all pos-
sibility of expression for its cares and in-
terests. At the same time the Stalinist party
has made an ideological turn. While in the past
the buffer countries were characterized as
transitional between "capitalism" and "social-
ism" they now characterize the states as well
as the economy of these countries as "social-
ist." This ideological turn has been consum-
mated by the new thesis which identifies the
regime of the "popular democracy" with the "dic-
tatorship of the proletariat," in flagrant con-
tradiction to all the past affirmations.

At the same time, the social contradic-
tions, violently suppressed by the Stalinist
dictatorship, have begun to express themselves
even inside the Stalinist parties, thus creat-
ing the most serious dangers both for the mono-
lithic gystem of international Stalinism (rela-
tions with the Kremlin) as well as for that of
the different Stalinist parties in the buffer
countries. The absolutist and bureaucratic
methods, as well as the fundamental orientation
of the Soviet bureaucracy, trampling upon the

most immediate interests of the masses and of
the economy of the buffer zone to its own ad-
vantgqge, have provoked such a tension inside
the Stalinist apparatus itself, that the
Kremlin has been forced to resort to preventive
action (Tito) or to terrorism against the lead-
ing elements of the buffer zone apparatus (Koce,
Kostov).

This crisis of Stalinism must inevitably
extend and deepen inasmuch as the economic,
social and national contradictions in the buf-
fer zone are sharpened and as the Kremlin at-
tempts to impose everywhere its absolute and
direct control over the Communist Parties.

I. The Stages in the Evolution
of the ﬁﬁf?er Countries
3. As indicated in the theses on the
USSR and Stalinism adopted by the Second World
Congress of the Fourth International, the par-
ticular situation of the buffer countries re-

sulted from a series of particular historical
developments in these countries.

a. The enfeeblement (Finland, Rumania,
Hungary, Bulgaria) or the virtual disappearance
(Poland, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia) of the
former possessing classes and the collapse of
their state apparatus during the war, the mili-
tary defeats, the Nazi occupation, the guer-
rilla wars, the Russian occupation, etc.

b. The decisive economic, political and
military weight attained by the USSR in these
countries following its military victories.

c. The revolutionary upsurge which de-
veloped in some of these countries parallel
with the conclusion of the war (Yugoslavia,
Poland, Czechoslovekia, Bulgaria).

d. The canalization (Yugoslavia, Bulgaria)
or the strangulation (Poland, Czechoslovakia)
of this upsurge by the Russian army or by the
native Stalinist parties or by a combination of
the two.

The decisive factor which permitted the
evolution of the buffer countries to be what
it was, was the non-intervention of the im-
perialists in these countries, who practically
abandoned their extremely weakened bourgeoisie
to the crushing political and military superi-
ority of the Stalinist bureaucracy. Only this
non-intervention explains why the resistance
of the dying propertied classes in these coun-
tries could up to now be liquidated step by
step by the Stalinists through "cold" means,
without any broad mobilization of the masses
being required. But this non-intervention of the
imperialists is in turn a result of a definite
historical conjuncture:

~

! a. From 1944 to 1946 it corresponded to

" the accords of Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam, and
constituted the price which world imperialism
/paid Stalin for crushing the German proletariat
- and for his active aid in strangling the insur-

- gent Greek and Italian movements as well as for
his aid in the reconstruction of the capitalist
states and economies of all the countries on

he continent outside the buffer countries.
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b. From 1947 to 1949, it corresponded to
the relationship of military and political
forces in the "cold war" as it appeared on the
European continent, that is, especially to the
crushing superiority of the Russian army over
all the other armed forces in Europe, to the
permanent instability of the capitalist regime
outside the buffer countries (strikes and con-
stant disturbances, etc.), which made complete-
1y illusory and materially impossible any direct
intervention in favor of the disappearing bour-
geoisie of the buffer zome.

4, In the framework of this concrete his-
torical conjuncture, the policy of the Soviet
bureaucracy and of the Stalinist parties in
the buffer countries likewise passes through
two distinct stages:

a. The first stage which lasted up to the
end of 1947, during which the Stalinist bureau-
cracy sought above all an empirical solution
to the immediate problems. During this period,
the accent of this policy was placed on the
utilization of the resources of the buffer
countries in order to attenuate as much as pos-
sible the effects of the reconversion crisis
in the USSR itself. This is why, on the one
hand, a whole series of measures were carried
out for the exploitation of these countries
for the profit of the Soviet bureaucracy (ar-
mistice agreements, treaties, reparations,
seizure of the former German properties, mixed
corporations, commercial treaties with prefer-
ential tariffs, etc.). And, on the other hand,
each one of these countries was more or less
left to itself as far as its own immediate
problems of economic reconstruction are con-
cerned. During this period, the bourgeoisie
generally retained strong economic positions, if
not predominant ones, in all these countries
with the exception of Yugoslavia. The nation-
alizations were limited to enterprises seized
by the workers at the end of the war, and which
remained without legal proprietors. This stage
can be characterized as an etfort by the
Stalinist bureaucracy and the native Stalinist
parties to utilize the capitalist production
relations for their own profits.

b. The second stage commenced when the
Stalinist ban on the participation of these
countries in the Marshall Plan took form, but
developed more fully only at the beginning of
1948. During this stage, which incidentally
marked the solution of the most dangerous im-
mediate problems for post-war Soviet economy,
the policy of the Soviet bureaucracy in the
buffer zone consisted essentially of consoli-
dating its predominant position in these coun-
tries on a long-term basis, counteracting the
efforts of American imperialism to push it
back into its own orbit. Within the framework
of this new orientation of the Soviet bureau-
cracy are included, above all: The liquidation
of the strong positions of the native bourgeoi-
sie in industry and commerce; the initiation of
an effort for the economic development and in-
dustrialization of these countries in a
"planned" manner; the limitation of the Kulaks'
grip on agriculture. Nevertheless, this new
orientation of the Soviet bureaucracy could
not eliminate from the economies of the buffer
countries the structural difficulties of plan-
ning, which resulted from the Stalinist pclicy
in the previous stage: The existence of a Soviet
mortgage on the economies of these countries;
the narrow national limits in which they remain
enclosed; the capitalist character of agricul-
ture; the apathy and often the passive hostili-
ty of the proletariat towards the bureaucratic

"planning" efforts, etc. This is why "planning"
retains its hybrid character and differs as
yet structurally, in a fundamental way, from
Soviet planning, which is itself the bureau-
cratic deformation of real socialist planning.

These variations in the politics of the
bureaucracy do not correspond only to changes
in the objective situation. Bureaucratic em-
piricism reflects, under the mask of immediate
worries, the absence of historical perspectives
and the impossibility of adopting a fundamental
orientation. This in turn corresponds to the
concrete relationship between the bureaucracy,
the bourgeoisie, and the proletariat. Because
it wanted first of all to strangle all possi-
bility of a proletarian revolution, it was led
to conclude a temporary compromise with the
bourgeoisie; because its privileges are his-
torically incompatible with the maintenance of
the capitalist regime, it had to take the course
of gradual and bureaucratic "liquidation" of
the capitalist forces in the buffer zone.

5. Just as in the first stage the Soviet
bureaucracy was led to conclude empirically
that a step-by-step integration of the buffer
countries with its own economic system is im-
possible as long as a sizeable economic power of
the native bourgeoisie remains, so the bureau-
cracy is now beginning to understand from its
sad experiences every day, that this same kind
of integration remains impossible without
eliminating the structural barriers which the
bureaucracy itself put up against all genuine
planning in the economies of these countries.

The experience of the Tito split has
served as an example of the danger of the
Stalinist parties in power in the buffer coun-
tries becoming the transmission agents of the
contradictory social forces which develop as a
consequence of the growing economic difficul-
ties. The danger of growing imperialist pres-
sure with the conclusion of the first stage of
the Marshall Plan, the relative recovery of
Western German industry, American rearmament,
etc. have had the same effect. Thus a third
stage in the evolution of Stalinist policy
towards the buffer countries takes form. This
is characterized up to now by the following
signs:

a. Measures of growing economic coordina-
tion between the different countries, measures
which have culminated in the constitution of a
Council of Mutual Aid and which appear to de-
velop in the direction of a pool of available
resources for exports and of a Customs Union.

b. The first measures to abolish or
lighten the Russian mortgage on the economy of
these countries (sale to Bulgaria of German
goods seized by the USSR in 1944; reduction of
Hungarian, Rumanian and Bulgarian reparations;
granting of gold and currency credits to
Poland and Czechoslovakia, etc.).

These measures only indicate the possi-
bility of a new stage of Stalinist policy in
relation to the buffer countries, however, and
cannot by themselves, or by means of the plans
outlined up to the present and which are
scheduled up to 1952, modify fundamentally the
structural obstacles to "planning" in the buffer
zone, even within the limits of Soviet planning.

II. The Social Nature of the Buffer Countries

6. From the foregoing, it can be deduced
that the buffer countries -- aside from Finland
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and the Soviet-occupied zones in Germany and
Austria -- constitute today a unique type of
hybrid transitional society in the process of
transformation, with features that are as yet
so fluid and lacking precision that it is ex-
tremely difficult to summarize its fundeamental
nature in a concise formula.

The most exact definition that can be
given of the social nature of these countries
is a definition by description. These coun-
tries appear to have a soclety in which:

a. The transition between capitalism and
Soviet society has resulted not from a prole-.
tarian revolution, but from a military-politi-
cal overturr which eliminated the big bourgeoi-
sie and the bulk of the middle bourgeoisie;

b. Capitalist survival subsists only in
small industry and in commerce;

¢c. Agriculture remains capitalist in
property relations (no nationalization of land)
as well as in the dominant mode of exploita-
tion (small private property);

d. Foreign trade, a state monopoly in fact
if not in law, cannot free itself from the
pressure and the attractive force of the world
capitalist market, as a consequence of an in-
sufficient material base for even bureaucratic
planning, in each one of these countries;

e. Beside the peasantry, a germinator
of capitalist forces, there is a proletariat
which has had no important part in the crystal-
lization of the new social situation and which
for this reason has no important subjective
ties with the present state, except in Yugo-
slavia;

f. The formation of a native bureaucratic
lgyer around the PC bureaucracy in power, with
some rare exceptions, is only in the initial
stage;

g. The Bonapartist and extreme police
form of the state reflects both its historic
origins and the present prostration of the fun-
damental classes in society;

h. Nevertheless, this Bonapartist form of
the state differs from classical Bonapartism
(in the last analysis, the instrument of the
bourgeoisie) and at the same time from Soviet
Bonapartism (the instrument of a workers' bureau-
cracy in a postcapitalist society), and consti-
tutes above all else an instrument of domina-
tion by the Soviet bureaucracy, the expression
of an international relationship of forces
which Is superimposed on the given class
relationships and which distorts their normal
expression.

7. What are the factors determining the
social difference between the buffer countries
and the USSR?

a. On the economic plane: The nationaliza-
tion of big industry, the banks, the means of
communication and of wholesale trade has created
necessary but insufficient conditions for plan-
ning, even in a degenerated bureaucratic form
as in the USSR. The narrow national framework
within which each one of the buffer countries
is enclosed; their lack of sufficient material
resources to develop the productive forces;
the mortgage the Soviet bureaucracy has imposed
on the economy of these countries; the predomi-
nantly agricultural character of these countries
which, without nationalization of the soil and

under the predominant regime of small private
exploitation, reproduce capitalism from day to
day on avillage scale; the dependence of these
countries on the world capitalist market, for
the material means of their industrialization
-—~ the sum of all these factors creates a situa-
tion in which the major part of the production
of these countries is still destined for a
cagitalist market -- whether it is internal or
external. For this very reason it is subject

to the influences of all the oscillations of
the world capitalist conjuncture and to the
process of equalization of the average rate of
profit. The conditions of fusion between the
petty-bourgeois peasant market, state industry
and the world capitalist market, which Lenin and
Trotsky designated as a danger for the USSR in
the period of the NEP, is today the determining
situation in the buffer countries. This is ex-
pressed by the fact that in the advanced buffer
countries (Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary)
foreign trade embraces approximately half of
the national revenue and that not only today,
but even in 1952 (according to the present
plans), more than half of this trade will be
with the Western countries, from which the de-~
cisive elements for the industrialization of
these countries must come. This is likewise ex-
pressed by the fact that these countries were
obliged in almost all cases to reimburse foreign
capital for its property nationalized in the
buffer countries and to

reco ze the old debts,
thus imposing an additional weight on their
economy already strained to the extreme.

b. On the social plane: The fact that the
present situation did not come about as a result
of a victorious proletarian revolution, but as
a result of the military-political successes
achieved by the Soviet bureaucracy against the
bourgeoisie as well as against the proletariat;
the fact also that the formation of a bureau-
cratic caste dis as yet only in the initial
stage -- both lead to the conclusion that, with
the exception of Yugoslavia, it is very unlikely,
if not excluded, that a civil war would be neces-
sary to reverse the present orientation of
these countries towards a structural assimila-
tion with the USSR. The same applies also to
the state structure. With the exception of
Yugoslavia, the state apparatus of the buffer
zone did not result from violent destruction of
the o0ld bourgeois state apparatus, but from its
"conquest" by the Stalinist parties, with the
aid of Ruc3ian pressure and a series of succes-
sive purges. It follows that this apparatus is
even today saturated with bourgeois and petty-
bourgeois elements, especially in the army .
cadres, in diplomacy and in the management of
the economy. In the period which followed the
October Revolution, proletarian control over
the bourgeois cadres in the service of the
workers state, as well as the democracy in the
Bolshevik party, acted as a brake on the detri-
mental influence of these elements on the con-
duct of the state and the economy. At the present
stage in the buffer zone, which came about not
as a result of a proletarian revolution but of
bureaucratic maneuvers, such control is com-
Pletely absent, strengthening thereby the weight
of the bourgeois elements in the apparatus,
which likewise reflects the structural differ-
ences between the economy of the buffer coun-
tries and that of the USSR. It may also be said
that the return of the buffer countries into the
capitalist orbit would not necessitate the de-
struction of the present state apparatus, but
a "purge" in a reverse sense.

c. On the political plane: The fate of the
buffer countries has not yet been decided, not
alone in the historical sense as in the case of



the USSR, but in a much more immediate sense.
The totality of the present world political
currents: The Marshall Plan, the relative "re-
construction” of Western Germany, American re-
armement, the economic perspectives of American
imperialism and of the Soviet Five-Year Plan,
the development of the proletarian struggles
and those of the colonial peoples -- all these
factors will decide in the coming months the
immediate fate of the buffer countries. As in-
dicated by the political and strategic plans

of imperialism and of the Stalinist bureaucracy,
it is very improbable if not excluded that it
is necessary to have a war in order to lead
back some of these countries of the buffer zone
into the imperialist orbit. This reason, added
to those indicated above, makes it appear er-
roneous to modify as of today our evalustion

of the social nature of these countries, ex-
cept to indicate clearly the processes of their
structural assimilation with the USSR and the
stages already realized in this assimilation.
This is why the tasks of the Fourth Interna-
tional in these countries remain, in a general
way, those enumerated by the Second World Con-
gress. Only in the eventuality described in
Point 9 would a revision become necessary.

8. This whole description leads to the
conclusion that the buffer zone, except for
Finland and the Russian-occupied zones in
Austria and Germany, are on the road toward
structural assimilation with the USBR, but that
this assimilation has not yet been accomplished.
The social differences between the USSR and the
buffer zone, enumerated above, are of a gquali-
tative nature even though from the guantitative
point of view society in the buffer zone ap-—
proaches more closely Soviet society rather
than that of the "normal" capitalist countries,
in the same sense in which the USSR itself is
quantitatively closer to capitalism than to
socialism. Only in this sense can we continue
to define the buffer countries as capitalist
countries on the road toward structural assimi-

atlon wi e . s definition, neces-
sarin awkward and too concise to embrace the

different aspects of the buffer zone, thus
signifies essentially that in the course of the
process of the structural assimilation of these
countries the dialectical leap has not yet been
produced. It stresses both the historic ori-
gins of the present situation, as well as the
social physiognomy which is as yet undecided.
But it does not at all imply that the bourgeoi-~
sie is in power as the dominant class in these
countries. This definition implies that the
situation in the buffer countries likewise dif-
fers from the situation in a "normal" and "clas-
sic" capitalist society. It serves exclusively
to denote the place of these countries in rela-
tion both to capitalism and the USSR, since
Marxist sociology excludes the existence of
economies and states that are neither capital-
ist nor Soviet (workers or degenerated workers).

9. To what extent can this structural
agssimilation be completed, so that it will be
necessary to modify our appreciation of the
social nature of the buffer zone? The factors
enumerated above indicate at the same time the
concrete obstacles to the completion of this
assimilation and the conditions under which
this assimilation would be effectively com-
pleted. All these can be reduced to one fac-
tor: The achievement of effective coordina-
tion and planning applied to the combined econo-
mies of these countries linked organically to
the economy of the USSR. Such an achievement
could reverse the present predominant tendency
of these countries to depend upon capitalist
economy. This could happen, for instance, in
the case of the abolition of national frontiers
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between the various buffer countries.

The existence of these frontiers, in ef-
fect, greatly limits the material base on which
planned economy can be constructed and requires,
at the same time, the maintenance of a series
of state apparatuses which, as a result of
their origins, cannot tut be saturated with
bourgeois elements. At the same time, the abo-
lition of national frontiers would give a real
impulsion to the development of the productive
forces and would constitute a progressive act
of great historical importance, even if it was
brought sbout by the conservative Stalinist
bureaucracy. It would really be comparable, in
Trotsky's words, to the wmification of Germany
by Bismarck and the House of Hohenzollern.

Such an abolition of the fromtiers, whether it
is accomplished by the incorporation of some
or all these countries in the USSR, or by the
constitution of a Balkan-Danube Federation for-
mally independent from the USSR, provided it
forms a genuine unified framework for economic
planning, could be defined as the decisive
point, in the process of structural assimila-
tion of these countries with the USSR, at
which the social nature of these countries
becomes qualitatively transformed.

On the plane of the state that would re-
quire the disappearance of the present hybrid
state apparatus and the constitution of a state
apparatus of a new type, copied no doubt from
that of the USSR. In relation to this achieve-
ment, other modifications in the situation
will have to be evaluated in the same sense:
Eventual nationalization of the soil, incipient
collectivization of the land, establishment of
a plan for the Jjoint economic development of
all the buffer countries, reversal of the eco-
nomic and commercial relations with the West,
etc.

All the preceding constitubes a probable
variant of an objective historical process and
not at all a desirable goal for actlon by the
revolutionary proletariat. In setting forth the
conditions under which assimilation of the buf-
fer zone to Russian society could be achieved
by Stalinist action, the Fourth International
-- whlle modifying its attitude towards the buf-
fer zone in case of war, should such a change
come about -- does not in the least relent in
its struggle against the police oppression of
the buffer zone masses by the Soviet bureau-
cracy and its agents. Precisely under the con-
ditions of the development indicated above,
the struggle of the Fourth International for
independent Polish, Czech, Hungarian, etc.,
Soviet Republics will take on its full signifi-
cance linked to a merciless denunciation of all
the elements of national oppression that the
bureaucracy introduces and will introduce in
the buffer zone. As against the Stalinist per-
spective of the bureaucratic integration of
the buffer zone within the USSR, the Fourth
International develops before the buffer zone
masses the revolutionary perspective of the in-
tegration of independent socialist Soviet re-
publics within an independent Balkan-Danube
Federation and within the Socialist United
States of Europe.

IIT. The Special Cases

10. In the case of those countries which
are part of the USSR's "strategic buffer" but
have at the same time undergone a separate
economic and political evolution, the contra-
dictory, combined, uneven character of the
entire buffer zone development is most striking.
The case of these countries indicates likewise
how necessary it is to guard against hasty
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generalizations, how important it is to follow
step by step the actual evolution of the situa-
tion in each particular country. In the case of
Yugoslavia we have one extremity of the spectrum
composed of all the nuances differentiating the
situation in each one of the buffer countries.
Yugoslavia, of all the buffer countries, was the
only one in which the liquidation of the bulk of
the possessing classes, as well as the destruc-
tion of the bourgeois state apparatus, took
place by means of mass action, that is, the
guerrilla warfare which 1n is country took on
the character of a genuine civil war. From this
fundamental difference between Yugoslavia and
the other buffer countries flow specific differ-
ences on a number of planes: The CP has a real
base among the masses; the masses have a funda-
mentally different attitude to the new state;
the Yugoslav CP has different relations toward
the Soviet bureaucracy; there is the possibility
of a real differentiation in the workers' move-
ment following the Tito crisis, despite the un-
deniable existence of a police regime in this
country. Even though the sum of these factors
does not eliminate any of the structural obsta-
cles to real planning and for this reason leaves
Yugoslav economy as yet qualitatively different
from the Russian economy, it undoubtedly brings
this country closer, on the social and political
plane, to the Soviet structure. The defense of
Yugoslavia against the campaign of calumny, the
economic blockade, etc., on the part of the So-
viet bureaucracy must be considered within the
framework of our evaluation of the workers'
movement of this country, the origins of its
state, and the revolutionary possibilities
opened up as a consequence of this workers' move-
ment and the origins of this state, which take
precedence over purely economic considerations.

11. Finland lies at the other end of the
spectrum of the buffer zone. There we have a
bourgeoisie which has hardly been shaken by the
war and which formally retains control of its
economic and state positions. There we have a
proletariat which is much more developed and,
as a consequence of a number of historical de-
velopments, less susceptible to Stalinist ma-
neuvers. There also we find more resolute im-
perialist support for the Finnish bourgeoisie
than for any other bourgeoisie in the buffer
zone . Consequentl%, the Stalinist bureaucracy
limits itself in Finland to the imposition of
economic tribute and to the occupation of cer-
tain strategic positions, leaving the rest of
the country to evolve within the framework of a
quasi-normal bourgeois economy. This has had its
political reflection in a consolidation of the
conservative forces, culminating after the in-
evitable transition period in the expulsion of
the Stalinists from the coalition government
and in the elimination of the erstwhile posi-
tions they had conquered in the state appara-
tus following the military victory of the USSR.
The evolution of Finland cannot, of course, be
considered any more definitive than that of the
rest of the buffer zone. The international
situation can compel the bureaucracy to increase
its pressure on this country and can lead to a
new desperate effort at military resistance.
The Finnish case is important, however, above
all because it shows that the bureaucracy did
not attempt to impose, or succeed in imposing,
on all of the buffer zone a unified scheme of
development and because it illustrates the fact
that a certain internal conjuncture, a certain
prostration of The fundasmental social classes,
was one of the necessary conditions for even
the temporary success of the Stalinist maneuvers
in the buffer zone.

12. The Austrian zone of occupation ap-

K<£rom.

proximates Finland very closely. The Soviet
bureaucracy was obliged to limit itself to the
seizure of several economic staskes (former
German property) and the occupation of impor-
tant strategic positions. But it was in no
position to influence the general economic
orientation of Austria which evolved within the
framework of a normal capitalist economy in-
cluded within the Marshall Plan. Nor could it
influence the social and political develop-
ments, which led to elimination from power, and
culminated in a normalization and a strengthen-
ing of bourgeois power. As in the Finnish case,
the international relationship of forces was
the decisive factor in this evolution. But

the concrete relationship between the classes
was likewise the major obstacle to the Stalin-
ist maneuvers.

Finally, the German zone of occupation
constitutes another special case, situated mid-
way between that of the buffer zone in general
end that of Austria. The decisive characteris-
tic of the situation in Eastern Germany lies
in the fact that the most imporbtant industrial
sector has been seized by the USSR and has been
transformed into Soviet property. Parallel with
this, there has been large scale dismantlement.
Nationalizations have affected, aside from the
Russian sector of the economy, an important
part but not all of big industry and wholesale
trade. There has remained a middle bourgeoisie,
which drains a considerable part of the nation-
al income. Finally, the formation of a bureau-
cratic layer rising over the proletariat, and
acting as the extended arm of the Russian bu-
reaucracy, is in that country much more ad-
vanced than in the other buffer countries. If
the situation in Eastern Germany remains inde-
cisive, it is because more than any other coun-
try of the buffer zone, it depends in the first
prlace on the international situation. That is,
on the evemtual solution of the German problem
in its entirety and the specific orientation of
the USA and the USSR in relation to this prob-
lem. It still cannot be said whether the Soviet
bureaucracy has decided to retain its positions
in Eastern Germany at all costs or whether it
will be ready to consider them as bargaining
points in order to retain the rest of the buf-
fer zone and in order to obtain a certain in-
fluence on the entirety of German affairs (the
slogan of unification, etc.). Under these con-
ditions, the status of this zone of occupation
as well as the direction of its development re-
main more fluid than is the case in the rest of
the buffer zone, and the tendency to structural
assimilation with the USSR is less pronounced

’jhere.

§

i From the point of view of our tasks, the

{ Fourth International continues to defend there

. the theses of the World Congress and considers

. that all measures of the Soviet bureaucracy, in-

. cluding eventual incorporation of Eastern Ger-

. many within a Balkan~Danube Federation -- which

. is very doubtful -- must be combatted and re-

' garded as reactionary in relation to the de-

' struction of German unity and the paralysis of
the German proletariat that would result there-

IV. The Theoretical Significance
of the Buffer Zone Development

13. The appearance of new transitional
regimes, as is the case of the buffer counfries,
regimes of transition between capitalism and
the USSR, is not the result of chance nor the
effect of negligible historical accidents. Only
incurable pedants can conceive of capitalism
and socialism as fixed entities, established




once and for all, to which a living historic
process must conform, a process contradictory
and rich in the crystallization of ever new
combined forms. In reality, the sppearance of
mixed transitional regimes and their combined
character is the clearest expression of our his-
toric epoch, which is defined by:

a. An ever more advanced disintegration
of capitalism;

b. The conditions of extended delay of
the world revolution, essentially the result
of the counterrevolutionary Stalinist leader-
ship of the world labor movement;

c. The existence of the USSR not only as
a power continuing to polarize the revolution-
ary aspirations of an important part of the
world proletariat, but also as a state power
having a military-political weight of its own
and with a logic of expansion of its own.

Only in the light of these three factors
can the appearance and the development of a new
and combined phenomenon like that of the Soviet
buffer zone be understood and the limits of
its real historic import be defined.

14. Ascertaining the existence of such
transitional regimes does not at all upset our
evaluation of the counterrevolutionary role of
Stalinism nor our evaluation of Stalinism as a
disintegrating force in the USSR and as a force
organizing defeats of the world proletariat:

a. An evaluation of Stalinism cannot be
made on the basis of localized results of its
policy but must proceed from the entirety of
its action on a world scale. When we consider
the state of decay which capitalism presents
even today, four years after the end of the war,
and when we consider the concrete situation of
1943-1945, there can be no doubt that Stalinism,
on aworld scale, appeared as the decisive fac-
tor in preventing a sudden and simultaneous
crash of the capitalist order in Europe and in
Asia. In this sense, the "successes" achieved
by the bureaucracy in the buffer zone consti-
tute, at most, the price which imperialism paid
for services rendered on the world arena —-- a
price which is moreover constantly called into
question at the following stage.

b. From the world point of view, the
reforms realized by the Soviet bureaucracy in
the sense of an assimilation of the buffer zone
to the USSR weigh incomparably less in the
balance than the blows dealt by the Soviet
bureaucracy, especially through its actions in
the buffer zone, against the consciousness of
the world proletariat, which it demoralizes,
disorients and paralyzes by all of its poli-
tics and thus renders it susceptible to some
extent to the imperialist campaign of war prep-
arations. Even from the point of view of the
USSR itself, the defeats and the demoraliza-
tion of the world proletariat caused by Stalin-
ism constitute an incomparably greater danger
than the consolidation of the buffer zone con-
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stitutes a reenforcement.

¢c. In the buffer zone itself, where ob-
Jective as well as subjective conditions were
ripe for an immediate overthrow of capitalism in
1943-1944, Stalinist policy has led to the tem-
porary strengthening of the antiproletarian
forces, created a thousand new obstacles on the
way to the abolition of capitalism and thus
caused the whole painful and jerky process of
assimilation, dragging this process out over a
number of years and rendering the proletariat in
the main apathetic and even hostile, whereas
the revolutionary movement of the proletariat
could have achieved the liquidation of capi-
talism in these countries in a much shorter
time and with a minimum of overhead charges.

d. As a result of the very expansion of
the Soviet bureaucracy under the concrete con-
ditions noted above, the objective contradic-
tions in the situation of the buffer zone tend
to penetrate into the very heart of the bureau-
cracy and of Soviet economy, multiplying the
tensions and antagonisms which already exist
within them abundantly, and to prepare the
ground for the development of manifold cen-
trifugal tendencies (Tito tendency on the one
hand, Gomulka-Akerman tendency on the other).

15. Historically, the above-mentioned
conditions not only indicate the reasons for
the appearance of transitional regimes but also
circumscribe the limits of the viability of
the Soviet bureaucracy:

a. On the social plane, the overthrow of
the Soviet bureaucracy remains certain within
the framework of a world decision in the class
struggle, which is inevitaeble one way or another
in the long run.

b. On the military-political plane, this
overthrow remains equally inevitable if the
world proletariat does not succeed in crushing
imperialism in time, with such an eventuality
also entailing the downfall of the bureaucracy.

The appearance of transitional regimes of
the buffer zone type thus merely gives expres-
sion to the interlude character of the historic
period proceeding from 1943 up to the present:
an interlude between the low point of the world-
wide decline of the proletarian revolution and
the new world revolutionary upsurge, which has
only been seen in its rough outlines up to the
present; an interlude between the Second World
War and the final clash between imperialism
and the USSR. Only within the framework of this
limited interlude do the buffer zone and all
the phenomena associated with it appear in
their true light as provisional and temporary.
And in this framework, the real nature of
Stalinism appears more pronounced than ever
in the sense indicated by the Fourth Inter-
national.

[Reprinted from International Information
Bulletin June 1949.]
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REMARKS BY M. STEIN OPENING POLITICAL COMMITTEE DISCUSSION

ON INTERNATIONAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE RESOLUTION ON EASTERN EUROPE

Political Committee Meeting, July 12, 1949

The extension of the power of the Soviet
bureaucracy beyond the borders of the USSR,
which was one of the consequences of World
War IT, has posed the following questions:

(1) Does the basic Trotskyist analysis of the
Eremlin bureaucracy retain its validity under
the new conditions of Stalinist expansion?
and (2) What is the nature of the regimes es-
tablished by the bureaucracy in the new ter-
ritory it acquired?

These questions were the subject of an
extensive discussion in the world Trotskyist
movement which came to a close at the World
Congress in April 1948 with the adoption of
the thesis on "The USSR and Stalinism." However,
the Seventh Plenum of the IEC, which in its
representation and deliberations almost had the
weight of a world congress decided to reopen
a discussion in the International on the nature
of the buffer countries.

This was motivated by two considerations:
(1) The year 1948 witnessed a new phase in
Stalinist policy in these countries, which re-
quires an analysis and the education of the
ranks in an understanding of this problem.
(2) Some shadings of difference developed among
the supporters of the World Congress Thesis
which required an airing. Namely, while there
was general agreement at the Seventh Plenum on
the totality of the buffer countries, some conm-
rades felt that Yugoslavia belongs in a cate-
gory by itself for reasons I shall deal with
later. I am not dealing with the position of
the British RCP which represents no new factor
in the discussion, since its point of view was
already presented to the World Congress and
overwhelmingly rejected by it.

In introducing the discussion it is best
to start with a summary of the evaluation of
the buffer zone as contained in both the World
Congress Thesis and the Seventh Plenum resolu-
tions. The plenum resolution is only an exten-
sion of the World Congress document. It brings
the situation up to date within the framework
of the basic analysis made at the World Con-
gress.

The fortunes of war left the Stalinist
bureaucracy as the undisputed heir to the Bal-
kan conntries excepting Greece, parts of Aus-
tria, Finland and Eastern Germany, Manchuria,
and Northern Korea in Asia. They inherited
these countries in which the state apparatus
had collapsed as a result of the war, military
defeats, Nazi occupation, the guerrilla war,
Russian occupation, etc. The possessing classes
in these countries had beean extremely weakened
or had virtually disappeared.

Anglo-American imperialism was in no po-
sition to intervene and had abandoned the im-
potent bourgeoisie of these countries to the
mercy of the Stalinist bureaucracy. From 1944
to 1946 this non-intervention corresponded
to the agreements arrived at at Teheran, Yalta
and Potsdam and constituted the price world im-
perialism paid Stalin for crushing the German
proletariat and for his active aid in strangling
the insurgent Greek and Italian movements and
for reconstructing the capitalist states and
economies of the Western European countries.

Following 1946 the imperialist powers
fajled to come to the aid of the bourgeoisies in
the buffer countries, because the relationship
of forces, both military and political on the
European continent, were as yet unfavorable for
a showdown fight. They had to confine themselves
to the so-called Cold War.

What did the Stalinist bureaucracy do with
the countries and their peoples —- with their
political and economic structure —-- over which it
was now the master? A review of the Stalinist
course will bring into bold relief the contradic-
tory nature of the counter-revolutionary nation-
ally-limited bureaucratic caste resting on the
foundation of nationalized property relations
created by the October Revolution.

The first stage of Stalinist policy is
characterized by the crushing of all initiative
by the masses. Towards this end it deliberately
promoted national hatred and chauvinism between
the countries within its own orbit and between
all of them, on the one hand, against the Ger-
mans on the other. The Stalinists retraced the
national boundaries and uprooted over ten million
people in the process expelling them from one
country into the other. The Germans were expelled
from Eastern Prussia, Upper Silesia and the Su-
deten area. Rumanians were expelled from Bessara-
bia, Poles were expelled by the Russians from the
area east of the Curzon line, Czechs were ex—
pelled from Carpathia, Hungarians were expelled
by the Czechs from South Slavia, etc.

They concluded alliances with the most
reactionary, forces in the buffer countries --
Rumanian Court, Finnish bourgeoisie, semifascist
Bulgarian formations, national democrats in
Poland, etc. Any manifestation of working-class
opposition was repress=d. Whatever remnants of
the bourgeoisie could be found were drawn into
a national front to constitute the framework of
capitalist states.

The economic policy of the Stalinist
bureaucracy in the buffer countries consisted of
merciless pillage of their resources through
reparations, mixed corporations, seizure of so-
called German property and phony trade agree-
ments. In addition, these countries had to pay
the cost of maintaining the Soviet occupation
troops and in the case of Germany of forced labor
by prisoners of war. The policy of pillage was
practiced not only against the countries which
had been at war with Russia, such as Hungary and
Rumania, but also against "allied" countries,
such as Czechoslovakia where some 60 large plants
were dismantled. From the German territory ceded
to Poland Stalin removed some 25-30 percent of
all industrial tools, according to Minc, the
Polish Minister of Industrial Production. Each
one of the buffer countries was left more or less
in this period to its own depleted resources as
far as economic recomnstruction was concerned.

Nationalizations at this stage were limited
to enterprises seized by the workers at the end
of the war, where there were no legal owners in
the country. Otherwise the bourgeoisie retained
its economic position. The Stalinist bureaucracy
and the Stalinist parties sought to utilize capi-
talist production relations for their own advan-
tage.
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It was only after the Marshall Plan took
form and the Kremlin was compelled to ban the
participation of its satellite countries in the
plan, that the Soviet bureaucracy turned its at-
tention toward the consolidation of its dominant
positions in Eastern Europe on a long-range
basis. It was forced thus to counteract U.S. ef-
forts to push the Russian bureaucracy back into
the confines of the USSR.

The exigencies of the Cold War forced the
Kremlin bureaucracy to undertake the liquidation
of the strong positions of the native bourgeoi-
sie in the buffer countries —- to make an effort
to develop these countries economically, to seek
to limit Kulak grip on agriculture, and to under-
take some sort of planning.

Great changes have taken place in the buf-
fer countries within the past year. Industry,
banking, communication, transportation have been
almosi completely nationalized in Bulgaria, Yugo-
slavia and Czechoslovakia -- they are on the
road to completion in Poland and Hungary. Whole-
sale trade is equally on the road to complete
statification. Retail trade and agriculture re-
main, however, as yet largely in the hands of
private proprietors. The private exploitation of
agriculture is extremely important for Eastern
Europe affecting a large segment of the popula-
tion: about 80% of the people in Bulgaria and
Rumania, about 70% in Yugoslavia, about 50% in
Hungary, Poland and Czechoslovakia.

Any attempt at planning in the buffer
countries has the obstacle of capitalist rela-
tions in agriculture, the Soviet mortgage on
the economies of these countries in the form of
reparations, mixed companies, etc., the narrow
national limits of each of the countries, the
apathy and even the passive hostility of the
proletariat. The Stalinist bureaucracy which
started out in the buffer countries with a poli-
cy of pillage and exploitation on the basis of
capitalist property relations has been compelled
in time to change its course and to seek to
bring the economies of these countries into con-
formity with that of the USSR.

At every stage of development it had to
resort to new police measures against recal-
citrants. Not only did it destroy all opposi-
tion parties but it had to carry out successive
purges of its own agents when they gave the
slightest expressions to the sentiment of resis-
tance to Stalinist policy. The whole course of
the Stalinist bureaucracy in the buffer countries
shows once more that it has no historical per-
spective, that it cannot pursue a fundamental
orientation, but reacts empirically to the situ-
ation of the moment.

The resolution summarizes this policy as
follows:

"Because it wanted first of all to strangle
all possibility of a proletarian revolution it
was led to conclude a temporary compromise with
the bourgeoisie; because its privileges are his-
torically incompatible with the maintenance of
the capitalist regime, it had to take the course
of the gradual and bureaucratic liquidation of
the capitalist forces in the buffer zone."

There are indications that a new stage in
Stalinist policy is in the making. There are
signs of growing economic coordination between
the d ifferent countries and the constitution of
the Council of Mutual Aid, etc. These come in
response to the Tito split and the Marshall Plan.

The plenum resolubion on the social nature
of the buffer countries comes to the conclusion
that they are capitalist countries on the road
toward structuraE assimilation with the USSH.
ThEYs definltlion takes into account the historical
origin of the situation as well as the social
physiognomy which is as yet undecided. It tries

to fix the position of these countries between
capitalism and the USSR.

Differences between Buffer Countries
and the USSR

1. Necessary but insufficient conditions
for planning, even in degenerated bureaucratic
form: (a) narrow national framework; (b) lack
of material resources; (c) mortgage imposed by
Soviet bureaucracy; (4) predominantly agricul-
tural character, which remains under small pri-
vate exploitation and reproduces capitalism from
day to day on the village scale.

2. The dependence of these countries on the
world capitalist market -- Poland, Czechoslovakia
and Hungary -- foreign trade embraces about half
the national revenue — &znd even by 1952 accord-
ing to present plans —— more than half ef this

trade will be with Western countries.

3. The fact that changes did not come
about as a result of victorious revolutions dbut
by military-political measures against the bour-
geolisie and the proletariat leads to the conclu-
sion that —— with the exception of Yugoslavia --
it is unlikely that a civil war would be neces-
sary to reverse the present orientation in these
countries. The return of these countries to the
capitalist orbit would not require the destruc-
tion of the present state apparatus, but a
"purge" in reverse.

The fate of the buffer countries has not
been decided not only in historical sense, as in
the case of the USSR, but in a more immediate
sense. The resolution indicates under what con-
ditions it would be necessary to modify the
above definition and say that structural assimi-
lation has been completed. This would require
above all that there be effective coordination
and planning applied to the combined economies
of these countries linked organically to the
economy of the USSR. Such an achievement could
reverse the present predominant tendency of these
countries of dependence upon capitalist economy.
This could happen if the national frontiers were
abolished. It would require the disappearance of
the hybrid state apparatuses -- saturated with
bourgeois elements —— and the constitution of a
state apparatus of a new type.

As I indicated, the differences expressed
at the plenum were of a two-fold character:

1. There were some -— namely Jerome,
Siilva, and Ali ~- who, while accepting the fun-
damental line of the resolution, thought that
Yugoslavia should be treated in a different cate-
gory. Jerome's argument essentially boils down
to this:

a. The state apparatus there was destroyed
by the independent action of the masses.

b. The bourgeoisie was largely expropri-
ated in the process of a protraced civil war.

c. When the resolution says, "It is very
unlikely if not excluded that a civil war
would be necessary to reverse the present orien-
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tation of these countries towards a structural
agssimilation with the USSR" it specifically ex-
cludes Yugoslavia.

While making all these distinctions be-
tween Yugoslavia and the other buffer countries
the resolution nevertheless fails to draw con-
clusions. In Jerome's opinion it was necessary
to conclude that in Yugoslavia —-- unlike the
other buffer countries -- capitalism has been
destroyed. .

2. De Silva argued that it has been pre-
cisely the policy of the Kremlin bureaucracy,
whose economic and political measures are de—
signed to exploit the buffer countries, which has
blocked the tendency of these countries towards
structural assimilation with the Soviet Union.
But Yugoslavia, by breaking with the Soviet
bureaucracy, has liberated itself from these
fetters and can be considered a workers state.

It appears to me that while there is much

truth in both these arguments they cannot,
nevertheless, be isolated from the totality of
the picture. The unstable equilibrium in the
relations between the Soviet bureaucracy and
capitalist world places Yugoslavia in a particu-
larly vulnerable position. In the meauntime it
remains a fact that in Yugoslavia as well agri-
culture, which embraces 70 percent of the people,
remains capitalist in character. ;

Rather than jumping at conclusions as to
the social character of the states in Eastern
Europe it is far better to await further de-
velopment. This is especially important when
dealing with such hybrid formations directed by
bureaucracies whose main concern is with sur-
vival and who are capable of all sorts of sharp
turns in their struggle to retain police power
at all costs.

[From SWP Internal Bulletin, Vol. XI, No. 5,

October 1959, pages 14-18.]
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THE PROBLEM OF EASTERN EUROPE
By Joseph Hansen

It has been felt by some comrades that the
differences over the characterization of the
class structure of such countries in Eastern
Europe as Yugoslavia may turn out to be purely
terminological and that we who want to call them
"workers states,"” at bottom assess the develop-
ments in the same way as those who insist on
calling them "capitalist countries on the road
toward structural assimilation with the USSR."

This may be the case. The differences may
concern only what is the most appropriate label
to place on the highly complex and rapidly
changing reality we see in Eastern Europe.

However, it would be a great mistake to
assume that the differences are merely termino-
logical. We are dealing here with the touchstone
of the proletarian revolution and the heart of
Marxist politics -- the class character of the
state. When we deal with this question, the ut-
most scientific scrupulousness is required of us.

In the history of our movement, we have
seen currents alien to Marxism arise again and
again over differences involving this question.
While such differences do not always indicate
the development of an anti-Marxist trend, ex-
perience demands that we check our conclusions
with the greatest strictness and seek to dis-
cover why the differences have arisen.

The discussion thus should be educational.
We are under no pressure to bring it to a hasty
conclusion. We have time to think things
through to the end.

The developments in Eastern Europe are of
the utmost importance to the future of our move-
ment. They test our capacity to apply Marxist
theory to the most contradictory and dynamic
phenomena. They offer the most encouraging po-
litical perspectives for the growth of our move-
ment, for the possibility of constructing a le-
ver and a fulcrum for toppling the counter-rev-
olutionary Stalinist bureaucracy that consti-
tutes the main obstacle in the world labor move-
ment to socialist revolution. Belgrade's break
with Moscow is only the first major indication
of the profound opposition to the Kremlin well-
ing up throughout this whole area.

We can now see how the fruits of Soviet
victories over world imperialism tend not only
to temporarily strengthen the Stalinist bureau-
cracy but also to undermine its position. We
can understand more fully why Trotsky was so con-
cerned about our following developments in the
ranks of Stalinism in full expectation of deep
splits and the appearance of currents that can
move in our direction.

A correct analysis of the class character
of the Eastern European countries should help us
win this new opposition movement to the banner
of Trotskyism and thereby hasten the debacle of
Stalinism.

The Theses of the Second World Congress

First of all, let us consider some of the
propositions in the theses adopted by the Second
World Congress of the Fourth Internatiomnal in
April of last year.

"It is not excluded," one of the theses
states, "that a certain relation of forces may
necessitate a real structural assimilation of
one or amnother country in the 'buffer zone.'

But it is necessary to indicate clearly that the
policy of the step-by-step limitation of the
privately-owned sectors of industry has not been
oriented in this direction up to now. And the
specific forms of exploitation introduced by

the Soviet bureaucracy constitute entirely new
and powerful obstacles to structural assimila-
tion." (Pourth. International, June 1948

pp. 118-11I97)

From this April 1948 thesis we can draw
the conclusion that while this or that country
might be assimilated into the USSR, the trend
was definitely not in that direction. The lim-
itation of privately-owned sectors was not "ori-
ented" that way and the Stalinist bureaucracy
was introducing "new and powerful obstacles" to
it.

The thesis declares, however: "This situ-
ation can only be transitional. It must end
either in the bureaucracy's withdrawal from its
position, under the pressure of imperialism, or
in the real destruction of capitalism, which can
take place only as a result of the revolutionary
mobilization of the masses, and the elimination
of the special forms of exploitation, introduced
by the bureaucracy in their countries.”

This seems qQuite clear. Either the Krem-
1lin must withdraw from the countries of Eastern
Europe or it must undertake a "real destruction
of capitalism." This real destruction of capi-
talism "can take place only as a result of the
revolutionary mobilization of the masses."

I for one took the "real destruction of
capitalism" to mean an overturn in property rela-
tions, the ending of private property relations,
the ending of private property in the means of
production and the institution of state-owned
property. This would lay the foundation of a
workers state in these countries and, with the
establishment of common property forms, would
open up the road to assimilation within the
framework of the degenerated workers state.

The means for achieving this overturn in
property relations was categorically specified
as the "revolutionary mobilization of the masses"
and from the way it is put in the theses it
would seem clear that this revolutionary mobili-
zation had not yet occurred as of April 1948.
In fact the Stalinist bureaucracy had done every-
thing to stamp out such spontaneous mobiliza-
tions as had broken out.

The theses, however, did place a question
mark over the necessity of a revolutionary mobil-
ization, declaring that "a destruction of this
sort did take place in the Baltic countries,
Eastern Poland, Bessarabia, Karelia..." It is
not made clear precisely what happened in these
countries. We are told only that "this was pos-~
sible owing to the relationship of forces inside
the labor movement and the degree of control ex-
ercised by the Stalinists over the mass movement.
The bouregoisie here was, moreover, extremely en-
feebled and found itself caught between the pres-
sure of world imperialism, on the one hand, and
of the bureaucracy on the other.”

One could wonder if the theses do not con-
cede in principle that a revolutionary mobiliza-
tion of the masses i1s not required, given the
conditions that the Stallnists control the mass
movement, the bourgeoisie is enfeebled and world
imperialism cannot come to its aid.
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In any case, the thegﬁs emphasized that
for the other Eastern European countries the
destruction of capitalism "is impossible without
a revolutionary mobilization of the masses.™

The slogans elaborated for use in these
countries were aimed at mobilizing the masses
against the Staliniats and against the capital-
ist state. Among the demands were "Expropria-
tion of the big and middle bourgeoisie,"” "Expro-
priation of foreign capital," "Real planning
through the centralization of the industries and
banks in trusts and in a state "Bank," "Elabora-
tion of a plan for harmonious economic develop-
ment between city and country, in the interest
of the masses, with the active participation of
workers and poor peasants committees."

The theses declared that, "The fact that
capitalism still exists in these countries side
by side with exploitation by the Stalinist bu-
reaucracy must fundamentally determine our
strategy. The capitalist nature of these coun-
tries imposes the necessity of the strictest
revolutionary defeatism in war time."

It was emphasized that against the Stalin-
ists and against the native bourgeois elements
we are for the independent strategy that finds
its essential support in the world forces of the
socialist revolution. "The fundamental aim of
our strategy thus remains the establishment of
Independent Socialist Republics of Poland, Czech-
oslovakia, Hungary, etc., within the framework
of the Socialist United States of Europe."

Since the Socialist United States of Eur-
ope cannot be created at one stroke, it would
seem that our immediate tactic in carrying out
this strategy would be to fight for the estab-
lishment of Independent Socialist Republics
which would try to extend their revolution as
rapidly as possible.

It is interesting to note in passing that
although the theses point out that the Stalinist
bureaucracy has not nationalized the land and
that "agriculture, which is preponderant in the
economy of most of these countries, retains its
capitalist structure," no slogan was listed call-
ing for the nationalization of the land. This
seems strange in view of the great stress which
has since been laid upon this factor in deter-
mining the character of the economy as a whole.

Was it simply an oversight? Or did the
comrades who drew up the theses feel at the time
that this was not as crucial an issue as the
others on which they did work out slogans?

It should also be observed that in calling
for "real plarning" the resolution could well
be interpreted to mean planning within the ca-

pacities of an independent socialist republic.

The Resolution of the Seventh Plenum

Now let us turn to the resolution adopted
for discussion one year later by the Seventh
Plenum of the International Executive Committee
of the Fourth International.

"Important changes have taken place in
Eastern Furope during the year 1948," we are
told. "The nationalization of industry, of the
banking system, of communications and transport,
have been practically completed in Bulgaria, in
Yugoslavia and in Czechoslovakia; it is on the
road to completion in Poland and in Hungary,
and 1t has had a big start in Rumania. Whole-
sale trade is equally on the road to statifica-
tion in most of these countries. Only retail

trade asnd argiculture remain as yet largely in
the hands of private proprietors.”

Specifying what has happened in the var-
ious countries, the resolution declares that in
Yugoslavia "the liquidation of the bulk of the
possessing classes as well as the destruction of
the bourgeois state apparatus took place by
means of mass action, that is, the guerrilla war-
fare whic n 8 country took on the character
of a genuine civil war."

We cannot help agreeing that "important
changes have taken place in Eastern Eyrope."
One of the comrades who holds that the countries
where such events have occurred still come under
such a finished social category as "capitalism"
has said that this resolution is "only an exten-
sion" of the document adopted by the World Con-
gress lagt year. It may be an extension in the
sense that it stlill designates countries where
such changes have occurred as "capitalist" but
most certainly the reality in Eastern Europe is
no simple extension of what we had before. It
seems obvious to me that a qualitative change
in property relations has occurred which should
be reflected in the resolution.

A number of most important questions. are
at once raised by these events. Is the break-
ing of the grip of the bourgeoisie in these
countries progressive? Are the nationalizations.
in Eastern Europe a necessary step on the road
to socialism? Does the capacity of Stalinism
to engineer such major changes indicate our an-
alysis of the Kremlin bureaucracy to be wrong?
These questions have to be answered no matter
what label you put on these countries as a re-
sult of the overturn in property relations.

But even more is in store. Outside of
Yugoslavia where it is admitted a "genuine"
civil war occurred, where was the revolutionary
mobilization of the masses without which, accord-
ing to the theses of only 12 months before, the
destruction of capitalism is "impossible"?

The resolution states that the "resistance
of the dying propertied classes in these coun-
tries" is up to now begin "liquidated step by
step by the Stalinists through 'cold' means,
without any mobilization of the masses being re-
quired." The quotation marks around the "cold"
are intended to indicate, I take it, that the
process did not occur in deep freeze and may at
times have been somewhat warm.

The explanation for these extraordinary
happenings is the same as that offered the year
before in the case of the Baltic countries, East
Poland and Karelia. The imperialists did not
intervene. They "practically abandoned their ex-
tremely weakened bourgeoisie to the crushing po-
litical and military superiority of the Stalin-
ist bureasucracy."

Doesn't this raise in principle the ques-
tion of whether or not the bourgeoisie can be
expropriated, broken as a class, property rela-
tions overturned and economy nationalized with-
out a revolutionary mobilization of the masses?
Jt seems to me that this question is raised and
that hastily placing such a finished social cate-
gory as "capitalism" on the resulting economy
doesn't help matters. TYou still have to answer
these questions. Moreover, by calling it "capi-
talist" you raise additional complications.

Can such changes occur in other capitalist
states? Does capitalism still have room for
such propressive developments? Doesn't the al-
leged capacity of capitalism to make room for
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changes like these indicate that our analysis of
the capitalist system contains a fundamental
flaw?

This is not all that is called in question.
If these satellite countries which are such evi-
dent replicas of the degenerated workers state
are "capitalist" isn't the USSR "capitalist" or
"gtate capitalist" as some comrades consider it?
Where do you draw the line and precisely why?
If it's only the revolutionary origin of the So-
viet Union with what's left of the resulting
reservoir of mass social and political conscious-
ness that makes it a workers state and not the
fundamental property relations, how much longer
can that criterion be held to apply?

By attempting to stretch such a finished
socilal category as "capitalism" to cover the
qualitative change in property relations that
has occurred in the countries listed in the res-
olution, it appears to me nothing is clarified.
We only force ourselves to break away from the
orthodox Marxist criteria in determining the
character of a state. We force ourselves to
introduce innovations in our theory that to me
do not seem at all necessary or Jjustified.

Yugoslavia and "Real Planning”

For instance, take the case of Yugoslavia.
Here we have had a revolutionary mobilization
of the masses; we have had a "genuine" civil war;
the grip of the bourgeoisie has been broken,
they are "disappearing"; the decisive sectors
of the economy have been nationalized. Planning
has been instituted. According to the November
issue of Fourth International measures are being
taken "to accelerate the preparations for the
collectivization of agriculture." The regime is
moving to the left.

Yet according to the new criterion laid
down in the resolution of the Seventh Plenum,
Yugoslavia cannot be characterized as a "workers
state." "Why not?" we ask in astonishment.
"Isn't there evidence enough that a qualitative
change has occurred in property relations?"

Here's the answer given by the resolution:
"The sum of these factors does not eliminate
any of the structural obstacles to real planning
and for this reason leaves Yugoslav economy as
yet qualitatively different from the Russian
economy."

The structural obstacles t¢o "real planning"
flow from the small area of Yugoslavia, its
small population, its limited resources and its
backwardness. These obstacles cannot be over-
come until Yugoslavie can abolish its frontiers
either by "incorporation" in the Soviet Union
or in a "Balkan-Danube Federation formally inde-
pendent from the USSR" -- provided that the Bal-
kan-Danube Federation "forms a genuine unified
framework for economic planning."

If this occurs, then the incorporation
"could be defined as the decisive point, in the
process of structural assimilation of these
countries with the USSR, at which the social na-
ture of these countries becomes qualitatively
transformed."

This constitutes the decisive criterion
laid down by the resolufion for determining
whether or not Yugoslavia -- and of course the
other countries -- can be considered workers
states. Since this criterion has not been met
we are therefore forced to conclude ipso facto
that the buffer countries are "capitaEIsE coun-
tries on the road toward structural asssimilation

with the USSR."

The resolution continues with the obser-
vation that, "This definition, necessarily awk-
ward and too concise to embrace the different
aspects of the buffer zone, thus signifies
essentially that in the course of the process of
the structural assimilation of these countries
the dialectical leap has not yet been produced.
It stresses both the historic origins of the
present situation, as well as the social physi-
ognomy which is as yet undecided. But it does
not at all imply that the bourgeoisie is in pow-
er as the dominant class in these countries.”

Note that last sentence: "But it does not
at all imply that the bourgeoisie is in power
as_the dominant class in these countries." 1
take 1t that the comrades who drew up this res-
olution knew what they were doing. They are
reporting their coamsidered, Jjoint conclusion as
to the fact in the countries under analysis.

But if The bourgeoisie is not in power as the
dominant class "in these countries" what class
then is in power?

By introducing the new criterion of "real
planning," the resolution opens the door to the
theory that we can have countries where the
bourgeoisie has been smashed as the ruling class,

" a different class is in power, but which are

still not workers states.

The resolution continues: "This defini-
tion implies that the situation in the buffer
countries likewise differs from the situation in
8 'nmormal' and 'classic' capitalist society. It
serves exclusively to denote the place of these
countries in relation both to capitalism and the
USSR, since Marxist sociology excludes the ex-
istence of economies and states that are neither
capitalist nor Soviet (workers or degenerated
workers)."

I shall presently try to show that al-
though Marxist sociology does exclude states and
economies that are "meither" capitalist nor
Soviet, it makes provision for states and econ-
omies that are both capitalist and Soviet.

Right now I want to emphasize that we are deal-
ing with an innovation so far as criteria is
concerned, an innovation for which no justifi-
cation is offered, the innovation of "real plan-
ning" as the decisive test in determining wheth-
we have a workers state.

If we were to accept this innovation then
we automatically exclude all small, backward,
poverty-stricken countries from being designated
as workers states so long as they remain iso-
lated, no matter what overturns might be made
in property relations. We could not, for ex-
ample, call Bolivia a workers state if the work-
ers and peasants smashed the grip of the feudal-
istic landlords and the mining oligarchy and set
up their own government, for the simple reason
that they could not possibly introduce "real
planning." Bolivia by itself could never in-
stitute the "real planning" called for in the
resolution. That would require the combined
efforts of a number of South American countries
at the very least.

Comrade Germain explains this point more
fully in his article in the September Fourth

International. He says that the Left Opposition
rafte e first plan in the USSR against the

violent resistance of the bureaucracy and of the
Stalinist faction. "But it does not follow
from this that national framework whatever
lends itself to p ng on the mere condition
that the proletariat had conquered power. It is
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obvious that a minimum material base is indis-
pensable even to the preparatory work of social-
ist planning. To make a start in the building
of socislism in Rumania, in Luxembourg or in
Paraguay is an even more patent absurdity than
to pretend that this construction is being com-
pleted in the USSR."

This point is essentially correct. For
socialist planning you do need a minimum materi-
al base. But it .eems to me that Comrade Germain
should have added for the benefit of revolution-
ary-minded workers in Rumania, Luxembourg and
Paraguay that they can still make a good start
toward the goal of socialist planning by con-
quering power and setting up their own govern-
ment. That would give them a workers state, and
while this is a long way from socialism, still
it is a most essential and decisive step in mak-

ing a start.

Comrade Germain could not do this, however,
without running up against the criterion laid
down in the resolution that the qualitative
point of change between a capitalist state and a
workers state is the institution of "real plan-
ning" which is possible only on & minimum ma-
terial basis which neither Rumania, Luxembourg
nor Paraguay has available.

What About the USSR?

This, however, raises a difficult question.
Does even the Soviet Union have the minimum
material basis for "real planning"? I don't
think it dnes:; and the resolution itself 1is
forced to admit that Soviet planni "is itself
the bureaucratic deformation of real socialist
planning." The resolution does not amplify this
point, but lets it go at that.

It seems to me we are forced to conclude
that to take the criterion of "real plannig%" as
the decisive test of a workers state, to make it
nothing less than the cualitative point of

change in disti ighi such a state from a ca-
pitaEist state is not valid.

Why should it not be applied to the Soviet
Union? If planning in the Soviet Union does not
meet our subjective standard or what we consider
to be the norm of "real planning" wouldn't we
be obligated to bring into question our charac-
terization of the Soviet Union as a degenerated
workers state? And don't all of us have the
right and the duty to ask why this criterion has
been introduced at the present time and given
such decisive weight? Shouldn't it be explain-
ed and Jjustified?

It appears to me to be a dangerous criter-
ion that can be particularly damaging political-
ly to our movement in all the small countries.
Isn't it better to retain the orthodox criteria?
I feel that we should continue to explain as we
have innumerable times that real socialist plan-
ning is possible only with the combined efforts
of a number of countries, including at least one
or two of the industrially advanced ones; but
meanwhile we have the pressing task of establish-
ing the workers states required as the minimum
material basis for that planning.

The Crux of the Discussion

The crux of the whole discussion thus is,
in my opinion, what criteria do we use in dis-
tinguishing a workers state from a capitalist
state? This is the nub of the dispute. If we
can agree on that then we should have little
difficulty in ironing out the differences.

If you can convince me that we should
make "real planning" our decisive criterion, the
point of qualitative change, the nodal point
where all the quantitative changes pass over,
then I would have no choice but to continue char-
acterizing Yugoslavia as "capitalist" and if
Yugoslavia is still "capitalist" it goes without
saying that all the rest of the Eastern Euro-
pean countries remain "capitalist.”

If we agree on a different criterion, how-
ever, as the decisive one, say the crushing of
the bourgeoisie as a class and the nationaliza-
tion of €conomy, then we would have to consider
at least Yugoslavia as a "workers state" and de-
termine the character of each of the others in
accordance with the actual facts.

I think it has been fairly well establish-
ed that the criterion of "real planning," advan-
ced in the Plenum resolution as decisive in
determining whether we have a workers state be-
fore us, does not hold up under examination.

Now we are faced with the problem of ac-
counting for the origin of this criterion. I
see one of two possibilities.

Those comrades who insist that all of
Eastern Europe, including Yugoslavia, must be
characterized as "capitalist™ were hard put to
find criteria that would apply to all these coun-
tries without any exceptions. This criterion
looked good because obviously you don't have
real planning and can't have any resemblance
to it in these countries without assimilation
into the USSR or the estahlishment of a Balkan-
Danube Federation. Consequently, the introduc-
tion of this novel criterion enabled the com-
rades to solve the whole problem of the Eastern
European countries at one sweeping stroke.

That's qne possibility. The other is this:

The comrades did not distinguish sharply
enough between our general category of "workers
state" and our general category of "socialism.”
A careful reading of the official documents and
of the writings in support of those documents,
or constructed in accordance with their basic
line on this question, will reveal, I believe,
a kind of mingling of the two concepts, so that
we get no clear distinction between them. Com-
rade Germain's discussion of the impossibility
of making a start in building socialism in
Rumanja, Luxembourg or Paraguay is an instance.

If this conjecture at the source of the
new criterion is correct, we also have a possi-
ble explanation for the extreme reluctance of
many comrades to pin the label "workers state”
on any of these countries. The label is too
closely associated in their minds with catego-
ries properly belonging under the general heading
of "socialism."™ They do not make a clear dis-
tinction between a workers state and a land of
socialism. The penalty for that, however, is
the inability to make a clear distinction be-
tween a workers state and capitalism.

However, whatever the source of the new
criterion about "real planning" may be, it ap-
pears obvious to me that the comrades who have
sponsored it will be forced to drop it as the
discussion brings greater clarity into the ques-
tions facing us.

The Category of the "Workers State"

One of the easiest errors to slip into
when considering this question is to mske a kind
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of fetish of the category "workers state."” All
of us tend to think of it as something glorious
that arose to put an end to the blood and filth
of capitalism. To this day an aura surrounds
the words "workers state" because of all associa-
tions with Lenin and Trotsky and the great
emancipating struggle they led. We therefore
find difficulty connecting it with anything base,
and even when we insist on its degeneration in
the USSR a brightness still clings to it. We
want it to be something noble and great and in-
spiring.

This is one of the sources of the incapa-
city of many people to make a distinction be-
tween the workers state and the regime resting
on it. The state which has won their adherence
is seen in the image of Stalin.

Others who have learned to hate Stalin,
turn away from the workers state with as little
true understanding. The attraction has simply
turned into its opposite.

To make a scientific appraisal, however,
we must learn to cut through the superficial
appearance. The state should be regarded as ex-
pressing a relation between classes. It is a
relation of coercion that takes the form mainly
of a civil bureaucracy and armed forces.

Through this apparatus one class coerces or op-
presses another.

The expression of this relation is not lim-
ited to a fixed form. "The forms of bourgeois
states are exceedingly variegated," Lenin said.
He at once added, of course, that "their essence
is the same: in one way or another, all these
states are in the last analysis inevitably a
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie." Similarly,
Tenin continues, "The transition from capitalism
to communism will certainly bring a great var-
iety and sbundance of political forms, but the
essence will inevitably be only one: the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat." (State and Revo-
lution, p.31.)

The dictatorship of the bourgeoisie, as we
all know, is based on private property in the
means 6f production. To maintain this social
relation it oppresses the working class.

The dictatorship of the proletariat begins
with the elevation of the working class into a
ruling class in place of the capitalists. The
task of the new power is to end the social re-
lation peculiar to the capitalist class. But
this does not occur over night. Even a model
workers state is still nothing but a hangover of
capitalist society. On top of this, a workers
state is forced to maintain for a time, even in
the beat of clrcumstances, bourgeois modes of
distributing the national income.

We have a contradictory reality —- a state
that is based on destruction of bourgeois pro-
perty forms and the nationalization of economy
but which still retains vestiges of capitalism.

When this state eventually begins to with-
er away as the productive forces expand and
all danger of a capitalist restoration vanishes,
then we can first begin to speak of socialism,
the lower stage of communism. If we call a work-
ers state "socialist" it is more because of its
aims and tendencies than what it is when it
first emerges from the womb of capitalism.

A workers state is a transitional state,
transitional between capitallsm and socialism.

A healthy workers state carries this trans-

ition through as rapidly as possible by extend-
ing the revolution along the international spi-
ral. But history has forced us to include in
our general category a workers state that is
not healthy, one that is retrogressing toward
capitalism. This degenerated workers state,
spilling over the frontiers fixed at the close
of World War I, has upset capitalist property
relations in Eastern Europe and given rise to
formations that are pretty much replicas of the
USSR. Their fate is intimately bound up with
that of the Soviet Union. If the USSR must be
included in our general category of a workers
state, I do not think it is incorrect to include
Yugoslavia and the other Eastern European coun—
tries where the capitalists have been displaced
as the ruling class.

Social Content and Political Form

In November, 1937, Trotsky wrote a most
illuminating article on the character of the

USSR. The title is "Not a Workers and Not a
Bourgeois State? Political Form and Social
Content." This article was Trotsky"s response

to Burnham and Carter when they first brought
out their doubts about the Soviet Union being a
workers state.

Written in a pedagogical manner, it picks
up the theoretical threads of the pamphlet
written four years earlier, The Soviet Union
and the Fourth International. rotsky explains
the difference between the economic and social
content of a workers state and the variegated
political forms that it can assume.

Here is one of Trotsky's illuminating in-
stances: "The domination of the Social Demo-
cracy in the State and in the Soviets (Germany
1918-1919) had nothing in common with the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat inasmuch as it
left bourgeois property inviolable. But the
regime which guards the expropriated and nation-
alized property from imperialists is, indepen-
dent of political forms, the dictatorship of the
proletariat." You will note that Trotsky does
not include "real planning" in his criteria. He
says "the regime which guards the expropriated
and nationalized property from imperialists."

By way of symmetry he shows why a fascist
regime must be considered capitalist. "So long
as fascism with its barbaric methods defends
private property in the means of production, the
state remains bourgeois under the fascist rule."
I know that none of our comrades will disagree
with this. I cite it only to show that Trot-
s8ky's decisive criterion for determining a capi-
talist state was the fact that its regime "de-
finds private property in the means of produc-
tion."

"Only the intrusion of a revolutionary or
a counterrevolutionary force in property rela-
tions can change the class nature of the state,"
Trotsky emphasizes. Then he continues: "But
does not history really know of cases of class
conflict between the economy and the state?
It does! When the Third Estate seized power, so-
ciety for a period of years still remained feu-
dal. In the first months of Soviet rule the
proletariat reigned on the basis of bourgeois
economy. In the field of agriculture the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat operated for a num-
ber of years on the basis of petty-bourgeois
economy (to a considerable degree it does so
even now). Should a bourgeois counterrevolution
succeed in Russia, the new government for a
lengthy period would have to base itself upon
nationalized economy.\%But what does such a type
of temporary conflict between economy and the



-25-

state mean? It means a revolution or a counter-
revolution. The victory of one class over an-
other signifies that it will reconstruct economy
in the interests of the victory. But such a
condition of transition appearing during the
necessary time in every social revolution, has
nothing in common with the theory of a classless
state which in the absence of a real boss is
being exploited by a clerk, i.e., by the bureau-
cracy."

This paragraph deserves the closest study
and thought, in my opinion, for the light it
can shed on the events in Eastern Europe. For
one thing, it seems to me to place the question
of the class relations in agriculture in their
properly subordinate place in determining the
character of the state.

More important, it indicates the contra-
diction that can exist for a time between the
economy and state during a transition period.
Finally, it reaffirms the Marxist law that a
fundamental change in property relations cannot
occur without the intrusion of a revolutionary
or counterrevolutionary force. The events in
Eastern Europe constitute a test of these pro-
positions. The problem is to work out how they
either confirm or invalidate Trotsky's theses.

This cannot be done without a thorough
understanding of what Trotsky says about the re-
lation between our revolutionary norms and the
reality that we must appraise according to sci-
entific criteria.

Criteria and Norms

"It is the substitution of a subjective,
'normative' method for that of an objective,
dialectical," Trotsky continues, "which renders
it difficult for many comrades to form a correct
sociological appraisal of the USSR. Not with-
out reason do Burnham and Carter say that the
Soviet Union cannot be considered a workers
state 'in the traditional sense given to this
term by Marxism.' This simply means that the
USSR does not correspond to the norms of a work-
ers state as set forth in our program.”

To illustrate his meaning, Trotsky uses
the familiar analogy between a workers state and
a trade union. Our norm, embodied in the pro-
gram we fight for, calls for a trade union to be
an organization of class struggle. But reality
gives a different kind of trade union, in fact
a great variety of them. Some of them are defin-
itely reactionary but that doesn't mean they are
not trade unions.

Trotsky then tells us by what criteria
we can distinguish both trade unions and workers
states: "The class character of the state is
determined by its relation to the forms of prop-
erty in the means of production. The character
of such a workers organization as that of a
trade union is determined by its relation to the
distribution of national income." Because
William Green & Co. defend private property in
the means of production they are bourgeois. So
long as the AFL bureaucracy is forced to defend
the workers' share of the national income, how-
ever, they continue to head genuine trade unioms.
"This objective symptom is sufficient in all
important cases to permit us to draw a line of
demarcation between the most reactionary trade
union and an organization of scabs.”

"The function of Stalin, like the function
of Green, has a dual character. Stalin serves
the bureaucracy and thus the world bourgeoisie;
but he cannot defend the bureaucracy other than

by defending that social foundation which the
bureaucracy exploits in its own interests. To
that extent does Stalin defend nationalized pro-
perty from imperialist attacks and from the too
impatient and avaricious layers of this very
bureaucracy. However, he carries through this
defense with methods that prepare the general
destruction of Soviet society."

Then comes a most interesting observation:
"Historical development has accustomed us to
the most varied kind of trade unions: militant,
reformist, revolutionary, reactionary, liberal,
and Catholic. It is otherwise with a workers
government. Such a phenomenon we see for the
first time. That accounts for our inclination
to approach the USSR exclusively from the point
of view of the norms of the revolutionary pro-
gram. Meanwhile the workers sbabe is an objec-
tive historical fact which 1s being subjected
to the influence of different historical for-
ces and can as we see come into full contradic-
tion with 'traditional' norms."

Ag if anticipating the objection that our
norms must be based on reality and consequently
are not utopian ideals Trotsky observes, "It
is of course meceggary not to forget that we
expect programmatic norms to be realized only if
they are the generalized expression of the pro-
gressive tendencies of the historical process
itself."

How this works out in practice, Trotsky
illustrates as follows: "The programmatic def-
inition of a union would sound approximately
like this: an organization of workers of a pro-
fession or of an industry with the objective of
(1) struggling against capital for the amelior-
ation of the conditions of the workers, (2) par-
ticipating in the revolutionary struggle for
the overthrow of the bourgeoisie, (3) partici-
rating in the organization of economy on a so-
cialist basis. If we compared this 'normative'
definition with the actual reality, we should
find ourselves constrained to say: there is not
a single fact, that is to say, of the gemeral-
ized expression of the development to the par-
ticular manifestation of this same development
—— such a formal, ultimatistic, non-dialectic
counterpoise between program and reality is ab-
solutely lifeless and does not open any road for
the intervention of the revolutionary party. In
the meantime the actual opportunistic unions
under the pressure of capitalist disintegration
can and under the conditions of our correct
policies within the unions, must approach our
programmatic norms and play a progressive his-
torical role. This, of course, presupposes a
complete change in leadership."

If we extend this line of thought to the
complicated problem of Eastern Europe will it
help us reach a solution? I think it will.
Certainly it must be admitted in theory that be-
sides the USSR other particular instances of
workers states may deviate from the norm.
Trotsky did not live to see the appearance of
such new cases, but he showed us how to approach
them. Once again, let's see how he utilized the
example of the Soviet Union:

"The pressure of imperialism on the Soviet
Union has as its aim the alteration of the very
nature of Soviet society. The struggle -- today
peaceful, tomorrow military -- concerns the
forms of property. In the capacity of a gear
wheel in this struggle, the bureaucracy leans
now on the proletariat against imperialism, now
on imperialism against the proletariat, in order
to increase its own authority. (How well have
we seen this illustrated in Eastern Europe! —-
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J.H.) At the same time it mercilessly exploits
its role as distributor of the meagre wants of
life in order to safeguard its own well-being
and power. By this token the rule of the pro-
letariat assumes an abridged, curbed, distort-
ed character. One can with full Justification
say that the proletariat, ruling in one backward
and isolated country, still remains an ogpressed
class. The source of oppression is wor per—
ialism; the mechanism of transmission of the
oppression -— the bureaucracy. If in these
words: 'a ruling and at the same time an op-
pressed class' there is a contradiction, then
it flows not from the mistakes of thought but
from the contradiction in the very situation of
the USSR. It is precisely because of this that
we reject the theory of socialism in one coun-

try.

"The recognition of the USSR as a workers
state —- not a type but the mutilation of a type
—— does not at all signify a theoretical and
political amnesty for the Soviet bureaucracy.

On the contrary, its reactionary character is
fully revealed only in the light of the contra-
diction between its antiproletarian politics and
the needs of the workers state. Only by posing
the question in this manner does our exposure of
the Stalinist clique gain full motive force.™

In the light of these instructive remarks
of Trotsky are we not Jjustified in asking wheth-
er or not in our approach to the class char-
acter of the Eastern Europe countries we have
not been gullty of trying to force these states
to £it our norm of a workers state rather than
making an objective appraisal of the overturn in
property relations? Isn't that why we hesitate
to call them by their right name, "workers
states"?

Up to now I have not added any adjective
to this category although it is obvious that one
is required. T am quite prepared to take any
that seems most appropriate, "deformed,"” "degen-
erated," "mutilated" -- any word that will indi-
cate most clearly that we mean a monstrous and
not a normal instance of the type. In the case
of the Soviet Union, Trotsky was willing to go
even further on the adjective so long as the
noun -- the basic category -- was preserved.

Here is what he says on page 25 of In
Defense of Marxism: "Some voices cry out: 'If
we continue to recognize the USSR as a workers
state, we will have to establish a new category:
the counterrevolutionary workers state.' This
argument attempts to shock our imagination by
opposing a good programmatic norm to a miserable,
mean, even repugnant reality. But haven't we ob-
served from day to day since 1923 how the Soviet
state has played a more and more counterrevolu-
tionary role on the internationasl arena? Have
we forgotten the experience of the Chinese Revo-
lution, of the 1926 general strike in England
and finally the very fresh experience of the
Spanish revolution? There are two completely
counterrevolutionary workers internationals.
These critics have apparently forgotten this
'category.' The trade unions of France, Great
Britain, the United States and other countries
support completely the counterrevolutionary po-
litics of their bourgeoisie. This does not pre-
vent us from labelling them trade unions, from
supporting their progressive steps and from
defending them against the bourgeoisie. Why is
it impossible to employ the same method with the
counterrevolutionary workers state? In the last
analysis a workers state is a trade union which
has conquered power. The difference in attitude
in these two cases is explainable by the simple
fact that the trade unions have a long history

and we have become accustomed to consider them
as realities and not simply as 'categories' in
our program. But, as regards the workers state
there is being evinced an inability to learn
to approach it as a real historical fact which
has not subordinated itself to our program.”

Let us visualize the USSR as a reactionary
trade union where the bureaucracy practices
racketeering, concludes sell-out agreements
with the bosses, strong-arms the membership and
rubs out opposition voices wherever they are
heard. Is it stretching the analogy too much
to visualize the bureaucracy of this union,
after overcoming one terrible threat of being
crushed and facing another even more dangerous
threat, now trying to strengthen the union's
position in their own peculiar fashion by organ-
izing what they consider vital territory?

Is it stretching the analogy to consider
these bureaucrats so fearful of the introduction
of a little democracy and fresh forces -- even
though they're hungry for the dues —-- that they
are extremely hesitant and fearful about admit-
ting these new locals to full membership and
will even use the help of the bosses if nec-
essary to make sure of their bureaucratic grip?

Suppose that some of the membership in
these new Eastern European locals rebel against
the bureaucrats even though they were trained
in the same school of bad unionism and are
forced to split. Should it be so difficult for
us to getermine whether they are genuine unions
or not

Why can't we approach these new formations
in Fastern Europe with the same assurance we
would if they had been born in a conflict be-
tween a union-smashing employers' association
and the bureaucracy-ridden Teamsters' Union
headed by Tobin instead of a conflict between
German imperialism and the USSR headed by Stal-
in? It seems to me we can if we stick to the
old criteria and don't drag in innovations that
force us to call them scab outfits and company
unions simply because they're small, weak and
lack the resources of the giant parent body
that gave them the impulse to organize and is
now winding them in bureaucratic chains. At
the next stage they can provide the spark for a
new mighty surge forward, especially if we can
find a means of bringing our program to their
attention.

Emphasizing the Differences

Before turning to what appears to me to be
the correct solution of the problem of Eastern
Europe, I want to take up some of the arguments
that have been advenced against calling these
countries "workers states."

First, the argument that we should empha-
size the differences between Yugoslavia, say,
and the USSR rather than the similarities. How
this can get us anywhere in determining what
kind of state we have before us seems obscure.
We can agree to emphasize the differences and
8t11l not move ahead an inch.

Emphasizing the differences between a vic-
ious bull dog and a litter of Pekingese pups
doesn't help us to determine whether the newly-
born animals are misshapen dogs or simply degen-
erated wolves on the road to structural assim-
ilation with the hungry bull dog. We must still
decide on our criteria of what constitutes a dog.

You can list all the similarities and dif-
ferences between Yugoslavia and the USSR, empha-
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size one or the other, and still you are faced
with the questions: Are these quantitative or
qualitative differences? How do you tell the
USSR from a capltalist state? How do you tell
the class character of Yugoslavia? Do the

same criteria apply in both cases? What is the
qualitative point of change in determining a
reversal in the class character of a state?

Strangely enough, the comrades who insist
on our emphasizing the differences between the
USSR and Yugoslavia also insist on our empha-
sizing the gsimilarities between Yugoslavia and
China. They ask, if Yugoslavia is a workers
state, what about China? The truth, however,
is concrete. To determine the character of the
states in Eastern FEurope, each one has to be
appraised in its own right. We have to know
what has happened to the bourgeoisie, what has
happened to property relations. This likewise
holds for China where the greatest upheaval
since 1917 is occurring. The problem of China
fully deserves individual treatment and we need
not try to merge it at this stage with the prob-
lem of Yugoslavia and so dissolve the concrete
in the abstract.

Dependence on the World Market

It is contended that countries like Yugo-
slavia are far more dependent on the world mar-
ket than the USSR and consequently cannot be
considered workers states. But this does not
determine the class character of these countries.
It simply shows that they are weaker and far
more easily affected by external pressures than
the Soviet Union. This fact offers a positive
point of approach in advancing our program.

Pertinent to this contention, we should
remember that as the USSR advanced, it became
more dependent on the world market. This in-
creased the danger to the USSR but did not
change its class character.

Trotsky pointed to the growing dependence
of the USSR on the world market as another argu-
ment against the pernicious theory of socialism
in one country. (See Third International After
Lenin, "The Dependence of the on Worl
Economy." p. 43) Trotsky could not convince
the majority because the self-sufficiency of the
USSR loomed too large at the time.

In the case of countries with a greater
degree of dependence on the world market, this
task should be easier. We point to the depen-
dence to show how vital it is to win political
allies abroad and to advance the program of rev-
olutionary socialism.

This false criterion seems to be derived
from our norm calling for an end to dependence
on the world market through extending the soc-
ialist revolution. It is not, however, one of
the classic Trotskyist criteria of a workers
state.

"Instability"

Another "criterion" advanced is the rela-
tive instability of these countries compared to
the Soviet Union.

Of course they are more unstable. If they
are not absorbed by the USSR or 4o not succeed
in winning their independence, their life span
will be incomparably shorter than that of the
USSR unless they conduct truly revolutionary po-
litics on the international arena. That opens
up posaibilities for the growth of Trotskyism
in these lands if we are able to penetrate them

with our ideas. But the relative instability
of these regimes certainly is not a valid cri-
terion in determining their class character. At
best it cannot be anything but an indication
that something fundamental such as civil war,
revolution or counterrevolution, an acute class
struggle, is occurring, or that the country is
weak relative to the big world powers.

Such considerations seem to have been
thrown into the hopper with no thought of their
relevance or specific weight but simply on the
hunch that they can't do any harm and might do
some good. Sheer quantity might produce a
qualitative change in the minds of those who
have been thinking about calling a country like
Yugoslavia a workers state.

The National Boundaries

As the Trotskyist movement has insisted
thousands of times, the old national boundaries
today are as reactionary as private property in
the means of production. Our socialist norm
calls for their abolition so that humanity can
move forward. But does that mean that Yugosla-
via, confined within its narrow national boun-
daries cannot be characterized for that reason
as a workers state?

This is really a corollary of the argu-
ment about "real planning" and stands or falls
with it. Our norm for building the socialist
society calls for "real pl " and you can't
have real planning until you do away with the
reactionary national boundaries. That's why we
call for the gbolition of national boundaries
as an essential part of the struggle for social-
ism. But we are faced with the problem of ap-
praising real formations in which we must find a
foothold for our norms.

Let's {ake an example. We call for an
independent Soviet Ukraine. Suppose a real move-
ment gets under way and the Ukraine achieves in-
dependence under a Soviet regime. The Kremlin
of course could never survive the political con-
sequences of such an event. However, in theory
it might hang on for a time. Would we then re-
fuse to call the Ukraine a workers state be-
cause planning would be hampered by the narrow,
stifling national boundaries?

Objections of a More Fundamental Character

These objections are not very solid. How-
ever, those reluctant to pin the label "workers
state" on any of the Eastern European countries’
have much weightier arguments in their arsenal.
These can be placed under three general headings:
(1) class relations in production, (2) pillage
end distribution of the national income, (3) po-
litical consequences to the Trotskyist movement.
This 18 of course only a rough approximation. I
make it only in order to underline the fact that
arguments coming under these different headings
thereby carry different weight.

0f decisive importance are those dealing
with the class relations in production. Marx-
ists determine the class nature of a state from
the relations in production, not from the forms
of distribution (even though the two in the his-
toric sense are reciprocally related) or from
the immediate political consequences to revolu-
tionary socialism.

First of all it is necessary to underline
once agaln the facts established by the Plenum
resolution: <that the "propertied classes in
these countries" are "dying"; that the conclu~
sion of the resolution as to the class character
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of the buffer zone "does not at all imply that
the bourgeoisie is in power as the dominant
class in these countries.”

The liquidation of the bourgeoisie as the
dominant class in these countries is the corner-
stone of the position that they must be consid-
ered workers states. If the bourgeoisie still
constituted the ruling class, then nationaliza-
tion by itself would not make these countries
workers states. However, the facts indicate
that we must characterize that possibility as an
abstraction which does not correspond with the
true situation.

If the resolution is wrong in this respect,
if the comrades familiar with the facts have not
given us an accurate picture, and the bour-
geoisie actually still remains the dominant
class, then it would be necessary to say that
the states are capitalist. But the presentation
of the facts about Eastern Europe appears %o me
to be the strongest side of the resolution.

Besides the displacement of the bourgeoi-
sie as the ruling class, we have the virtually
complete conversion of industry, of the banking
system, of communications and tramnsport into
state-owned property. These are heavy facts
and must be given their due weight in any Marx-
ist analysis, for they concern the decisive
sphere of class relations in production.

Because it comes in this general sphere,
the argument that none of these countries, in-
cluding Yugoslavia, can be considered "workers
states" because they are predominantly agricul-
tural and agriculture has not been nationalized,
is in my opinion the strongest argument for call-
i them "capitalist." It demands careful con-
sideration.

The Question of Agriculture

That these countries are predominantly
agricultural is most certainly true. However,
as we know, agriculture develops much more slow-
1y toward advanced capitalist forms that does in-
dustry. Even in the United States, agriculture
is far more backward than industry and conse-
quently plays a much less decisive role in the
social and political life of the country. If
the bourgeoisie is overthrown in a country
that is predominantly agricultural, and industry
becomes state property, the government replaces
the capitalist class as the hub around which the
agricultural spokes revolve. Thus the national-
ization of the land, important and essential as
it is, does not have the same weight as the
breaking of bourgeois rule and the nationaliza-
tion of industry.

In Eastern Europe, to gauge the relative
strength of agriculture as compared with indus-
try, we must also know what proportion of agri-
culture was represented by big capitalist farm-
ers, what proportion by medium capitalist farm-
ers and what proportion by peasants producing
primarily for immediate family use, and how
powerful the feudal vestiges were when the Red
Army moved across these lands. Then we must
know the result of the peasant attacks on landed
property. What proportion of agriculture today
8till remains in the hands of feudalistic land-
lords? Of big capitalist farmers? Of small
farmers? Of peasants so poverty-stricken they
do not produce primarily on a commodity basis?
What is the real relationship of class forces
today?

If, for example, the grip of the landlords
has been broken, the land redistributed, and the

ig farms either divided or taken over by the
state; if the government is pushing a program
of collectivization, then the failure up to now
to nationalize the land is less impecrtant than
the other criteria in this sphere. Under such
conditions, command of industry is decisive and
to cite merely the proportion of agriculture a
country has in general — without differentiat-
ing its class composition -- can be quite mis-
leading in determining the class character of
the state.

In the case of Poland and Finland, Trot-
sky foreceast that in the civil war accompanying
the advance of the Red Army at the opening of
World War II measures would be taken against the
big landholders. He turned out to be right.

Similar action was taken against the big
landholders after the war in Eastern Europe.
The caution and delay exercised by the Stalin-
ists in this field in going further could be
ascribed to an effort to win the small peasants
or at least neutralize them —- to give them
guarantees for the time being. Such guarantees
can always be taken away, since legal documents
are only scraps of paper to the Stalinists.

In agriculture as in so many other fields, it
is necessary to go by specific actions and not
by the official pronouncements of Stalinist
"program," important as they are from a differ-
ent point of view.

An additional observation should be made
at this point. In-our desire to solve the prob-
lem of the character of the Eastern Europe
countries we should not overlook our own poli~
tical problems here at home. One of the prob-
lems we have yet to work out in detail is how
to win the active sympathy of the farmers.

The main line is given in our Transition
Program, but it is only a beginning: "The pro-
gram for the nationalization of the land and
collectivization of riculture should be so
drawn that from 1ts very basis it should exclude
the possibility of expropriation of small farm-
ers and their compulsory collectivization. The
farmer will remain owner of his plot of land as
long as he himself believes it possible or nec-
essary. In order to rehabilitate the program of
socialism in the eyes of the farmer, it is nec-
essary to expose mercilessly the Stalinist
methods of collectivization which are dictated
not by the interests of the farmers or workers
but by the interests of the bureaucracy."

This gives us a good hint of how far back
we must lesn in this question for Eolitical
reasons. Note in passing how the bourgeois demo-
cratic task, "nationalization of the land," is

combined with the socialist task, "collectiviza-
tion of agriculture.”

The Transition Program continues: "The
expropriation of the expropriators likewise does
not signify forcible confiscation of the proper-
ty of artisans and shopkeepers. On the contrary,
workers control of banks and trusts —— even more,
the nationalization of these concerns —- can
create for the urban petty bourgeoisie incompar-
ably more favorable conditions of credit, pur-
chase, and sale than is possible under the un-
checked domination of the monopolies. Depend-
ence upon private capital will be replaced by
dependence upon the State, which will be the
Jore attentive to the needs of its small co-
workers and agents the stronger the toilers them~
ggiges will keep control of the State in their

8.

"The practical participation of the ex-
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ploited farmers in the control of different
fields of economy will allow them to decide for
themselves whether or not it would be profit-
able for them to go over to collective working
of the land -- at what date and on what scale.
Industrial workers should consider themselves
duty bound to show farmers every cooperation in
traveling this road: through the trade unions,
factory committees, and, most important, through
a workers and farmers government."

One of the biggest crimes of Stalinism has
been to forcibly expropriate small farmers and
businessmen against their will. We have to "re-
habilitate the program of socialism in the eyes
of the farmer."

This attitude toward the petty bourgeoisie
is not motivated primarily by political consider-
ations, although 1t 1s obvious what weight they
have. The tactic is based on much deeper grounds.

As Lenin explained, "Theoretically, nation-
alization is the 'ideally' pure development of
capitalism in agriculture." (See Selected
Works of V.I. Lenin, Vol. ITII, pp. -2 and

ol. s PP —335.) Lenin pointed out that
nationalization of the land could speed the
development of capitalist relations in agricul-
ture. The bourgeoisie, however, never national-
ized the land in any of their revolutions
against feudalism. They did not do so because
(1) they did not carry out their historic tasks
to their logical conclusion; (2) on the appear-
ance of the working class as an independent
force in society they compromised with feudal-
istic reaction, permitting certain of its forms
of exploitation to remain as vestiges. This
extra burden on society was entailed by capital-
ist fear of the proletariat.

Because the bourgeoisie is no longer
capable of carrying out this democratic task
where it is required, the workers state has
fallen heir to the job. But the workers state
undertakes nationalization of the land not to
speed the' development of capitalist relations
in agriculture but to move forward to socializa-
tion of agriculture, which is its goal.

With the expropriation of the bourgeoisie
and the conversion of industry into state-owned
property, a force of completely different order
than the capitalist class becomes master of

society. At first sight it might seem all the
more necessary for the workers state -- because
it is more advanced -- to display utter ruth-

lessness with all these vestiges of the long
outmoded past. Bubt we have a qualitatively
different relationship from that which existed
between capitalism end the feudal remnants that
survived under its rule. It is sufficient at
first to expropriate the big landlords intimate-
ly interlinked with the big capitalists. This
leaves the small farmers, shopkeepers and arti-
sans —- the classes, which, "no matter how nu-
merically strong they may be, essentially are
representative survivals of precapitalist forms

of production."” (Transition Program.)

As the workers state, particularly in a
highly industrialized country like the United
States, unfolds its dynamic power, the danger of
a rebirth of capitalism from the petty bourgeoi-
sie reaches the vanishing point. Even though
the workers state offers them better opportun-
ities for a good living than capitalism while
still permitting them to continue their habitual
mode of life, the socialist opportunities open-
ing up on every hand are so much more attractive
that mast of them of their own free volition
will give up the dead past and join in the great

work of ploneering the new society. Those in-
capable of making the change need not be molest-
ed. The younger generation, freed from the
stifling, fear-ridden atmosphere of capitalism,
will grow up with new horizons and completely
different concepts of what constitutes the best
way to live.

These considerations compel us to say
that nationalization of the land, with all that
it entails, must be viewed in a somewhat dif-
ferent light than.nationalization of industries
expropriated from the bourgeoisie in determin-
ing the class character of the state.

Does Pillage Determine the Character of a State?

Let us now turn to the important but less
welghty arguments concerning pillage and the
distribution of national income.

"In view of the pillage inflicted on
the Fastern European countries," it is asked,
"are we not obliged to call them 'capitalist'?"

If a gangster holds up a worker, takes his
pay envelope, his weekend sack of groceries,
his shirt, pants, shoes and streetcar fare and
gives him a kick down the street, are we obliged
to call the worker a gangaster too?

We determine what class the worker belongs
to by his relation in the factory to the capital-
ist class and not by the assorted loan sharks,
trade union bureaucrats, strong-arm artists
and other parasites who victimize him.

Ag Trotsky said of the Kremlin vermin:
"To put it plainly, insofar as the bureaucracy
robs the people (and this is done in various
ways by every bureaucracy), we have to deal not
with class exploitation, in the scientific
sense of the word, but with social parasitism,
although on a very large scale.” Zﬁﬁe Soviet
Union and the Fourth Internatiomal, p. 20.)

Our opponents rejoin: "But what about the
recognition of foreign debts and the compensa-
tion in some instances to foreign capitalists
whole holdings were nationalized?"

We will not ask how much the foreign cap-
italists have realized or expect to realize
from the Stalinist recognition of these imper-
ialist financial demands. Actual payment will
in all probability depend on the international
relationship of forces and how essential it is
to the Stalinists and the Tito regime to meet
the price demanded by the imperialist bandits
for essential goods. Like other international
"debts" owed by European countries, they have
been "recognized." Yet if they are never paid
it will not violate the European tradition.

Even if they are forced to pay this for-
eign tribute, however, it does not make these
countries capitalist.

"You forget the exploitation imposed on
the Eastern European countries by the Kremlin
through mixed companies and other means.
Doesn't this exploitation oblige us to call
them 'capitalist'?"

Yes, it does —-— if you consider the USSR
to be capitalist and the "buffer zone" to be a
colonial area where this capitalist USSR is
practicing imperialist exploitation. However,
if you still consider the USSR to be a degener-
ated workers state, it does not seem quite
accurate to me to call this form of pillage
"capitalist exploitation." The "exploitation"
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conducted by the USSR in Eastern Europe is sym-
metrical to imperialist exploitation just as

the police regime in the USSR is symmetrical to
a fascist regime. But the two are not identical.
Just as pillage does not necessarily make the
victim "capitalist," so it does not necessarily
maeke those who practice it "capitalist.”

Comes the inevitable outery: "You want
us to settle for these revolting formations as
'workers states'! TYou call into question the
whole idea of emancipating humenity from the
filth and decay of capitalism through the work-
ers state. The whole point of a workers state
is that the workers create a new type structure
in which the most essential item is the partici-
pation of the workers themselves in the govern-
ment. Where does this exist in Eastern Europe?"

Our sympathy is wholly with the comrades
who feel this way about it. We too would have
felt much happier if history had seen fit right
now to give us another example of a model
workers state, such as the Soviet Union under
Lenin and Trotsky, instead of these deformed
offspring of the degenerated workers state.

What can we say except that Stalinism continues
to befoul the name of communism and everything
associated with it? What can we do but continue
the onerous task of trying to clean out this
Augean stable? To succeed in this, and especial-
ly to help the workers and poor farmers in
Eastern Europe develop a powerful opposition
movement to Stalinism, demands first of all
clarity in theory and a precise scientific ac-
counting of what has happened in these lands. If
you can't smell violets don't blame us. We

have only a theoretical fork to work with and
not a revolutionary river like Hercules.

As for the argument itself, let us recall
Trotsky's answer to the same argument applied
to the USSR: "Where and in what books can one
find a faultless prescription for a proletarian
dictatorship? The dictatorship of a class does
not mean by a long shot that its entire mass
always participates in the management of the
state. This we have seen, first of all, in the
case of the propertied classes. The nobility
ruled through the monarchy before which the
noble stood on his knees. The dictatorship of
the bourgeoisie took on comparatively develop-
ed democratic forms only under the conditions
of capitalist upswing when the ruling class had
nothing to fear." Trotsky then cites the ex-
ample of Germany where the bourgeoisie still
ruled although "politically it is placed under
complete subjection to Hitler and his bands.”
Despite Hitler's political dictatorship, "the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie remains invio-
late in Germany, because all the conditions of
its social hegemony have been preserved and
strengthened. By expropriating the bourgeoisie
politically Hitler saved it, even if temporar-
ily, from economic expropriation."

Examples like this, used by Trotsky,
should be studied. They contain the key to
understanding the Stalinist role not only in
the USSR but in those areas where 1t extends its
rule and overturns property relations.

"Anticipating our subsequent arguments,"
Trotsky continues, "our opponents will hasten
to refute: although the bourgeoisie, as an ex-
ploiting minority can also preserve its hegemony
by means of a fascist dictatorship, the proletar-
iat building a socialist society must manage its
government itself, directly drawing ever wider
masses of the people into the task of government.
In its general form, this argument is undebat-
able, but in the given case it merely means

that the present Soviet dictatorship is a skck
dictatorship."” (The Soviet Union and the
Fourth International, p.

Trotsky on Poland and Finland

Although it cannot be decisive in a
scientific snalysis, one of the arguments
raised against our position that demands most
thoughtful evaluation is the contention that it
implies revision of the Marxist theory of the
state. It is held that we leave the door open
to the possibility that the class character of
the state can be changed by manipulation from
the top, by "cold" mesns. This in turn implies,
it is contended, a concession to Stalinism and
even to Social Democratic revisionism —— to
Stalinism because it would then have a historic
future; to Social Democratic revisionism because
its theory of achieving socialism through manip-
ulation of capitalist government posts would
then turn out to be correct. In that case, what
perspective remains open to the Fourth Interna-
tional?

If we are to talk of revision, I think
that the comrades who support the Plemum resolu-
tion should first make sure there are no flaws
in their position. A shift has been made on
this question as can be seen from the differ-
ences between the theses of the World Congress
which say that the destruction of capitalism is
"impossible" without the revolutionary mobiliza-
tion of the masses and the Plenum resolution
which explains how the bourgeoisie were ousted
as the ruling class in the Eastern European
countries by "cold" means.

My own impression is that the resolution
concedes too much. It brings into question the
Marxigt theory of the state unless abstract
references to the domestic and world relation-
ship of forces can satisfy you as an adequate
explanation of the apparent violation of the
laws of the class struggle.

To find our way out of this trap it may be
helpful to turn again to Trotsky's writings on
Poland and Finland and refresh our memories on
how he approached the same general problem.
First of all on the importance of the Kremlin's
actions in these territories for our appraisal
of the USSR:

"Let us for a moment conceive that in
accordance with the treaty with Hitler, the
Moscow government leaves untouched the rights of
private property in the occupied areas and
limits itself to 'control' after the fascist
pattern. Such a concession would have a deep-
going principled character and might become
a starting point for a new appraisal on our part
of the natuvre of the Soviet state." (In Defense
of Marxism, p. 18.)

This is a most important consideration for
us today. If the rights of private property
have been left inviolate in the occupied ter-
ritories, as some comrades think, and the Mos-
cow government really has the perspective of
limiting itself to "control" after the fascist
pattern or in the "capitalist" way, it becomes
our duty to begin thinking of a new appraisal
of the character of the USSR.

In 1939, however, Trotsky foresaw the more
probable variant. Instead of limiting itself
to "control" of "private property in the occu-
pied areas," said Trotsky, "It is more likely...
that in the territories scheduled to become a
part of the USSR, the Moscow government will
carry through the expropriation of the large
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landownera and statificabion of the means

of production. This variant is most probable
not because the bureaucracy remains true to the
socialist program but because it is neither
desirous nor capable of sharing the power, and
the privileges the latter entails, with the old
ruling classes in the occupied territories."

Isn't this an accurate forecast of the
events in Eastern Europe in the post-war period?
Trotsky continues:

"Here an analogy literally offers itself.
The first Bonaparte halted the revolution by
means of a military dictatorship. However, when
the French troops invaded Poland, Napoleon
signed a decree: 'Serfdom is abolished.' This
measure was dictated not by Napoleon's sympa-
thies for the peasants, nor by democratic prin-
ciples, but rather by the fact that the Bonapart-
ist dictatorship based itself not on feudal, but
on bourgeois property relations. Inasmuch as
Stalin's Bonapartist dictatorship bases itself
not on private but on state property, the inva-
sion of Poland by the Red Army should, in the na-
ture of the case, result in the abolition of
private capitalist property, so as thus to bring
the regime of the occupied territories into
accord with the regime of the USSR."

This fruitful analogy could well be devel-
oped it appears to me for publication in Fourth
International. A study of the similarities
between the consequences of the advance of
Napoleon's armies and those of Stalin's armies
would be of absorbing interest for the light it
would cast on what is happening today in Eastern
Europe.

To continue with Trotsky's remarks: "This
measure, revolutionary in character —- 'the ex-
propriation of the expropriators' —-- is in this

case achieved in a military-bureaucratic fashion.
The appeal to independent activity on the part

of the masses in the new territories -- and with-
out such an appeal, even if worded with extreme
caution it is impossible to constitute a new
regime -- will on the morrow undoubtedly be
suppressed by ruthless police measures in order
to assure the preponderance of the bureaucracy
over the awakened revolutionary masses."

Trotsky followed with the minutest atten-
tion the impulse the approach of the Red Army
gave to the masses of Poland. He characterized
what happened as "civil war." It is obvious why
he did. Overturns in property relations cannot
occur without the revolutionary mobilization of
the masses. Consequently he was keenly interest-
ed in how the facts forecast by Marxist law
would turn out and how far they would deviate,
under the influence of Stalinism, from our pro-
grammatic norms for a revolutionsary mobilization
of the masses.

Again in Finland, Trotsky watched for sim-
ilar manifestations. There even such symptoms
as brother fighting brother were taken by him as
manifestations of "civil war."

In an article for the St. Louis Post-Dis-
patch, written in January 1940, Trotsky ex-
plained: "In order to include Finland in the
framework of the USSR —- and such is now the ob-
vious aim of the Kremlin —- it is necessary to
sovietize her, i.e., carry through an expropria-
tion of the higher layer of landewners and cap-
italists. To accomplish such a revolution in
the relations of property is impossible without
a civil war. The Kremlin will do everything in
order to attract to its side the Finnish indus-
trial workers and the lower stratum of the farm-

ers. Once the Moscow oligarchy finds itself
compelled to play with the fire of war and rev-
olution, it will try at least to warm its hands.
It will undoubtedly achieve certain successes
in this way." (Fourth International, August
1942, p. 254.)

Observe that Trotsky does not refer to
"real planning.” He calls the expropriation of
the hig%er layer of landowners and capitalists
a "revolution 1n the relations of property."
Observe too that Trotsky did not expect civil
war in its classic form. "Warm its hands," he

said of Moscow's playing with the fire of war
and revolution.

Speaking more specifically of the civil
war in his "Open Letter to Burnham," Trotsky
said: "Naturally, this is a civil war of a
special type. It does not arise spontaneously
from the depths of the popular masses. It is
not conducted under the leadership of the Fin-
nish revolutionary party based on mass support.
It is introduced on bayonets from without. It
is controlled by the Moscow bureaucracy." (In
Defense of Marxism, p. 89.) In other words,
this civil war departs widely from our "norms"
but nevertheless the fact that a civil war is
occurring must be recognized.

Trotsky visualized two stages in the
Soviet advance. The first one was the stage of
the "deformed," "distorted" or, to use Trotsky's
phrase, "special type" civil war. The second
stage, he warned, would be the awift political
strangulation of the movement by the Moscow
bureaucracy when it established its totalitar-
ian rule in the new areas. In a letter, Trotsky
wrote: "It is not necessary to repeat that the
civil war in Finland as was the case in Poland
would have a limited, semi-stifled nature and
that it can, in the next stage, go over into a
civil war between the Finnish masses and the
Moscow bureaucracy. We know this at least as
clearly as the opposition and we openly warn the
masses. But we analyze the process as it is
and we don't identify the first stage with the
second one." (In Defense of Marxism, p. 71.)

We can add also that Trotsky didn't demand that
the civil war meet his norms, which as everyone
knows were of the highest, before he would con-
sent to characterize it as civil war, even if of
a "sgpecial type."

If you study Trotsky's writings of this
period closely, you cannot help being struck at
how well his analysis of the Polish and Finnish
events anticipated what happened when the Soviet
forces moved westward against the German imper-
ialist armies. This follows from the fact that
Trotsky's analysis was not simply an analysis
after the event, it was a prognosis of what
would happen upon the expansion of the degenerat-
ed workers state under Stalinist domination.

There was the first stage, far more dis-
tinct than in 1939-40, of civil war. What had
been attempted in 19%9-40 under the contemp-
tuous gaze of Hitler and then interrupked by the
most frightful war in history, was now resumed
on the heels of the retreating German armies
and in face of the colossal defeat of the Nazi
regime. This stage was more distinct because
the uprisings were more spontaneous, welling
from much deeper roots and a wider base. After
all, the masses were responding to the advance
of a victorious Red Army, a Red Army victorious
over the Nazl military machine, and not one that
had been mauled by the small Finnish forces.
That was a tremendous new fact. The Kremlin
didn't need to issue appeals to the masses as in
the pre-war situation. It was faced with a
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different problem. How to keep the masses in
hand? In many instances, the peasants finished
off the big landlords. The workers in many
factories formed committees to take over.

Stage two came fast, the political crack-
down. The unbridled character of this crackdown
was a measure of the depth of the revolutionary
impulse touched off by the advance of the Red
Army. That impulse frightened the Kremlin.

This was fire that could spread with lightening
speed. That was why they utilized sections of
the bourgeoisie, particularly their political
representatives and functionaries, to bring the
political whip down on the face of the masses.
The political danger arising from the revolution-
ary impulse impressed the Kremlin far more than
the political, economic and military danger from
the enfeebled bourgeoisie bowing and scraping
before the bayonets of the eastern conqueror.

Protected by the guns of the Red Army, the
Stalinists took key positions in the civil bu-
reaucracy esnd the armed forces, paying special
attention to the armed forces, which in condi-
tions of civil war, no matter how attenuated,
play a more decisive role than the civil bureau-
cracy which is normally in control. We can see
how this works out almost any week in the Latin
American countries when those in control of the
armed forces topple the civil regime. Having
got the political bridle on the masses, the
Stalinists then turned against the remnants of
the bourgeoisie and their political agents which
they had previously used against the proletariat
and began the process of shattering their remain-
ing positions.

One cannot help recalling how the relative-
ly strong bourgeoisie in Western Europe used the
Stalinists at the end of the war to stave off
revolution, gain time, strengthen their politi-
cal positions with the help of American mili-
tary and economic might and then tossed the
Stalinist officials like squeezed lemons into
the garbage pail. In Eastern Europe, with the
help of Russian arms and the GPU, the Stalinists
were sufficiently strong to reverse this general
tactic on the political field, using bourgeois
agents to help entrench their own bureaucratic
regime and then discarding or absorbing them.
This stage was more or less combined with the
acceleration and extension of nationalization.

The Stalinists even mobilized the workers
against the bourgeoisgsie where they felt suffi-
ciently sure of keeping the action under control.
Paul G. Stevens, reporting in the March 1, 1948
Militant on the Stalinist use of "Action Commit-
tees" in Czechoslovakia, says: "The Stalinists,
in accordance with the new Cominform line, are
apparently trying to use mass action in order to
align Czechoslovakia with Moscow as completely
as the rest of Eastern Europe.

"While the Stalinist leaders are basing
themselves on mass action, they are proceeding
with a caution that reveals their fear of its
revolutionary impulse."

To be sure, Comrade Stevens apparently
does not believe that this constitutes genuine
civil war since he continues: "Should a civil
war actually erupt, the likelihood is that the
situation will grow out of hand, no matter what
the bureaucratic plans."” And this estimate is
quite correct if by "civil war" you mean an
action that corresponds with our norms. Looked
at objectively, however, wherein did this action
differ from the actions seen in Poland and Fin-
land when the Kremlin moved, or tried to more,
forward?

Because of the extreme enfeeblement of
the native bourgeoisie, the inability of either
German or Allied imperialism to come to their
rescue, and the profound desire of the masses
to rid themselves at any cost of the strangling
yoke of capitslism, it did not take much more
civil war to dispose of this "lumpen-bourgeoi-
sie," as Comrade Stevens once aptly termed them,
than you can get out of a good Flit gun. Still
it must be characterized as "civil war."

Now, if we do not draw air-tight, meta-
physical dividing lines between the various
stages of this process in Eastern Europe, but
for theoretical purposes consider it as a wholej;
that is, regard this entire period since the
Red Army entered these fringe-lands of the USSR
in combat with the German armies as one "moment,"
an episode in world history, what is it but a
social revolution started by the masses under
the influence of the Soviet Union and deformed
by the political counterrevolution conducted by
the Kremlin?

Thus everything is accounted for according
to the laws of the class struggle as developed
by the founders of Marxism. All we had to do
was apply some of Trotsky's teachings and not
let our norms of planning and civil war inter-
fere with our appraisal of reality. It appears
to me that what has been happening in Eastern
Europe offers the most brilliant confirmation
of the correctness of Trotsky's analysis and
prognosis in 19%39-40 and confirms what he
taught about the character of the state. What
other state in the world could have given the
impulse to the events we see today in Eastern
Europe in the peculiar form they have taken
except the degenerated workers state? You can
trace not only the obvious stamp of the rapa-
cious bureaucracy but even the mark of the
mutilated, desecrated October Revolution serv-
ing notice that it is still alive and carries
burning coals.

Qur Political Perspective

Will Stalin now withdraw from these coun-
tries? The Kremlin is capable of anything.
If it could get a sufficiently favorable deal
from Washington it might do what it could to
help liquidate the steps taken so far or at
least retire while Western imperialism tried to
do what it did in Greece. But will Washington
give such a deal or does the Kremlin expect such
an offer? What guarantees can Washington give
that would satisfy the Eremlin sufficiently so
that it would dare relinquish its grip on
Eastern Europe? Will Washington give up the
atom bomb? Its colossal preparations for war?
What power politician expects American imperial-
ism to clip its own wings and claws?

The perspective of the Kremlin, if it can
be judged correctly from the trend visible in
Eastern Europe, is to convert these countries
into replicas of the republics in the Soviet
Union and to either include them officially in
the USSR or to absorb them in effect into the
economic framework of the Soviet Union while
leaving them formally independent.

No one can mistake Stalin's political
verspective. It is to crush all signs of the
slightest resistance or potential resistance to
this course.

Our political perspective must be based
on the widespread opposition to Stalinism among
workers and poor farmers and the possibility of
its breaking out into the open as in Yugoslavia.
This appears to me the most realistic political
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course. That means, against a bourgeois restor-
ation we defend whatever progressive measures
have been taken; against the Kremlin we fight
for a genuinely indepenrdent Soviet Poland, So-
viet Czechoslovakia, etc., on the road toward a
Soviet Balkan-Danubian Federation.

Our course should be based on the perspec-
tive of Independent Socialist Republics, and if
you want the slogan to develop its full poten-
tialities, that means independent of Moscow-di-
rected planning too. Can there be any doubt
that Stalin will mobilize every force possible
to smash such Republics, to nip any movements in
that direction in the bud and to mobilize all
possible resources of the planned economy at
his disposal to accomplish this counterrevolu-
tionary aim? We have the Kremlin's actions in
the case of Yugoslavia. The price of assimila-
tion, of planning organically linked with
Moscow's, is abject dependence.

The greatest effectiveness can be given
our propaganda if we can point to the truth --
that Stalin will stop at nothing, even the
liquidation of a workers state, to stay in
power. The case of Yugoslavia, explained in
these terms, would put an exceedingly sharp
edge to our political struggle against Stalinism.
As Trotsky said of the USSR, "Only by posing the
question in this manner does our exposure of the
crimes of the Stalinist clique gain full motive
force."

I think this makes clear too that our
position offers no comfort to Stalinism. In
fact, if we base ourselves on the possibility of
new opposition movements arising in Eastern
Europe, this position should strengthen our case
against Stalinism. We show why the Kremlin
moved forward as it did, undermining the defen-
ses of the USSR in its reaction to world imper-
ialism and still worse dealing catestrophic set-
backs to the revolutionary socialist movement
abroad.

Our analysis of the events in FEastern
Europe merely points out the positive side of a
development that was a major blow to the social-
ist movement. While the borderlands experienced
an upset in property relations, Stalin's hench-
men in France and Italy were knifing workers'
uprisings in the back. All Europe, including
Germany, might have been socialist today were it
not for the crimes of Stalinism at the close of
the war. Measured against such blows to the
world revolution, the progressive steps in East-
ern Europe recede into insignificance.

Can It Be Repeated in Western Europe?

Stalinism cannot repeat in the industrial-
ly-advanced countries what it did in the back-
ward Eastern European countries. The Western
bourgeoisie ia +too strong. They can get direct
help from the arsenals of the United States.
They cannot be overthrown without a revolution-
ary mobilization of the masses that coincides
very closely to the "norms" of the Marxist move-
ment.

The events in Fastern Europe do not at all
indicate a prolonged lease on life for Stalin-
ism. The whole development constitutes only a
brief interlude in history. As Trotsky often
said to us, talking about the perspective facing
Stalinism in relation to our efforts to save him
from assassination, "The wolf is most dangerous
in his death agony." By this analogy drawn from
his hunting experience in Russia, Trotsky meant
that precisely when Stalinism faced its debacle,
it could give not only the illusion of greatest

strength but even deliver some of its most
terrible blows.

In the rebellion of Yugoslavia, the Krem-
lin sees the handwriting on the wall. The war
merely postponed the denouement as war does
with all such processes only to speed them up
later by way of historic compensation. Stalin-
ism will commit new monstrous crimes against the
struggle for socialism, but precisely in Eastern
Europe where it has given the appearance of
greatest strength, the threads of the monolithic
pattern cen begin unravelling.

Military-bureaucratic action, which oper-
ates in civil war like a flame thrower against iso-
lated detachments, can work only in those spe-
cific areas where the bourgeoisie was enfeebled
by the war, cut off from the masses, abandoned
by its traditional imperialist protectors, sub-
Jjected to the comstrictor-like squeeze of the
occupation troops of the Kremlin, and where the
masses themselves had illusions at first about
Stalinism and the advanced sectors were under
its influence.

These concrete conditions do not hold in
the West. "But what if the Red Army sweeps to
the Atlantic, what then?"

If the Red Army sweeps even to the Adriatic,
the curtain may well rise on World War III. It
would most certainly signal the opening of
World War III if the Kremlin actually lost all
contact with reality and undertook the military
adventure of plunging forward to the Atlantic.
They will hardly be that stupid. The whole
course of Stalinism from the beginning has been
to try to avoid war (but by means that actually
help facilitate the outbreak of war). The bureau-~
cracy has not changed in this respect. Its fear
of war has not decreased after the experience of
the German invasion and its basic political
attitude toward meeting the threat has not
changed.

Consequently a westward march of the Red
Army would occur only within the frame of an
attack initiated by American imperialism.

Aside from the purely military aspect of
the question, an overriding political considera-
tion prevents the Kremlin from moving forward.
What happened in -Yugoslavia is only a mild sample
of the reaction that could be expected in West-
ern Germany, France, Italy, Great Britain or the
other highly industrialized Western European
countries where great masses of workers are
rooted in the 0ld cultural centers. The Kremlin
knows this. You can imagine what nightmares
the Stalinist bureaucrats suffer over small but
highly industrialized Czechoslovakia, not to
spesak of politically awakened Yugoslavia. Their
hesitation in moving forward even in Eastern
Europe would be multiplied a thousandfold in
the cosmopolitan centers of the West. What would
result from fraternization between the Red Army
and the workers of Francel Better let well
enough alone.

I repeat, a concrete analysis of the con-
tradictory events in Eastern Europe cannot offer
Stalinism any comfort. It can only help in de-
stroying the illusions that the overturn in prop-
erty relations in Fastern Europe is bound to
foster no matter what label you put on these
countries.

Labelling such a country in Eastern Europe
as Yugoslavia a "workers state" concedes nothing
to Stalinism and does not involve a revision of
the Marxist theory of the state. On the contrary,
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it sharpens our attack on Stalinism and is in
strict accord with the Marxist theory of the
state.

Can the Film Be Reversed?

It is argued that things can be reversed
in these countries and the film wound back to a
capitalist restoration without a civil war.
This contention seems to me to bring in question
the Marxist theory of the state. How can you
have a counterrevolution and the restoration of
bourgeois property rights without a civil war?
You might contend that it would be a peculiar
type of civil war, but still it would be a civil
war.

The events in Greece, bloody as they were,
would be eclipsed by the civil wars that would
break out in these countries if a restoration
were attempted. The contention that the film
can be reversed without a civil war simply
follows logically from the thesis that these
countries are still capitalist in character. The
real situation appears to me quite at variance
with this thesis.

Connected with this is the problem of
defending the relative gains that have been made
in these countries. In the theses of the World
Congress, adopted in 1948, a defeatist position
is called for in all these lands in the event
of war. The Plenum resolution of a year later
refers to this position and declares that it
still holds good. It adds that we could recon-
gider this defeatist position only in the event
that a qualitative change occurs in the char-
acter of their economies. The qualitative
change can occur only if "real planning" is
introduced. "Real planning" can be introduced
only if these states are incorporated in the
USSR or in a Balkan-Danube Federation -- pro-
vided that the Balkan-Danube Federation "forms s
genuine unified framework for economic planning."

Consequently it migﬁt well turn out that
we will become defensists of a Rumania incor-
porated in the USSR, but defeatists in an inde-
pendent Yugoslavia. This seems to me an unnec-—
essarily severe penalty for Yugoslavia's inabil-
ity to meet our norm on "real planning" because
of its struggle for independence. Certainly
this position stands in the way of the most
effective intervention in the Tito-Stalin con-
flict. Why should we be defensists of the USSR
and not of Yugoslavia? It seems to me not only
highly advisable politically but also correct in
theory.

The Key To the Solution

We are faced with an extremely complicated
and very difficult problem that requires all our
combined efforts for solution. The political
side of the problem is to meet the growth in
prestige that will accrue to Stalinism through
this undeniable overturn in property relations.
The theoretical side 1s to demonstrate how the
Marxist laws of the class struggle are once
again validated through the developments in
Eastern Europe and why they therefore apply in
full force, so to speak, or very close to our
"norms" in a country like the United States.

The key to the solution of this problem
can be found, in my opinion, in Trotsky's han-
dling of the Finnish and Polish events at the
opening of the war. He demonstrated how the Marx-
ist law that you cannot have an overturn in pro-
perty relations without revolution was exempli-
fied in these specific instances.

The law did not come even close in its
expression to the "norm" sought by the revolution-
ary socialist movement. A strong perturbation
gave it a pinched, scanty, mutilated, deformed
expression. That perturbation came from the
Soviet Union, the same source that gave the
impulse to the overturn in property relations.
Both the source of the perturbation and the
source of the impulse can be distinguished.
one was the Stalinist bureaucracy, the other
the property relations still remaining from the
October Revolution. But the very perturbation,
the muffled, strangled form of the law's expres-
sion all the more brilliantly demonstrates the
operation of that law.

The

This solution of the central problem,
hinging on the origin of the Eastern European
countries, seems to me to be the correct one.

Yugoslavia and the Other Countries

Some of the comrades who originally con-
sidered Yugoslavia to still be a capitalist
state are becoming increasingly convinced upon
further study and thought that this is an unten-
able position and that a change will have to be
made. They insist, however, that if we are
forced to make an exception in the case of
Yugoslavia, nevertheless the other Eastern Eur-
opean countries must still be considered as cap-
italist. To reach this conclusion they utilize
the method of "emphasizing the differences"
between these countries and Yugoslavia.

This method, I think is not too fruitful.
It didn't work very well in the case of Yugo-
slavia. There, in the attempt to emphasize the
differences with the Soviet Union, the Plenum
resolution had to bring forward a new criterion,
"real planning." ZEven though it was admitted
that "real planning" doesn't exist in the USSR,
still a qualitative difference was insisted upon
between that planning and the planning you have
in Yugoslavia. The criterion that is now ad-
venced as decisive in emphasizing the differ-
ences between Yugoslavia and the other Eastern
European countries is the occurrence of a "real
civil war."

It might well be argued that what occurred
in Yugoslavia deperts considerably frem what
should properly be considered a "real civil war."
I mention this not to emphasize that difference
but merely to show the parallel between the
arguments about "real planning” and "real civil
war." They are completely symmetrical. What
has happened is simply a shift in criteria.

"Real planning" is dropped, which permits us to
consider Yugoslavia a deformed or mutilated
workers state, while the criterion of "real civil
war" is advanced, in the absence of which the
other countries are automatically barred from
being characterized as deformed or mutilated
workers states. This, of course, is an easy
solution of the difficult problem facing us. But
is it correct?

Let us examine again the principal posi-
tions in the discussion.

(1) I will take advantage of the opportun—
ity to list my own position first, although
as will be seen, there is also a certain logic
to the order. In my opinion, in a country where
the rule of the bourgeocisie as a class has been
broken AND the grincigaI sectors of the economy
nationalized we must place the state in the
general category of "workers state" no matter
how widely or monstrousaly it departs from our
norms. This change cannot occur without a civil
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war although this civil war may also be a mutila-
tion of the type, differing in important re-
spects from our norms. In Eastern Europe each
country must be considered separately to see
whether it in fact meets these criteria.

(2) The position of those who consider
Yugoslavia a workers state but will not admit
any of the other Eastern European countries to
this category. These comrades agree that de-
struction of the bourgeoisie and the national-
ization of the key sectors of the economy can
be taken as decisive criteria provided they are
accompanied by a "real civil war." In other
words, they either deny that civil war has
occurred in the other countries or insist that
it does not come up to our specifications. The
weakness in their position is to hold that the
bourgeoisie can be driven from power and the
decisive sectors of the economy nationalized
without civil war. They thereby leave the cen-
tral problem of Eastern Europe still unsolved.
The misteke here, it appears to me, is to in-
sist on measuring our norm of civil war against
the miserable reality and to refuse to recog-
nize that reality because it is so mangled and
distorted.

(3) The position of those who deny that
any of the Eastern European countries are work-
ers states. Their decisive criterion is either
"real planning” or a vague weighing of "all"
the factors and finding that either the decisive
one of "real planning" or the overall bundle
does not come up to the standard of Marxist
norms. The mistake again is insisting that
reality come up to our specifications or suffer
Ehe penalty of not being recognized for what it

S.

{4) The position of those who hold that
either in particular or in general not only do
the Eastern European countries fail to corre-
spond with our norms but likewise the Soviet

Union fails to correspond and that both the USSR
and its satellites must for that reason be

denied the label "workers state" and called "cap-
italist" although admittedly an entirely new

type of capitalism.

(5) The position of those who hold that
the phenomena in the USSR and Eastern Europe de-~
part so far from the norms for both capitalist
and workers states that we must call them a com-
pletely new type like "bureaucratic collectiv-
ism."

At the bottom of each of these positions
and modifications of them is lodged a variation
in the handling of our norms in relation to
reality. Thus we reach the problem of method-
ology. What is the correct method of relating
norms and criteria to concrete events? That
question has already been answered. It was
answered by Trotsky in the long discussion over
the character of the USSR and its first ventures
into Eastern Europe. That is one more reason
why Trotsky's teachings on these questions are
so valuable for our discussion today.

I will conclude by emphasizing the impor-
tance of approaching this problem as a collec-
tive one. It would be a mistake this early in
the discussion to take a hard and fast position
and refuse to listen with the greatest attention
and open-mindedness to every consideration ad-
vanced by those seriously trying to help find
the correct solution. Our task is to think
things through to the end and to try to contrib-
ute what we can to the collective effort to
solve the difficult problem of Eastern Europe.
If we go about it calmly and with the under-
standing that this is not a faction fight but =
loyal, comradely discussion, I am confident we
will succeed.

December 1949



36—~

THE KREMLIN'S SATELLITE STATES IN EASTERN EUROPE,
N IST THEORY, AND

By E.R. Frank

We are all acquainted with Trotsky's book
Revolution Betrayed, where he discussed the
perspectives for Stalinism as he saw them prior
to the outbreak of the war. Trotsky envisaged
one way or another the destruction of Stalin-
ism in the course of the war. In the event of
victorious socialist revolution, the forces
would be set in motion for the undoing of
Stalinism in a progressive manner. If the other
variant occurred, and capitalism was victori-
ous, the Soviet Union would be defeated, capi-
talist counterrevolution would triumph in the
USSR, and Stalinism would disappear as a world
force having lost its state base in the USSR.

We know that due to a peculiar turn of de-
velopments, the Kremlin was able to effect an
alliance with one group of imperialists against
another, and instead of being eliminated from
the scene, has succeeded in coming out of the
war as the second world power.

While its victory over Nazism inspired
the working masses the world over and gave pro-
found impulses to revolutionary actions and
uprisings, the victorylikewise strengthened
world Stalinism and the Kremlin power for the
time being, enabled it to stamp out revolution-
ary manifestations in different parts of the
globe and suppress the initiative and strait-
jacket the independent movements of the pro-
letariat. Furthermore, having emerged as the
second world power concomitant with the pul-
verization of a number of once-powerful im-
perialist states and the enfeeblement of the
bourgeoisie in great sections of the globe, the
Kremlin was able to step into these "vacuums,"
and fasten its sovereignty on great stretches
of country, to an extent that none of us had
envisaged before the war. These are big new
facts of the world situation. Properly analyzed
and understood, they point to an extreme weaken-
ing of the world imperialist structure, to the
beginning of the centrifugal dissolution of
Stalinism; they constitute new sources of op-
timism and open up new perspectives for the
world revolution and for our movement. But
they must be properly analyzed and understood,
else they can lead simply to an angry rejec-
tion of important new developments because these
do not yet conform to our programmatic demands;
the end result of which can be a turning of
one's back on the historic process itself.

The discussion of the class nature of the
satellite East European states and of Yugo-
slavia has importance from two points of view.
First, the preservation of the internal logic
and thought-out character of our theory. We
cannot permit our world program to become a
"thing of rags and patches," with one set of
criteria for the USSR, another set for Eastern
Europe, and a third and entirely different set
of arguments developed —- judging by the in-
genuity displayed by some comrades in the
present discussion -- for the Far East or else-
where. Second, we must be able to view and
analyze great revolutionary mass movements,
or even, as in the case of the satellite states
in Eastern Europe, important social happenings,
without prejudice, even though they are not
yet occurring under the leadership of either our
program or our movement, and find in them
sources of optimism for our future and inspira-
tion for our ranks, rather than embarassment
or discouragement.

* * *

The 1949 IEC resolution, while commend-
able in its summary description of the evolu-
tion of the buffer countries, erred in arti-
ficially attempting to squeeze them into the
Procrustean mold of capitalism, to accomplish
which two false positions were introduced. On
the economic plane, a new criterion of "real
planning" was presented to demonstrate the so-
ciological dissimilarity of Cgzechoslovakia,
Poland, Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary as well as
Yugoslavia from the USSR. Unfortunately, for
this criterion, it not only, regardless of
facts, forces the five satellite countries into
the capitalist mold, but also Yugoslavia, and
even calls into question our class definition
of the USSR itself. On the social plane, the
resolution arbitrarily deduced from the fact
that because the present states came into being
as a result not of victorious proletarian revo-
lutions but of military-bureaucratic actions,
ipso facto they cannot be sociologically similar
Eg_EEE—USSR, except if the Kremlin annexes them
into the USSR and integrates them into its own
economy. This criterion is likewise false and
dangerous because it forces its proponents to
deny the reality of the overturn of property
relations in the five satellite countries and
draw hair-splitting distinctions between these
and the property relations of the USSR; and in
an attempt to maintain consistency with our
program, forces them likewise into a whole
gseries of theoretical innovations and contradic-
tory formulations which necessarily reduce our
Russian position to one of indescribable con-
fusion and patchwork.

Let us examine these two main arguments
of the IEC resolution in chronological order.

The resolution acknowledges that "the
nationalization of industry, of the banking
system, of communications and transport
have been practically completed in Bulgaria,
in Yugoslavia, and in Czechoslovakia; it is on
the road to completion in Poland and in Hun-
gary, and it bhas had a big start in Rumania.
Wholesale trade is equally on the road to
statification in most of these countries. Only
retail trade and agriculture remain as yet
largely in the hands of private proprietors."
The further broad nationalization decrees
promulgated in 1949 have swept into the
statized sector practically all of banking,
industry and transport in Poland, Hungary and
Rumania as well, have made giant inroads inbo
wholesale trade and have even bitten into re-
tail trade. As a not untypical example, Rakosi
announced in Parliament in August 1949 that
94 percent of wholesale trade and 25 percent
of retail trade in Hungary was now transacted
by the state.

But the resolution informs us that all
these facts notwithstanding, "real planning"
is impossible in these countries. Why? Because
of the capitalist character of agriculture,
and especially, as we have been lectured in
our own discussion, the absence of nationaliza-
tion of land; because of the narrow national
frameworks, their lack of material resources
and their dependence on the world market; and
because of the mortgage the Kremlin has im-
posed on the economy of all these countries.



The resolution authors are starting the
argumentation off on the wrong foot. They are
guilty of confusing two different concepts --
planning and socialist production. Planning can
be effected when a state possesses the commanding
heights of an economy and can determine, within
the limits of its material possibilities, where
to invest capital, on what lines to develop the
economy, can eliminate to some degree the anarchy
of the capitalist market and capitalist cyclical
crises. Socialist production is another matter.
For that you need a sufficiently high level of
material resources, you have to be freed to a
large degree from the pressure of the world mar-
ket, you have to abolish the contradiction be-
tween agriculture and industry. That is why the
arguments of the resolution, or any single one
of them, are effective refutations of the possi-
bility of organizing socialist production in
one country, much less in such a small, poor
country as Yugoslavia, or the impoverished and
plundered East European satellite states. But
they are not good arguments against the possi-
bility of these countries, once their states
have seized the commanding heights of the econo-
my, of operating the economy in aczordance with
a plan, and to that extent, however inadequate
it may be, eliminating the anarchy of capitalist
production.

Comrade Germain is guilty of muddling
up these two different concepts when he writes:
"It does not at all follow...that national
framework whatever lends itself to planning on
the mere condition that the proletariat had con-
quered power.... To make a start in the build-
ing of socialism in ania, i1n Luxembourg or
in Paraguay is an even more patent absurdity
than to pretend that this construction is bei
completed in the USSR." (Fourth Internafional,
SepEemBer 1949) Not at all correct. One can argue
about Luxembourg or Monte Carlo. But while the
working class cannot build socialism in one
country much less in small, undeveloped coun-
tries, precisely what it can do is to make a
start, be it in Rumania or Paraguay, even though
its efforts may not be as impressive as was the
case in the USSR. This line of argumentation is
wrong in theory and flies in the face of the
reality of what is happening in Yugoslavia, and
the five satellite states. If socialist produc-
tion is our criterion, we would have to apply it
to the USSR as well, where socialist production
also remains the music of the future.

How seriously do the factors listed in
the resolution affect nonetheless the ability
of these countries to organize the economies
in accordance with a plan?

The capitalist character of agricultural
production in all these countries undoubtedly
constitutes a most serious obstacle to planning.
Not primarily because of the absence of nation-
alization of the land. Such a measure would not
of itself alter the mode of agricultural produc-
tion and was never listed as a task for the
transitional period in the old socialist program.
Engels, in his article The Peasant Problem in
France and Germany, wrote what has been con-
sidered the classic position ~f Marxism on this
question. He says, "When we are in possession of
the powers of the state, we shall not even
dream of forcibly expropriating the poorer
peasants, the small holders (with or without
compensation), as we shall have to do in rela-
tion to the large landowners. Our task as regards
the small holders will first of all consist in
transforming their individual production and
individual ownership into cooperative production
and cooperative ownership, not forcibly, but by
way of example, and by offering social aid for
this purpose."”

-3~

The reasons for such a policy are ob-
vious. Capitalism develops industry far more
rapidly and thoroughly than it does agriculture.
While industry is brought to the point of social
production under capitalist private ownmership,
agricultural production is carried on to a
large extent on small individual family farms.
The workers state, therefore, in a position to
expropriate industry and the banks at once and
operate them as state enterprises, can only
develop agriculture to large-scale mechanized
production, operating on big state farms, only
gradually and by convincing the bourgeois-
minded farmers that the change is beneficial
and in their interests.

It is true that one of the first de-
crees adopted by the young Soviet Republic
nationalized the land. But desirable and im-
portant as such a step is, as it lays the legal
groundwork for further moves to limit and curb
capitalist tendencies and accumulations on the
countryside, it does not at all follow that
workers states everywhere, and at all times,
will necessarily adopt such a measure in the
first stages of the tramsition period. In old
Russia, the peasantry itself demanded land
nationalization because of the predominantly
feudal character of land ownership. As early as
1905 the All-Russian Peasant Union called for
the abolition of private property in land. In
other cases, however, in the face of the hos-
tility of the peasantry, especially in view of
their fears of confiscation after the experience
of Stalinist forced collectivizations, a young
workers state may forego for a period such a
move and concentrate on a number of supplemen-
tary measures to curb accumulations in land
and the growth of big capitalists on the
countryside, while using its state power to
encourage collectivization as a step toward
eventual socialist production in agriculture.

All the same, once the big landowners and
big farmers are crushed as a class, once the
big estates and farms are expropriated (with
or without land nationalization), the petty-
bourgeoisie of the countryside, while it re-
mains a petty-bourgeoisie, is incapable of
playing an independent role, either politically
or economically. They may place innumerable ob-
stacles in the way of planned economy and
create enormous difficulties, but they do not
have the ability to overturn the essential
policy of the workers state and to pull the
economy in a capitalist direction. Statized
industry and banking replaces the o0ld capital-
ist millionaire cliques as the hub around
which the agricultural spokes revolve.

We are handed Lenin's well-known state-
ment: "Small individual exploitation generates
capitalism and the bourgeoigsie in a permanent
way, every day, every minute, with an elemental
force and on a mass scale," and we are informed
that is exactly what is happening in all these
countries. Let us examine the whole reality,
not just a part of it.

First on the USSR. Agricultural production
in the USSR remains to this day petty-bourgeois,
as the collectives are not statized but petty-
bourgeois enterprises, which after meeting
taxes and other state obligations sell their
prcduce on the market. The Kremlin has been
forced to make further concessions to the
peasantry by legally granting collective farms
use of the land in perpetuity, and the individu-
al collective farm families use of private plots
of land on which they are permitted to keep
livestock, and the produce of which they can
dispose of in any way they see fit. Two decades
of experience have demonstrated that while this
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petty-bourgeois mode of production undoubtedly
continues to constitute a big disorganizing
factor in the Soviet economy and remains an
easy starting point for new capitalist growth
and developments, nevertheless, the workers
state power has the abiiity to control, regu-
late and dominate the course of agricultural
production, prevent the emergence of a new
strong capitalist class and the sabotaging of
its economic plans.

The five Kremlin Dependencies as well
as Yugoslavia are attempting, in one form or
another, to emulate and carry through a similar
policy of collectivization of agriculture, of
curbing capitalist accumulation on the country-
side, and of controlling and regulating, as
far as they can, agricultural production.

In all these countries, the large and
what would be considered in this country
medium-sized estates and farms have been con-
fiscated and the broken-up parcels distributed
to the landless peasantry or converted into
model state farms. The old landowning and rich
farming interests have been ruined and crushed.
In all these countries the maximum size of
farms 1s limited by law, 75 acres in Yugo-
slavia, 123 in Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania,
142 in Hungary, etc. In all these countries
land cannot be bought or sold without permis-
sion from the state authorities, and no resale
whatsoever of the land is permitted that was
received from the state when the large estates
were confiscated and broken up. Moreover, all
six states are embarked on special campaigns
to induce the peasantry to organize into large-
scale cooperative farms. They are trying to set
up a network of state-owned tractor and machine
stations to service the farm cooperatives, in
order to control agricultural production as
well as to raise its levels, and to be in a
position to integrate it as much as possible
into their overall planning. To this end, ex-
traordinary concessions are being made to the
cooperatives in the way of lower taxes, smaller
grain deliveries, and the granting of cheap
credits and technical assistance, while progres-
sively heavier taxes and deliveries to the state
are demanded from the richer individual farm
holders. Even outside the cooperatives, which
are told what and how much to produce the state
regulates all agricultural production to an
extent, by means of the trading cooperatives
which act as middlemen between the farmer and
the government.

Of course, the reality is far less radiant
than the resolutions and the paper plans indi-
cate. The peasants are entering the coopera-
tives very slowly and with great reluctance.

In Yugoslavia, where the regime apparently
practices a softer policy toward the peasant
and permits the well-to-do to enter the farm
cooperatives, it was announced that at the end
of 1949 approximately 14 percent of the arable
land was in the cooperative sector and another
6 percent worked by state farms. In Bulgaria
in July 1949, 1Z percent of the arable land was
tilled by cooperatives, although its Five-Year
Plan calls for 60 percent of agricultural output
being produced by cooperatives at the end of
the plan in 1953. Hungary in May 1949 had a
membership in the cooperatives of 60,000 who
accounted for only a little over 1 percent

of the country's arable land, although the
Minister of Agriculture, I. Czala, stated that
now that the enemies of the people had been
kicked out of the cooperative movement the task
was to increase the membership to 1,200,000

by the end of the year! In Poland, the coopera-
tive movement has made scarcely any headway at
all in the face of the panic and opposition

of the peasantry, but 10 percent of the lgnd
is worked by the state farms. Czechoslovakia
has been experiencing similar difficulties
as Poland.

Moreover, the farm cooperatives in East-
ern Europe are somewhat more capitalistic in
their organization than the collectives in the
Soviet Union, the main difference being that in
the cooperatives, the working members, in ad-
dition to payment in kind for the amount and
type of work performed, receive rent for their
land in proportion to the amount contributed
to the cooperative.

Beginning with 1948, especially after
the cold war got going in earmnest with the
start of the Marshall Plan, and especially
Tito's break with the Kremlin, the quisling
regimes embarked on an energetic policy of
bringing the “"class war" into the villages,
curbing the capitalist elements and aligning
agriculture with their general state plans. The
Tito regime, after the Cominform denunciation of
its pro-kulak policy, also apparently executed
a determined left turn in its agricultural
policy. Immediately all the acute ailments be-
setting the regime in the USSR in the twenties,
which Trotsky made so familiar to us in the
earlier days of our movement, struck all these
countries with ten-fold force. Attempting to
fight their way out of their economic cul-de-
sacs by "building socialism in one country,"
they embarked on vastly ambitious plans of
industrialization. Since they lacked the machin-
ery, resources, productive capacities or
trained personnel, they began taking it out of
the hides of the workers. Piece work and speed-
up were introduced in the plants, hours of
work lengthened, the authority of management
made absolute. The desparate nature of the dif-
ficulties was highlighted recently when in
Yugoslavia, where there exists, in contradis-
tinction to the satellite states, some en-
thusiasm for the plan, the regime was forced to
give up the "voluntary labor brigade" systenm
and institute a new system of contract labor
which freezes the worker to his job.

At the same time, the lack of consumer
products and the high prices of those manu-~
factured deprived the farmers of incentive
to produce, led to speculation and black mar-
keteering. The regimes thereupon decided to
solve the crisis with the Stalinist mailed fist,
by bringing the "class struggle" into the
countryside, carrying through forced seizures,
executing sales to the state for prices little
better than confiscatory, arresting and im-
prisoning farmers who resisted or disobeyed,
and forced entrance into cooperatives. This
struggle against the peasantry was prosecuted
in all the satellite countries and assumed a
truly ferocious character during 1948-49 in
Bulgaria, Hungary and Rumania. In Bulgaria in
1948 quota deliveries totalled approximately
11 billion levas, while free market purchases
stood at 715 million levas.

Stalinist adventurism produced such panic
in the peasantry and led to so much sabotage
and individual resistance that the regimes felt
compelled to back down here and there. The
resolution passed by the plenum of the Communist
Party of Bulgaria in June 1949 indicates pretty
ciearly the state of affairs. A few excerpts
are worth quoting: "Our party has admitted seri-
ous weaknesses and mistakes in its policy toward
the peasant farmers.... Under the system of
quota purchases, in many cases the total produce
of farmers has been taken away at controlled
prices...the peasants have accordingly lost in-
terest in increasing production and improving
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quality.... By setting up labor cooperative
farms in almost the whole of the country, the
best fields around the villages have been il-
legally confiscated and given to these labor
cooperative farms, while farmers who are not
members, have been given in exchange poor land
in remote parts.... The peasants are either
infuriated or fall under the influence of re-
action.... Some peasants have been compelled to
join labor cooperative farms, thus violating
the principle of voluntary membership." The
plenum adopted a number of concessions to the
peasantry, declared that it "wholeheartedly
condemns these abuses and obliges all party or-
ganizations to launch a merciless struggle...
for the immediate removal of all irregulari-
ties" etc., etc.

This bureaucratic maneuvering and adven-
turism of the Stalinist quisling regimes brings
out fully the monstrocity of the East European
economies and the patent absurdity of any talk
of building socialism in one country, and in
such bled, ruined and backward littlie countries,
at that. They point up the grisly character of
Stalinist planning. But what stands out with
equal force is that the regimes, in emulating
Stalinist policy in the USSR from 1929 —-~--,
are curbing big capitalist accumulations in
agriculture, are preventing the uncontrolled
playing out of the natural economic laws and
the emergence of a powerful kulak class, are
forcing the peasantry to go along with their
economic designs, even though all this is ac-
complished, as it was in the USSR under Stalin,
at the cost of tremendous disorganization and
waste, and at the cost of provoking the burning
hatred of the peasantry. The disorganized and
scat¥tered peasantry can balk, sabotage, force
some concessions from the regimes. Petty-bour-
geols agricultural prodiction is undoubtedly a
prime factor in sharply liwiting any economic
plan; but in the absence of strong leadership
and support from the cities, the peasantry is
helpless to reverse the present trend toward
collectivization, or overturn the general trend
toward state-planned-and-operated economy.

Thus, it is entirely correct to point to
petty-bourgeolis production in sgriculture as an
important obstacle limiting planning and a pos-
sible starting point for capitslist restoration.
1t 1s entirely wrong, however, to point to it
as preventing planning and demonstraiing the
capitalist character of the countries involved.

This lengthy excursion into agriculture
was necessary because this point constitutes,
in our opinion, the most serious argument, on
the economic side, of the supporters of the
IEC resolution. It will be possible to deal
with the other factors under the economic head-
ing in a more cursory manner, as they all fol-
low essentially the same scheme of argumentation.

It is called o our attention that these
states are dependent on the capitalist world
market to a far greater degree than was or is
the USSR, that they are thus subject to its
oscillations and to capitalist exploitation by
the operation of the law of the equalization
of the average rate of profit. All true. As a
matter of fact, one could add that even when
they trade with the USSR, this law remains
operative, as the transactions are based on
woild prices, at least for the Krealin's prod-
ucts in the exchange. All these arguments were
used with devastating logic years sgo by Trot-
sky against Stalin to demonstrate —- the impos-
8ibility of building socialism in one country.
But no one up to now has thought that they were
arguments against the possibility of orgaanizing

an economy in a given anticapitalist country
in accordancze with a plan.

Comrade Germain in an article in the
September 1949 Fourth International makes
much of the fact that Czechoslovakia may have to
curtail its production plans if it does not re-
gain some lost markets, how production in Po-
land would be seriously affected if the world
price of coal fell. We can recall how seriously
the first Five-Year Plan in the USSR was af-
fected when the world price of wheat cracked in
the thirties. We see today how the plan in Yugo-
slavia is being hurt by the Kremlin's embargo
and Tito's inability to sell enough to the capi-~
talist world. These factors demonstrate very
clearly that planned economy in one country,
especially a small poor country encircled by
capitalism, is bound to be deformed, distoried,
pitiable; but they do not prove that planning
cannot be initiated and practiced. It is pos-
sible that capitalism, through its .control of
the world market, may choke a country like Yugo-
slavia, or by one means or another overturn
the present government, but then we will be
confronted with a new Yugoslavia, and not the
present one.

The same spplies to the discussinon of
the narrow national frameworks and inadequate
resosurces of all these states, and their conse-
quent inability to organize and plan their
economies on any broad division of labor and
develop the productive forces to any satisfac-
tory exteat. Again the analysis is absolutely
correct provided it is mnot employed to prove
the wrong thing. The Kremlin's decision to pre-
vent the formabion o2f a Balkan-Danubian Federa-
tion is one of its historic crimes against the
peoples of these countries and demonstrates —-
by itself —— that the Kremlin has no progres-—
sive mission, that it can only exercise control
by brube force, and that its very expansion
carries within itself the seeds of its own de-
struction. But this does not prove that plan-
ning, however inadequate it may be, is impossible
in Czechoslovakia or Poland any more than it is
in Yugoslavia.

The question of Kremlin pillage, dismant-
ling of plaats, reparations and the Joint-
stock corporations fall in reality into the
same category as the previous propositions and
canvot be said to render impossible the organi-
zation of planning. The brunt of Kremlin pil-
lage and reparations demands fell on ths so-
called "ex-enemy" countries, Rumania, Hungary
and Bulgaria, and not on Tzechoslovakia, Poland
or Yugoslavia. Moreover, the policy of unre-
strained robbery without thought of conse-
quences or of future relations was likewise
abandoned after 1947, when the Kremlin broke
the remaining power of the bourgeoisie and per-
fected its own quisling regimes. (Yugoslavia,
a3 everyone acxmowledges, is in a special cate-
gory and must be discussed separately.)

The Kremlin, at first, apparently had no
clear idea of Jjust what its relations would be
with these states. Orly after the "cold war"
with the West became an established fact, and
after a series of fumbles and empirical experi-
mentations, did it resolve on converting these
countries into its own dependencies, with a
relationship symmetrical, not identical, to that
of a colony and an imperialist state. In the
recent period -- especially after the Tito
break —-- it has made an attempt to permit these
countries to build up their economies. The repa-
rations in Hungary and Rumania have been scaled
down. Loans have been extended in a uumber of
cases. So~-called Germany property seized as
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booty has been reutrned to Bulgaria.

Of course, the robbery of these dependent
states continues by overcharging them for their
imports from the USSR and underpaying them for
their exports to the USSR, by occupation charges,
by preventing them from fusing their economies,
and by deforming their production to suit the
needs and demands of the Kremlin masters. The
Joint-stock corporations, which represent in
reality a legal form for collecting unlimited
reparations, still operate in two of the six
countries, Rumania and Hungary. But even here
proportions have to be guarded. In Hungary, for
which figures are available, less than four per-
cent of all industry is involved in the Joint-
stock corporations. This brigandage of the
Kremlin oligarchy, taken in its entirety, cer-
tainly condemns these countries to poverty and
continued economic backwardness and dislocation.
But it cannot —-- leaving aside the arguments on
the social plane which we will discuss present-
ly -- negate the anticapitalist, and by that
reason, workers character of these economies,
any more than imperialist exploitation of a
colony necessarily negates the capitalist charac-
ter of such a country's economy.

One adroit polemicist has suggested that
our whole argumentation on the economic side is
wide of the mark because the IEC resolution
simply points out the various factors that are
obstacles to the structural assimilation of
these countries into the USSR and that must be
overcome if assimilation is to take place. The
proponent of this argument forgets that a prem-
ise must be proven as well as asserted. The IEC
resolution authors start from the arbitrary
premise that in the absence of socialist revo-
lutions, these satellite countries can become
workers states only by being absorbed into the
structure and economy of the USSR. This flies
in the face of what has taken place in the six
countries under discussion of Eastern Europe.
We maintain that if the state structures and
the economies of these countries are similar
to that of the USSR, then they are of the same
class type. Any other conclusion calls into
question, among other things, our characteriza-
tion of the USSR.

* * *

After belaboring us for weeks with "real
planning," the capitalist character of East-
Europe's agriculture, the dependence of these
countries on world trade, their narrow national
frameworks and so on, this line of argumenta-
tion was suddenly dropped like a hot potato.
The resson being that in the interim, a number
of supporters of the IEC resolution had con-
cluded that Yugoslavia was a workers state, and
obviously these economic criteria -- if correct
-~ were as valid for Yugoslavia as for Poland
or Czechoslovakia. Since that time the discus-
sion has shifted in the main to the arguments
on the social plane, the questions of the state
structure of these countries, the implications
of the positions with regard to Marxist theory
&nd the nature of Stalinism; and that is the
main burden of Comrade Germain's most recent
discussion article on the question as well.

Let us begin our consideration of this
aspect of the question by reviewing briefly the
1944-45 events.

The Red Army's entrance into Eastern
Europe everywhere gave an impulse to the social-~
ist revolution. There was a big uprising in
Prague in May 1945. Czechoslovakia was soon dot-
ted by a network of Committees, which were or-

gans of power, even though of a bowdlerized
variety. (Unlike soviets, their members were
selected from all the National Front parties,
including the bourgeois parties. They were, how-
ever, dominated by the representatives of the
working class parties, the Stalinists and
Social Democrats.) Workers Councils sprang up in
the plents and in the first period exercised
control over production. The London Economist
correspondent reported: "When The country

was liberated, the councils and committees
were really more powerful than the central
government, which had no armed forces at its
disposal and which came in from abroad at the
heels of the victorious Russians." It must be
recalled that the Partisan movement attained
great proportions in Czechoslovakia, being
second only to Yugoslavia and Greece. The move-
ment was strong enough that a Slovak National
Council could be set up by 1943 which led an
uprising in Slovekia in August 1944 and pro-
claimed on September 1 of that year its assump-
tion of power and the establishment of the
Czechoslovak Republic (which the Nazis shortly
defeated) .

A big uprising likewise took place in
September 1944 in Sofla which swept the exist-
ing government out of power. So-called Father-
land Front Committees, similar to he committees
in Czechoslovakia, sprang up throughout Bulgaria,
wielded power on a local scale, and in many
cases attempted a revolutionary settlement with
the native fascist tyrants. The correspondents
reported that in the capitol red flags were
flying over the government buildings as over
thousands of homes, of the arrest of great num-
bers of fascists by the armed masses, of huge
demonstrations, of a railway strike that para-
lyzed all activity.

Ferenc Nagy, former Premier of Hungary,
describes the stituation in that country during
this period in his book, The Struggle Behind the
Iron Curtain: "The disintegratlon of the govera-
ment of the country opened the way for Communist
penetration. None of the old town councils or
municipal assemblies remained; the new political
order substituted for them transitory admini-
strative bodies called 'national committees,'
with unlimited power. Assuming control of the
municipalities, townships, and even cities, they
appointed their own men as elders, councilors,
and committeemen to pass judgement upon the
political past and present of each citizen. The
national committees managed the scant food sup-
ply; few aspects of daily life escaped their
control. This situation was not peculiar to

Hungary."

Exactly right. It was duplicated in Ru-
mania on almost identical lines, and eveun in
Poland, where the masses were very suspicious
of and largely hostile to the new regime and
the Red Army because of Stalin's bhetrayal of
the 1944 Warsaw uprising and his terror against
left-wing elements in Eastern Poland.

As for Yugoslavia, we are all acquainted
that a civil war raged from 1941 on, that
Committees were set up as new organs of power in
the territories taken by the Partisans, and that
similar Committees were appointed and began
functioning in the major centers after Tito's
forces marched in with the Red Army into Bel-
grade.

In 8ll these countries the pre—war regimes
and pre-war state structures had collapsed and
had been replaced with new ones. Comrade Ger-
main in his recent article admits that the old
state apparatus was smashed in the course of the



war in at least Czechoslovakia, Poland and Yugo-
slavia. To these three countries we will add at
least two more, Hungary and Bulgaria.

In Hungary, the native fascists had been
infiltrating the state apparatus throughout
the war period until they won complete control
in the Szalasi coup d'etat in 1944. With the re-
treat of the Nazi forces at the end of that
year, the Szalasl government, including every
official of any consequence, likewise moved
westward, and for a brief time it even persisted
as a government-in-exile. Whatever officials of
the 014 regime remained behind were not ruling
anything or anybody, but skulking in the cel-
lars. Ferenc Negy, in the book previously refer-
red to, states: "Local administration had fall-
en into chaos. Most officials had fled to the
west, particularly if they had dealt with the
Nazis. A large proportion of the reliable
civil employees had been transferred forcibly
to Germany.... The old police, branded as the
tool of the former reactionary government, was
disbanded, and a new force hurriedly organized.”
The Stalinists have the same estimation. Zoltan

Desk, editor of Magyar Jovo, describes in
Hungary's Fight for Democracy the period at
the en§ of I&EE: ™here was no administrative
force left in the country, almost all of them
had fled with the Nazis."

The picture was no different in Bulgaria.
Again both the Stalinists and the capitalist
reactionaries agree on the facts. Ilya Ehren-
burg, in his work European Crossroad, declares:
"What happened in September 9, 1944 was not a
mere change of ministries, but a change of
government. The whole governmental apparatus of
the fascists was destroyed.... In Bulgaria
11,000 fascists, including diplomats, courtiers,
glamor girls, and profiteers, were handed over
to the tribunals as war criminals." R. H. Mark-
ham, the reactionary correspondent of the
Christian Science Monitor, writes in his book
on Tito that as the Red Army advanced into
Bulgaria, "all authority broke down and every
Bulgarian became his own master. At that
moment & group of conspirators, organized in
the Fatherland Front and led by Communists,
reached out their hands and took the reins of
power, which they still hold.... The courts
were set up by self-appointed Fatherland Front
Committees. They did not emanate from nor wers
they controlled by the Ministry of Justice, the
Cabinet, or the Supreme Court." Dragoicheva, in
an official report, describes the activities of
the Fatherland Front during the first six
months of its existence. It formed 7,292 Com-
mittees throughout the country, which "con-
trolled" the government, and in many cases
"functioned as the government." About 59 per-
cent of the members of the Committees were "Com-
munists," 36 percent Agrarians, 3 percent So-
cial Democrats, 2 percent Zvenoists.

The one country in which the old state
structure was able to partially maintain it-
self, for a while, anyhow, was Rumania, because
of the fast footwork of the 0ld ruling classes
and the treachery of the Kremlin agents. And
even here, as the facts show, it was of brief
duration.

Comrade Germain insists, however, that
even in Czechoslovakia and Poland, where the
0ld structures were wiped out, new bourgeois
states under Stalinist domination were set up,
using whatever old bricks were still lying
around for the reconstruction Job. We thus ar-
rive at the triumphant "Marxist" conclusion that
"bourgeols states" have been engaged for four
Years in expropriating the landed estates and
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large farms and distributing them to the land-
less peasantry, in destroying the old landlord
and agricultural bourgeois classes, in curbing
in the most violent and brutal fashion capital-
ist developments in the countryside and pushing
a collectivization policy designed to control
and harness agricultural production; for four
years, supposedly "bourgeois states" have been
expropriating, in the main, the urban capital-
ists and statizing all the essential parts of
the economy, banking, industry, transport,
wholesale trade and even some retall trade, and
organizing the economy in accordance with a
plan; and finally, these same "bourgeois states"
have been systematically and violently purging
and wiping out the remains of the political
power of the bourgeoisie, destroying its points
of support in the state apparatus and replacing
it with an administrative apparatus which in all
essentials resembles the one in the USSR. Some
bourgeois states! And this phantasmagoria is
handed us —-- with solemn mien —- in the name

of theoretical orthodoxy and Marxist methodolo-
gy. We now have to add to our previous categor-
ies a new one of bourgeois states of such
unique variety that rather than being the
guardians of bourgeois property relations, are
1ts executioners.

The comrades apparently have an uneasy
feeling that everything is not in order here,
80 they try to divert our attention with ir-
relevancies. We are informed that there remain
a lot of ex-fascists, capitalists and former
functionaries in the present state apparatus.
We can be sure there are. But that has no de-
cisive significance. The lmportant question is:
Who determines policy? Who runs who? Are the
bourgeois opportunists serving under the orders
and policy of the Stalinists, or are the Stalin-
ists serving under the orders amd policy of the
bourgeois elements? Everyone knows the answer.
Let us recall in this connection that Trotsky
wrote in 1936 -- fourteen years ago —— that a
bourgeois counterrevolution in the USSR would
have to clean out far fewer of the personnel
in the state apparatus than a proletarian po-
litical revolution. No one in our ranks has
heretofore deduced from this that the state in
the USSR was bourgeois in character.

Germain, in amother attempt to extricate
himself out of this difficulty, informs us of
the existence in history of Bonapartist regimes
that are in conflict with their economies. Yes,
Trotsky taught us this long ego. But such a con-
flict signifies 'a condition of civil war, which
will be brought to a conclusion either by the
state reconstructing the economy in its own
class image, or the class forces of the economy
overthrowing the state and setting up a new one
in harmony with their economy. How is this an
explanation for the analysis in Eastern Europe
where for four years supposedly "bourgeois
states" have not been bringing the economy into
harmony with their own class nature but con-
stantly widening the contradiction between the
two? Some Bonapartist regimes may 1lift them-
selves above the classes and represent the
interests of the dominant class only in the
last analysis. That does not permit us to
stretch the formula another notch and suggest
that they need not represent these class in-
terests at all. That would be a denial of the
class theory of the state.

A study of the actual happenings in these
countries provides the key for an exit out of
this theoretical blind alley. The states set
up in all these countries in 1945 —- including
Yugoslavia — were not simply bourgeois dbut
regimes of dual power. The power of the working
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class was soon overwhelmed as an independent
force by the Stalinist bureasucracy which har-
nessed it in its own interests, resided in the
local and district committees, the workers
militias, the newly created Stalinist-controlled
police force and Jjudiciary, buttressed, of
course, by the all-powerful Red Army occupation
forces. The bourgeoisie still retained a mea-
sure of power through 1ts ownership of great
sectors of the economy, its political organiza-
tions, press, and elements of governmental
power. This dual power assumed the unique form
of central coalition governments which formal-
ly were pledged not to alter the pre-war social
character of these countries. Because the
Stalinists, under the Kremlin dictate, wanted
the alljsance with the bourgeoisie to help
fasten their bureaucratic grip on the working
masses, and because they still had no clear per-
spectives of their future course. And on the
other side, the debilitated bourgeoisie grasped
at these alliances as the only means by which
they could even hope to reconstitute their
ruale.

Only in this sense, only within the strict

limitatTons of the dual power character of
these regimes, was 1t perm.ssible to still call
these new states capitalliss in the 1945 period.
The relationship of strength 1n the dual power
varied from country to country, from Czechoslo-
vakia, as the extreme on one end, to Yugoslavia
on the other. In the former, the bourgeoisie
retained a lot of class strength and was a real
factor in the coalition. In Yugoslavia its
power had been decisively broken during the
protracted civil war, and it was little more
than a captive in the coalition. But in every
case the Stalinists were the dominant force.
This was demonstrated conclusively later on by
the ease with which they broke the back of the
bourgeoisie politically and economically, and
finally eliminated the dual power in favor of
their exclusive power.

All of us are aware that the Kremlin did
not give free rein to the workers to carry
their revolutions through to the end, but on
the contrary, suppressed the independent actions
of the masses, put its heavy hand on their or-
ganizations, and sidetracked the movement into
the channels of the coalition governments.

Their role was politically counterrevolutionary.
But the Kremlin did not wipe out these new or-
gans of power as would a bourgeois counterrevo-
lution. They bureaucratized them. They took

over control and reshaped them as instruments

of their own purposes, and finally as the new
administrative structure of their sovereignty.
The swift strangulation of the workers' indepen-—
dent movement and the victory of the bureaucracy
was due, as in 1939, to the workers' isolation
from the international labor movement and their
insufficient orgsnization in the face of the
Kremlin's overpowering strength.

The facts are plain that in every case
confiscation of the estates and the distribu-—
tion of the land was carried through by a great
network of local committees, which then re-
mained as administrative organs for the Stalin-
ist regimes on the countryside. The Workers
Councils in Czechoslovakia, to take another
example, were not abolished, but transformed
into part of the "new aristocracy" by electing
their representatives from single lists, pro-
viding that these representatives no longer be
required to do manual work, and to be paid for
all extra time spent on speclal duties. The com-
mittees, which took over the functions of the
former municipal bodies, were incorporated into
the state apparatus by special decrees. Even

the "actlon committees" organized by the Stalin-
ists in 1948 to bring the capitalists to heel,
have not been disbanded but, we read, "are to
become permanent institutions to safeguard the
victory won during the crisis.”™ The police,

the army, the Judiciary have been thoroughly
overhauled, reorganized and placed under new
leadership.

The next stage came after the sharpening
of the cold war and the Kremlin's determination
to consolidate its hold on these dependencies.
The Stalinist bureaucratic cliques, using their
crushing superiority, and resting on the new
administrative organs under their command, pro-
ceeded, step by step, to exterminate the bour-
geols parties and drive their representatives
out of the governments and committees, with
the most prominent sent to the gallows, or
prisons, or forced into exile. They then forced
through the purge of the Social Democratic
parties and their prison unification with the
Stalinists. In the same period, new decrees
were promulgated which, in effect, expropriated
the remaining sections of the bourgeoisie, and
placed all the levers of economic power in the
hands of the now totalitarianized regimes.

With the elimination of the remains of
bourgeols power, the new police governments is—
sued new constitutions during 1948-49, all
modeled on the 1936 S?aIIEIsE constitution and
based on the new adminlstrative organs of the
state. These constitutions were the juridical
expression of the fact that the dual power
regimes had come to an end, that the de facto
clvil war had been resolved in favor of the
Stalinist power, and thai the new states could
therefore no longer be regarded as capitalist
even in the limifGed form That we nave previously

employed it, but were now guardians of the new
ropert reiaEIons based on expropriated and
naf%oniiizea TOopert and hence of the same
class character as E%e USBR.

This whole development revealed again, as
it d4id in 1939 in Eastern Foland, the dual role
of the Kremlin oligarchy. On the one hand, it
cannot tolerate a free working class movement
and must suppress it to preserve itself. In or-
dinary circumstances, this need to exercise
dictatorial control over the labor movement
and its policy of maneuvering between the pro-
letariat and bourgeoisie, inevitably disarms
the workers' movement and reinforces the capi-
talist power, as it did in France and Italy in
this same period. On the other hand, this caste
cannot share power with the capitalists because
it rests on the sociological remains of the
Russian Revolution. Hence, in the special cir-
cumstances prevailing in these adjoining coun-
tries in the years after the war, where the
EKremlin's might was so overwhelming it could
impose its own will on the proletariat with the
ald of the bourgeoisie and then in turn, resting
on its new bureaucratized apparatus, crush this
enfeebled bourgeolisie. This is what occurred in
Eastern Europe. To deny it is to deny reality.

* *® *

What is the answer of the comrades on the
other side to these facts? They have shifted
the discussion to the doctrinal plane. Let us
see how matters stand here.

We are accused of economism because it
is claimed we have created a simple equation
that nationalized economy equals a workers state.
But have we not witnessed extensive nationali-
zations in England, France, Norway, and Comrade
Germain, in his researches, has even dug up a
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paper decree for nationalization issued by Mus-
s0lini in Northern Italy, and tossed it into
the discussion for whatever it is worth. These
analogies are all arbitrary and false. We cer-
tainly ought to be able to distinguish between
capitalist and anticapitalist nationalizations.
The nationalizations in Western Europe were all
carried through with the approval, or at least
the acquiescence, of the capitalist class. The
capitalists, after the nationalizations, be-
came state rentiers, and often remained the
managers of the concerns involved. And all this
was done under the segis of a capitalist state
meintained intact, capitalist property rela-
tions masintained intact, and a capitalist class
whose dominant position continued undisturbed.
There ¢ould be reasonable question in 1945 as
to the precise character of the first nation-
alizations in Czechoslovakia, Poland and Yugo-
slavia, as they were executed under ambiguous
formulas, and the class character of the states
involved was still not settled. There camn be no
doubt concerning their class character today.

Beneath all the deceptive and sly Stalin-
ist legal formulas governing the natiomaliza-
tions stands out the dominant fact that, in the
main, the properties of the native capitalist
classes have been expropriated, and that fthese
classes have been politically crushed. Numbers
of individual capitalists have undoubtedly
been able to save themselves by going to work
for the new rulers, by stealing, by black-
marketeering and bribe-taking. But the class
has been expropriated and ruined. The press of
the'se countries bristles with news accounts
which testify to the accuracy of this evaluation.
The first series of nationalizations which ex-
propriated "German," "enemy," and "collabora-
tionist" properties broke the back of the weak
bourgeoisies and placed the lion's portion of
urban economy in the state sector, 82 percent
of industry in Yugoslavia, almost 2/3 in
Czechoslovakia, 40 percent in Poland; as well
as most banking operations. In the later nation-
alization decrees, which took over the proper-—
ties of the native capitalists, state nationali-
zation funds were set up in a number of coun-
tries to ostensibly compensate the former owners.
Even where payments were actually made, the
transactions were little short of confiscatory,
while on the whole, compensation was honored
more in the breach than the observance.

The sweeping and anticapitalist character
of the 1945-46 nationalizations in Yugoslavia
is too well known to require elaboration. But,
even in the case of the Tito government, which
emerged, unlike any of the others, out of the
civil war, these were carried through by means
of deceptive slogans and ambiguous methods.
Kidric, in his economic report to the Fifth
Congress of the Yugoslav Communist Party, ex-

lains: "The principal form of this offensive

against the capitalist positions in the econo-
my) were the court procedures against traitor-
ous reactionaries which regularly ended, aside
from other things, with the confiscation of
their properties." In addition, monetary manipu-
lation, two-price systems, state control over
raw materials, and progressive taxation were
deliberately employed in every case to ruin the
bourgeoisie, and as instruments of expropria-
tion. Thus, while the 1947 nationalization de-
cree in Bulgaria officially indemnified former
proprietors with interest-hearing bonds re-
deemable in 20 years; the 1948 nationalization
law in Rumania provided for compensation by
state bonds redeemable against profits realized
in the former owner's plants; and the 1948 na-
tionalization decrees in Yugoslavia and the 1949
decrees in Hungary called for compensation of

former owners with state bonds, the chief in-
terest of all these decrees and laws is for a
study of Stalinist methods rather than in any
importance they possessed in maintaining the
native capitalist classes.

Here are a few samples of how they
operated in practice: Immediately after the
publication of the Rumanian nationalization law,
it was announced that no compensation would be
paid to persons who enriched themselves il-
legally, or who left Rumania illegally, or who
would not agree to return; while the press was
filled with reporvs of arrests of fermer owners
for economic sabotage. On October 5, 1948, the
Pregsidium of the Grand National Assembly de-
prived a number of persons of their citizen-
ship, including N. and C. Malaxa and Max Aus-
nit, Rumania's biggest industrialists, with all
their property confiscated by the state. The
London Economist explained in detail that the

pretense of compensation in the Bulgariasn na-
tionalization laws was fraudulent: "In reality
this nationalization was the naked confiscation
of all property and spelt the liquidation of the
middle classes." The same de facto confiscation
occurred in Czechoslovakia, where in July 1949

a bill was passed giving the Minister of the
Interior the right to deprive all those of
citizenship who lived abroad, or engaged in
activities hostile to the state, or who had

gone abroad illegally, or failed to return with-
in 30 to 90 days if summoned by the Minister of
the Interior.

It is true that in a number of cases
foreign Allied capitalists received compensa-
tion for their properties, this being the price
that the Fast-Buropean countries had to pay for
loans or trade credits from the West, or to get
back their gold supplies from England or the
Unit ed States. But this cannot be given any de-
cisive weight in Yugoslvaia any more than in
Poland or Hungary. To say, therefore, as Com-
rade Germain does (Fourth International, May
1949) that in none of These countries has the
bourgeoisie been reduced "to a point comparable
in Russie during the period of the NEP" is to
contradict the facts.

So much for the anticapitalist character
of these nationalizations. There is another im-
portant aspect to this gquestion. It is putting
the thing on its head to claim that we say na-
tionalizations equal a workers state. The cor-
rect way to put the matter is that only an
anticapitalist, therefore a workers, state can
nationalize the whole economy and operate it in
accordance with a plan. We have heretofore de-
nied the capacity of capitalism to do it. Trot-
sky, writing 58 years after Engels' Anti—Dﬁhrig;,
and basing himself on the greater experiences o
the development of capitalism, wrote: "Under
an integral 'State Capitalism,' this law of the
equal rate of profit would be realized, not by
devious routes —— that is, competition among
different capitals —— but immediately and direct-
ly through state bookkeeping. Such a regime
never existed, however, and, because of pro-
found contradictions among the proprietors
themselves, never will exist — the more so
since, in its quality of universal repository of
capitalist property, the state would be too
tempting an object for social revolution." (Rev-
olution Betrayed)

The British labor government has gone
further in nationalizing sectoras of the economy
than probably any of us envisaged in the past.
Can we therefore conclude that this process can
go on indefinitely until all commanding heights
of the economy are in the hands of the state?
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Not according to our theory. As a matter of
fact, the capitalist opposition to the steel
nationalization gave forewarning that at a cer-
tain point the bourgeoisie would resist with
every weapon at its command. And if, under the
impulsion of pressure from the masses, the
Labour Party would nevertheless —— in the teeth
of capitalist hostility -- proceed with its na-
tionalization program, that would lead to a de-
cisive clash and the beginning of civil war in
the British Isles. And for precisely the reason
given by Trotsky: "In its quality of universal
repository of capitalist property, the state
would be too tempting an object for social rev-
olution."

In their anxiety to find formal analo-
gies to refute our position, the comrades are
opening the door wide to Comrade Johnson's
theories of state capitalism, and endowing
capitalism with the possibility of entering a
new higher stage, under which the economy would
be statized and operated in a planned manner.
The suggestion that a capitalist state can
nationalize "the greatest part of the means of
production and exchange" is an innovation in
our ideology. We are not unjustified in de-
manding that this be proven, and its conse-
quences for our program explained to us, and
not just tossed out in the ¢ourse of the dis-
cussion -- in passing.

We are informed that Marxism-Leninism
holds that the tramnsition from a capitalist to
a workers state cam only pe effacted by "the
violent destruction of the bourgeois state ap-
paratus and the establishment of a new type of
state apparatus” and that therefore we are com-
pelled, on the basis of our analysis, to revise
the Marxist-Leninist theory of the state. Be-
fore we have any glib talk of revising Marxism,
let us check back on what the classics have to
say on this score.

Marx's discussion of this gquestion is con-
tained in his well-known April 12, 1871 letter
to Kugelman, where he states: "If you look at
the last chapter of my Eighteenth Brumaire, you
will see that I declare the next attempt of the
French Revolution to be: not merely to hand over,
from one set of hands to another, the bureau-
cratic and military machine -- as has occurred
hitherto -- but to shatter it; and it is this
that is the preliminary condition of any real
people's revolution on the Continent." Lenin
in State and Revolution explains that Marx con-
fined his conclusions To the Continent because
he "excluded England, where a revolution, even
a people's revolution, could be imagined, and
was then possible without the preliminary con-
dition of the destruction 'of the available
machinery of the state'."

In his address in 1872 to the Hague Con-
vention of the International, Marx further
stated: "The worker must one day capture politi-
cal power in order to found the new organization
of labor. He must reverse the old policy, which
the o0ld institutions maintain, if he will not,
like the Christians of old who despised and ne-
glected such things, renounce the things of this
world. But we do not assert that the way to
reach this goal 1s the same everywhere. We know
that the institutions, the manners, and the
customs of the various countries must be con-
sidered, and we do not deny thet there are coun-
tries like England and America, and if I under-
stood your arrangements better, I might even add
Hollend, where the worker may attain his object
by peaceful means. But not in all countries is
this the case.”

To complete the quotations, it is neces-
sary to add that Lenin in his State and Re¥olu-
tion concluded that, "Today in I917, In the
epoch of the first great imperialist war, this
distinction of Marx's becomes unreal."

These quotations from the classics are
not being adduced to suggest at this late date
the possibility of a peaceful transition today
in England, America, or Eastern Europe. They
are introduced to show the development of Marx-
ist thought on this question Baseg on living
experiences. Naturally, Marx, and Lenin in
1917, knew nothing of Stalinist degeneration,
and concluded that the working class could get
itself into a position where it could shatter
the 0ld state machinery only by winning politi-
cal power by means of a mass uprising. But in
the meantime a new phenomenon has come into the
picture: A workers state which is today ruled
by a reactionary oligarchy, and which was able
to enter Eastern Europe at the end of the war,
end under the special circumstances and in the
specific territories, control the working class
movement, and utilize this control to shatter
the 0ld bourgeois states and erect new ones in
their place. Wherein is there any revision of
Marxism here any more thah in Trotsky's explana-
tion?of the change-over in Eastern Poland in
1939

The remaining arguments on the doctrinsal
front reduce themselves to the flat assertion
that the capitalist state can be shattered and
a new state created only by means of a classic
socialist revolution, or the absorption of
territories into the USSR; and since neither one
nor the other has teken place in Eastern Europe,
they cannot be workers states, regardless of
the facts. It is of course difficult, if not _
impossible, to deal with this type of argument.
The question is: is it any good?

Why couldn't it happen, regardless of
what the facts show? We are advised that it is
absurd to imagine that tens of thousands of
vital economic relations can be destroyed and
new ones substituted in their place without the
action of the masses, and that the Kremlin
could only accomplish this in the territories
it incorporated into the USSR by physically ex-
terminating or deporting all capitalists, big
and medium peasants, the middle classes, etc.

Here are the facts. The deportations in
the Baltics and Eastern Poland were of the same
order as the deportations from the Ukraine af-
ter the war; they were motivated, in the first
instance, by the political needs of the Xremlin
and not designed to effect any social overturns.
The big deportations in the Baltics took place
in 1940; the collectivization of agriculture
occurred only in 1948. The descriptions of the
deportations show the Kremlin authorities were
trying to wipe out all potential sources of op-
position, and not putting through any social or
economic program. The Kremlin made no appeal
whatsoever to the Baltic masses, even of a
limited variety. It was interested solely in
clearing "politically unrelisble" elements out
of this strategic area, and very likely, solving
manpower shortages in its slave iabor camps, at
the same time. The 200,000 deported out of a
population of 6 million in the three Baltic
countries were invariably picked on the basis
of "political unreliability," whether it was
"Trotskyism" or "correspondence with abroad,”
and not class position.

Moreover, we see in the recent dispatches
that the Czech Stalinists are deporting recal-
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citrant capitalists, or Jjust ordinary political
opponents, to the urzniun mines at Jachymov, or
the coal mines at Kladno. All the other satel-
lites, we can be sure, have not been behind in
setting up their own slave labor or concentra-
tion camps in strict accordance with the latest
methods of the Kremlin sadists. It is safe to
assume, we believe, that 99 times out of 100 a
trip to Jachymov is just as effective as a trip
to Siberia.

Our versatile opponents, as if aware that
their foregoing argument msy have proven not
sufficiently impressive, present us with one —-
that is its direct opposite. Trotsky said in
1939 in discussing Eastern Europe, we are told,
that without an appeal to independent activity
on the part of the masses it was impossible to
constitute a new regime, even though on the mor-
row the masses would be suppressed by ruthless
police measures. The Kremlin made such an appeal
in 1939 in Eastern Poland, but in 1945, instead,
the Stalinists first concluded agreements with
the bourgeoisie to regiment the masses. How
could the bureaucracy accomplish, without mobi-
lizing the masses, that which Trotsky said could
only be accomplished by such a mobilization?

This objection is really laughable. In
1939 the Kremlin came into Eastern Poland by
means of an agreement with Hitler, which was the
signal for the Second World War. The internation-
al working class movement was at its lowest
point. The native population was suspicious
of the invading Red Army troops. The situation
was absolutely cold. In order to win a modicum of
support from the masses to constitute the new re-
gimes and wipe out bourgeois influence, the Krem-
1in had to make some limited appeals to the
workers and peasants. In 1945 the Kremlin entered
an Eastern Europe aflame with revolution. It
wasn't a pact with Hitler that brought them in,
but the smashup of the Nazi machine by the tri-
umphant Red Army. These victories gave an im-
petus to the revolution, and not only in Eastern

Europe. The workers, and to a degree the peasants,

were on the move. The problem, from the Kremlin's
viewpoint, was not how to encourage the masses,
but how to suppress their initiative and domesti-
cate their organizations. To be able to see the
limited independent activity of the masses in
1939 in Eastern Poland, and not to be able to

see the ten-times greater and profounder activi-
ty of the masses in Eastern Europe in 1945, is
truly a case of steeling oneself against the
reality in order to maintain a preconceived
thesis.

Trotsky considered that the events in
Eastern Poland in 19%9 added up to a civil war.
"Naturally, this is a civil war of a speclal
type," he wrote. "It does not arise spontaneous-
ly from the depths of the popular masses. It is
not conducted under the leadership of the Fin-
nish revolutionary party based on mass support.
It is introduced on bayonets from without. It
is controlled by the Moscow bureaucracy." (In
Defense of Marxism) -

If we accept Trotsky's method of reasoning,
how can we characterize the events in Eastera
Europe from 1945 to 1949 —— the expropriation of
the bourgeoisie, the crushing of its political
power, the setting up of new state structures,
the planned organization of the economy -- ex-
cept as a civil war of a special variety that
ended with the destruction of the capitalist
states and the institution of new anticapitalist
states.

"None of these quotations from Trotsky's
1939 writings apply," we ere sternly warned.

Trotsky was talking only of territories to be
incorporated into the USSR, and these dependent
countries have not been incorporated. This is
an incomprehensible argument. Trotsky was dis-
cussing territories which the Kremlin planned
to incorporate into the USSR. But he nowhere
said that this development could not take place
except on the basis of incorporation into the
USSR. Naturally, it is not a question of finding
out precisely what took place in Eastern Europe
in 1945-49 by reading Trotsky's analysis of
1939. But his method of reasoning applies with
full force to the post—war happenings. If the
Kremlin in 1939 was able to effect:. a change in
property relations while subJecting the masses
to its own bureaucratic control in Eastern
Poland —-- because of the prostration of the
bourgeoisie, and the insufficient organization
of the masses —— why was an essentially similar
process impossible when similar relationships
obtained in Western Poland or Czechoslovakia,
irrespective of whether these territories even-
tually will or will not be incorporated into
the USSR? This is to invest borders with mystic
significance.

But, 1t is further objected, the East
Polish economy was integrated into that of the
USSR, while the economies of the satellite
countries have not been. That is true, but not
decisive. The property relations of these coun-
tries are similar to that of the USSR, and that
is what is decisive in considering their socio-
logical character.

To conclude this section: Only on the
basis of our evaluation are the developments
accounted for in strict accordance both with the
facts and with the Marxist method, without
having to introduce new criteria of "real plan-
nirg,"” without opening the door to a theory of
state capitalism, without undermining our posi-
tion on the USSR and the consistency of our
world program, and without the necessity for new
tortured trormulas of combined developments,
where one and the same regime promulgates both
bourgeois and proletarian nationalizations, and
of Bonapartist regimes without any definite
class base.

* * *

Now, we come to the limportant question of
what conclusions flow from this analysis. In
the SWP discussion, the argument has been
pressed with great vigor t{hat our analysis,
willy-nilly, leads to the theory of the bureau-
cratic revolution; that if Stalinism can over-
turn capitalism and build the new society by
its police-bureaucratic methods, what role re-
mains for the Fourth International? We could
criticize their excesses and undemocratic
methods, but that is an insufficient foundation
for the maintenance and building of & new inter-
national organization. So runs the argument.
Despite its heavy pretense of "thinking things
through," this is just a hollow debater's
point. First, the reaslity in Eastern Europe
must be recognized regardless of where it leads.
But we do not maintain that the Kremlin every
place and everywhere can carry through the
overturns that it was able to accomplish under
the unique conditions that existed at the end
of the war in these adjacent countries. We do
not maintain that these overturms can furnish
the pattern for the road to power, any more
than did the overturn in Eastern Poland in 1939.

If, however, despite our precise limita-
tion of the East European events, we simply
must -- so we are told -- give these overturns
a universal application, why is the other side
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relieved of this sesme necessity? Here are com-
rades who have adopted a resolution which talks
of "the disappearing bourgeoisie of the buffer
zone," "bourgeoisie is not the dominant class,”
"the statization of economy," etc., etc. All
right. These are not workers states. Let us say
these are neocapitalist states, state capital-
ist states, or whathave you. Why dcoesn't this

have —— using your logic -- universal spplica-~

tion? If Stalinism could create these types of
new capitalist states in Eastern Europe,

doesn't that mean it can do the same thing in
Western Europe, Asia, and the South Sea Is-
lands? Does pinning a capitalist label on these
states relieve you of the necessity of consider-
ing the developments in Eastern Europe as
unique?

How are the comrades who vote together
with the supporters of the IEC resolution, but
maintain, nevertheless, that Yugoslavia is a
workers state, how are they in a superior posi-
tion? You comrades have declared that ex-Stalin-
ist centrists, the Titoists, have carried
through a successful workers revolution, have
destroyed the bourgeois state and created a
workers state. Doesn't that —— if everything
must be given universal application —- invest
Titoism with a historic future? Doesn't that
imply -- employing your logic —-- that instead
of trying to teach the Titoists, we ought to
enroll in their school on how to make success-
ful revolutions and build workers states? This
is a knife that cuts both ways.

Stalinist expansion is a fact, not a
theory. It stems not from this or that charac-
terization of the East European states but from
the Kremlin's emergence from the war as the
second world power, and the weakening of the
bourgeoisie. This expansion, however, cannot
Just go on indefinitely. It has sharply defined
limits. For two reasons: First, the Kremlin's
savagely nationalistic policy has already led
to the Tito break, may well produce similar
breaks in the Far East on the morrow, and has
produced indescribable tensions and crises in
all of the satellites. In the new context, the
Eremlin's conduct towards these states reveals
anew that this oligarchy has no historic future,
that it cannot be the instrument for the de-
struction of world capitalism and the institu-
tion of a new society. Second, the Kremlin's -
troops cannot move beyond their present spheres
of influence without that becoming the signal
for the next war; and the Kremlin will not be
the initiator of the war. That is why we can
discuss the possibility of the Red Army over-
running parts of Europe and Asia only in the
context of the Third World War. It may be that
under such circumstances the Kremlin would at-
tempt to follow a policy roughly similar to
its initial policy in Eastern Europe in 1945.
But a 8, as well as how much territory
each side occupies, would be simply incidents
in the w:.-. Th= future of humanity would be
decided by more important considerations: The

outcome of the war, and the progress of socisl-
ist revolutions.

Comrade Germain believes that our analy-
sis implies the possibility of the military
victory of Stalinism in a new world war. It is
difficult to follow the logic. What do our of-
ficial documents say on this? "A third woarld
war, in the form of an attack of world iuperi-
alism -- under American leadership —— against
the USSR is inevitable if successful socialist
revolutions do not materialize in the interim.
If the contest between the USSR and world im-
perialism is confined, however, to military
means, the defeat and destruction of the USSR
is certain." The reason? Obviously, because
world imperialism is far stronger than the
USSR, materially, technically, culturally.

How does our characterization of the East Euro-
pean happenings overturn this estimation?

But we have every reason to believe that
in the event that humanity is thrust into a new
slaughter, it will not be imperialism that will
be the victor. After the partisan movements
that swept Europe in the course of the last
war, the uprisings in Italy and Greece, the
rise of Tito to power in Yugoslavia, and the
revolutionary aftermath in the Fer East, we
have every reason to believe that this time the
socialist storm will be fiercer, and will start
earlier. And after the Tito development, we
have every reason to believe that it will as-
sert its independence of and opposition to the
Kremlin traitors. The soclalist revolution will
not only paralyze the hands of imperialism, but
will insugurate the process which will disinte-
grate the parasitic structure of Stalinism. Our
basic perspective remains unchanged.

* * *

One final word: We are living in a world
of rapidly changing events and many unexpected
developments. Our cadres, which still have the
Job everywhere of fusing themselves with the
mass movement, must be able to tenaciously
stick to their principles, and at the same time
have the capacity to orient themselves in every
new difficult situation, and adjust themselves
to the necessary tactical requirements. Our
militants must feel that it is possible to
carry through discussion in our movement in a
calm atmosphere, free of bigotry. Any call in
the present discussion for the stalwarts to
rally round the flag is gratultous, because the
flag is not beling assailed. The discussion
should be carried through, without factionalism,
until all the arguments are in, and the member-
ship, in its collective wisdom, can render its
decision.

[Reprinted from SWP Discussion Bulletin No. 1,
April 1950.]
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From the Third World Congress of the Fourth International, 1951
(Reprinted from Fourth International November-December 1951)

Report to the Congress:

Evolution of Eastern EKurope

By PIERRE FRANK

The Soviet buffer zone of Eastern Europe, which came
into being after the Second World War, has aroused lively
discussions in and around our ranks. OQur opinions have
evolved and we have rectified errors committed on this
question in the past years. Today the evolution of the
buffer zone countries on a number of fundamentals has
been completed in an irreversible manner. Our ideas have
been clarified on several important questions such as the
nature of these states and the conclusions to be derived
therefrom. The resolution submitted to the Congress reg-
isters our progress in this matter. It is not without value
to view this problem from as broad a viewpoint as possible,
to first of all retrace the road we have traveled.

The History of the Buffer Zone Question

At the end of the Second World War, as a result of the
Potsdam agreements, the entire world was confronted with
a zone of influence of the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe.
The Russian state — which we considered a degenerated
workers’ state—dominated a series of capitalist states mili-
tarily and politically; coalition governments between Stal-
inists and bourgeois politicians were constituted; the
capitalist cconomies were not fundamentally uprooted, al-
though important changes had been introduced.

Molotov had declared at the first occasion, in the name
of the Soviet government, when Russian troops entered
Rumanian territory, that his government had no inten-
tion of altering the social system of these countries. The
only and avowed desire of the Kremlin in these countries
was to replace the hostile governments of the past (the
cordon sanitaire at the end of the First World War) by gov-
ernments friendly to the USSR. But we understood at that
time that what was involved was not the desires of the
Kremlin bureaucracy. The workers’ state, and not only the
bureaucracy, wauld have its influence on the new terri-
tories. What could this lead to?

On the theoretical plane we took as our point of depar-
ture our definition of the USSR and Trotsky’s succint re-
marks in “In Defense of Marxism” on the question of terri-
tories occupied by the USSR and susceptible to integration
within it. These remarks have been cited many times in
our discussions and are certainly known to all the com-
rades present here. Let us only refer to this one:

“Let us for a moment conceive that in accordance with
the treaty with Hitler, the Moscow government leaves un-
touched the rights of private property in the occupied areas
and limits itself to ‘control’ after the fascist pattern. Such
a concession would have a deep-going principled character
and might become the starting point for a new chapter
in the history of the Soviet reginre; and consequently a
starting point for a new appraisal on our part of the na-
ture of the Soviet state.”

These lines prove how important the evolution of the
buffer zone was for us and for the world workers’” move-
ment. Developments in the buffer zone also were of decisive
importance for the Soviet Union.

We followed these developments passionately, meti-
culously. If you assemble everything that has been written
in our ranks since 1946 on this question, it can be stated
that we have never sinned in the domain of the concrete
study of the events. We may have committed errors
in theoretical interpretation and in perspectives.but our
study of the events was always very rigorous. No one
¢ver contested the facts presented by the International as
the basis of our discussions. All the discussions took thesec
facts as their point of departure.

We must confine ourselves here to a reference for his-
torical reasons only to the discussions we have had with
those who had a different definition oi the USSR than ours.
These discussions with the theorcticians of “state capital-
ism” or of “bureaucratic collectivism” never had any bear-
ing on the buffer zone, properly speaking; they were simply
appendices to the discussion on the Russian question.
Neither the supporters of the theory of “state capitalism”
ncr those of the theory of “‘bureaucratic collectivism” con-
tested the facts assembled by the International. The facts
had only a minor importance for them. Later on we will
mention the discussions between comrades sharing our
common theoretical basis.

r movement took a position on the question of the
buffer zone for the first time at the Preconference (March
1946) and at the 1st Plenum (June 1946). The resolutlon
adopted by the Preconference noted:

“The introduction of a series of militarily and politlcally
controlled countries into the economic sphere (of the
USSR); ]

“The plundering and politically reactionary, conservative
and capitulatory nature of the Soviet bureaucracy. .

“The granting of governmental powers to the leaders of
the Communist Parties regardless of their real strength;

“The elimination of oppositionist elements, the expro-
priation of foreign concessions, the aceeleration of economic
reforms by encouraging organs of dual power (committees
of control of production, trade committees of poor peasants
which carry out the agrarian reform).”

This resolution declared itself in favor of the progres-
sive reforms, for the right of the peoples to self-determina-
tion, for the free development of the workers’ movement.

The Ist Pleuum dealt especially with the occupation of
numerous territories by the victor armies. The resolution
said the following concerning the territories occupied by
the Soviet armies:

“The Fourth International demands the withdrawal of
all foreign armies, including the Soviet army, from all
occupied territories.
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“The Fourth International does not in any way abandon
its slogan of the unconditional defense of the USSR. The
Fourth Internationsl is likewise for the defense of the
progressive measures which have been realized in the ter-
ritories occupied by the Red Army. . .

“Wherever reactionary movements appear and, with the
support of the imperialists, attempt to overthrow the
more or less statified economy and to re-eatablish landed
private property. . . we will oppose these moventents and
fight on the gide of the Red Army for the defeat of the
imperialists and their agents until the workers of these
countries are strong enough to confront the bourgeois
couniter-revolution alone.

“In all the occupation zones our militants should defend
our policy in such a manner so that it cannot be utilized
against the Soviet Union to the advantage of imperialism.”

We see then that in the first two positions, we clearly
formulated our position on the defense of the USSR and
the reforms carried out in the buffer zone against imperial-
isth, and on the defense of the workers’ movement of these
countries against the bureaucracy, but that there is not a
word on the nature of these states and their economies, nor
on the tendencies of their development.

The first general theoretical position taken was for-
mulated in the theses written by comrade Germain on “The
USSR on the Morrow of the War” which appeared in the
International Bulletin, September 1946. It was said that
in a general way this study expressed the position of the
International Secretariat, and it opened the discussion on
the USSR, the buffer zone and Stalinism for the 2nd World
Congress. Here is its essential part concerning the buffer
zone question:

“Inherent in the system of production brought into being
by the October Revolution is the tendency to break out of
the frontiers of the USSR especially because the productive
forces on a world scale ¢ry out for collectivization. , .

“Tgking as our point of departure the tendency of the
bureaucracy to ‘structurally assimilate’ the countries where
it maintains its occupation over a whole period and which it
wants to integrate into its economic system; taking likewise
as our point ¢of departure the impossibility of achieving this
assimilation without the action of the working mosses, it
can be stated that the countries occupied by the Soviet bu-
reaucracy can be divided into three zones:

“a). . . all the territories incorporated into the USSR,
there structural assimilation has been completed. . .

“b) In Poland, in occupied Germany, in Yugoslavia and
in Czechoslovakia, the beginnings of structural assimila-
tion correspond to a very strong revolutionary impulsion
or to an exceptional situation involving the physical dis-
appearance of the propertied classes. . . The nature of
the economy and of the state remains bourgeois in these
countries. However, the relationship of forces are such
that for the moment the bourgeoisie is at the mercy of an
action of the proletariat. It is only the bureaucracy’s fear
of the proletariat of these countries as well ag of imperial-
ism which keeps it from delivering a coup de grace to the
native capitalists.

‘“¢) In Finland, Austria, Hungary, Rumania and Bulga-
ria the state and the economy remain fundamentally bour-
geois.”

This long quotation needs no comment. In the discus-
sion which occurred at the time, Marcoux, who had assem-
bled a very important documentation on the question, ex-
amined the question in a static manner and even denied
the existence of a tendency to structural assimilation; his
point of view was rapidly outmoded by the march of events.

On the other hand, comrade E. R. Frank, who was in agree-
ment with the analysis, defined what was developing in the
buffer zone as a tendency toward the establishment of a
“state capitalism” based on a mixed economy (state capi-
talism and private property) and not toward the installa-
tion of a workers’ state.*

At the 2nd World Congress (April 1948) which took
place some weeks after the Prague coup, the discussion did
not go beyond the positions previously taken by the Inter-
national in 1946. In the Theses 2dopted by this Congress,
the part dealing with the buffer zone describes the policy
of the bureaucracy, there also verifying its dual char-
acter; it shows that due to the development of the in-
ternational situation the bureaucracy despite itself found
itself obliged to adopt a series of economic and pelitical
measures against the native bourgeoisie. It underscored the
sharpening of the tendency toward total structural assimila-
tion, but viewed this as possible only through a revolution-
ary mobilization of the masses in opposition to the byreauc-
racy. The Theses of the 2nd World Congress declared that
the situation was transitory, but also that the economy of
these countries remained capitalist and that the state re-
mained a bourgeois state in its structure as well as in its
function.

Politically the Congress confirmed our position of strug-
gle against the restorationist tendencies and our support of
the struggle of the masses for which it formulated a pro-
gram of transitional demands. Finally, the state and the
economy being characterized as capitalist, the Theses came
out in favor of revolutionary defeatism in these countries
in the event of war. '

Viewed with hindsight, the discussion then was marking
time as a result of the situation itself. 1t was necessary that
the situation itself become further clarified for us to make
further progress.

Some months after the 2nd World Congress, the split
between the Yugoslav CP and the Cominform occurred.
In the period which followed, important economic and
also political developments began to occur in the buffer
zone countries which transformed them considerably. All
these events renewed the discussion and placed it on a new
plane. On the other hand, the events in China were also
to contribute in the clarification of our thoughts on a whole
series of problems, including those of the buffer zone.

The 1949 Resolution

The discussion led to the adoption of a resolution by
the 7th Plenum in April 1949.

The 7th Plenum resolution described the developments
which had occurred in the buffer zone since 1945, namely
the period of agreements between Washington and the
Kremlin, marked by agreements with what remained of the
native bourgeoisie in the buffer zone countries, and then
the period of “cold war” marked by a struggle against the
economic and political pesitions of the native bourgeoisie,
which was waged primarily with bureaucratic methods.

* It should be pointed out, however, that when the dis.
cussion resumed at a later stage E. R. Frank was one of the
first to make clear that capitalist property relations had
been destroyed in the buffer zone, the process of “structursil
assimilation” having been completed.
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The 7th Plenum resolution concluded with a study of
the theoretical significance of the evolution of the buffer
zone countries. This latter part explains the transition re-
gimes of the buffer zone countrics as the resultant of the
action of several factors: the decomposition of capitalism
having attained a very advanced stage in these countries,
the belatedness of the world revolution, and the role of the
USSR as a workers’ state but acting under the leadership
of the bureaucracy with the methods peculiar to this caste.
We have nothing essential to change on this point and that
is why we have incorporated this part of the 7th Plenum
resolution in the resolution submitted for adoption to the
3rd World Congress.

But a part of this same 7th Plenum resolution showed
itself to be inadequate or ambiguous or false and the dis-
cusion immediately reopened. It was the part of the resolu-
tion dealing with the social nature of the buffer zone states
which reactivated the debate. The resolution recognized
that structural assimilation had reached a very advanced
stage, it noted that the bourgeoisie was no longer in power
as the ruling class. But it refused to say that the “leap” to
workers’ states had been made, The resolution considered
these states as bourgeois states of a special type, something
like ‘“‘degenerated bourgeois states” although their struc-
ture—in the words of the resolution itself—was closer to
that of the USSR than that of normal capitalist states. As a
reason for this definition the resolution mentioned “the
historic origins of the present situation and . . . the still
indecisive social physiognomy” of the buffer zone countries.

It indicated “the elimination of nationa! {rontiers between -

the buffer zone eountries” as the “decisive and fundamen-
tal” factor for the completion of structural assimilation.

One year later, at the 8th Plenum, the discussion still
continued in our ranks, and besides the adoption of a brief
resolution on the class nature of Yugoslavia, two resolu-
tions were submitted for a consultative vote of the Plenum,
one by comrade Pablo, the other by comrade Germain, dif-
fering in the premises on which they based their definition
of the Yugoslav state and in whith the problem of the
nature of the buffer zone countries was in fact inferred.

The developments which have occurred in the buffer
zone since then have enabled us to overcome the differ-
ences which existed at the time and to evolve a very pre-
cise position, with an equally clear understanding of the
reasons which caused the delay and the errors of our move-
ment on the question of the buffer zone.

The Social Nature of the Buffer Zone States

We believe that the buffer zone states are no longer
capitalist states and that, like the USSR, they are funda-
mentally, ie. in the domain of the relations of production
and property, workers’ states. The changes which were made
in their economies, the extension of nationalization and
planning to all spheres of the economy, fundamentally dis-
tinguishes them from capitalist states.

What has happened in these countries is not a quantita-
tive increase in nationalizations as has taken place in cer-
tain capitalist countries, but a qualitative transformation
of the economy. It is not only heavy and light industry
which is nationalized and planned but also the banks, all

of transportation and all trade, foreign and domestic,
wholesale as well as retail (in large part at least).

It is true that the land is not formally nationalized.
This is not a negligible question, but it is not fundamental
from the standpoint of a sociological characterization, in
view of the considerable restrictions on the purchase and
sale of land, and the introduction of collectivization on the
countryside.

The relationships of production and property have been
upset from top to bottom in these countries, and this trans-
formation is continuing and involving spheres which have
not as yet been affected (with the exception of agriculture
with which we have already dealt). A return of these coun-
tries to a capitalist type structure will only be possible
through a counter-revolution, which is obviously linked to
the outcome of the coming war.

These are the fundamental changes of the economic
structure which make us characterize these states as work-
ers’ states. There are, to be sure, important differences on
the political and even on the economic plane among these
states and betwcen them and the USSR. That is not sur-
prising. The evolution of varied human societies, among
them workers’ states, toward socialism cannot help but be
affected by a whole series of factors. The march from capi-
talism to socialism will certainly give rise to very diverse
social forms.

What is happening in the buffer zone countries is rather
the obverse The reactionary intervention of the Moscow
bureaucracy tends to impose forms approximating those
in the USSR upon these countries and also to Russify an
important part of their state apparatuses for the purpose
of assuring Kremlin control.

We are also witnessing on the plane of social relations
in the buffer zone countries the imposition of a policy
modeled on that of the Soviet bureaucracy which is di-
rected towards the creation of an apparatus and socially
privileged stratum in relation to the mass of the workers.

But all of these elements, which have a very great im-
portance in determining our policy in these countries, are
not decisive so far as the sociological characterization of
these states is concerned.

Exception is made, in the resolution submitted to this
Congress, in this sociological characterization of the buffer
zone countries, for the Soviet zone in Austria which has not
undergone any of these fundamental transformations.

Deformed and Degenerated Workers’ States

The resolution submitted to the Congress designates the
buffer zone states as deformed workers’ states. What do
we mean by this designation?

We did not use the term degenerated workers’ states be-
cause of the fact that this designation should only be ap-
plied (as in the case of the USSR) to a workers’ state which
was born in the revolutionary struggle of the masses and
which subsequently deteriorated as a result of the bureau-
cratic seizure of power to the detriment of the working
masses.

The buffer zone states are not the product of the revo-
lutionary action of the masses but of the action of the bu-
reaucracy, to which question we will return later. The
defects they now have were present from the beginning. We
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do not mean “deformed” in the sense of workers’ states
marred by bureaucratic deformations as was the case with
the USSR in the first years of its existence. In this context
the word deformed means that these states have primarily
the same fundamental defect as the USSR, i.., the com-
plete elimination of the proletariat, on the economic as
well as the political plane, from the leadership of these
countries.

In saying that we have been belated in characterizing
these states as workers’ states, we do not believe that we
were wrong on this point in 1946 and at the time of the
Second World Congress. We still believe that up to 1949
these states still retained a fundamentally capitalist struc-
ture, although it was considerably damaged from the capi-
talist point of view. The descriptions and analyses made
by our movement up to 1949 were correct as a whole. We
had correctly emphasized the principal tendencies of devel-
opment. We were hesitant on the possibility of the realiza-
tion of these tendencies under existing conditions or at
least as we interpreted these condjtions.

The transformation of bourgeois states (decayed) into
deformed workers’ states under the conditions it has oc-
curred has raised a series of theoretical problems which
should be dealt with.

For us, the norm in such a transformation is the revo-
lutionary action of the masses, their armed struggle destroy-
ing the old apparatus of the bourgeois state and substitut-
ing a new stdte for it. The manner of the transformation
in the bufffer zone countries does not correspond to the
norm. Essentially it was the result of the action of the bu-
- reaucracy of the USSR and its agents. Does this call for a
revision of Marxism? We do not think so at all.

From what happened at the beginning of the Second
World War and from the deductions Trotsky had drawn
from these events, we were ready to grasp the tendency
toward structural assimilation, to understand these phe-
nomena as they occurred. But we hesitated in our theoretic-
al generalizations. Why?

‘The bureaucracy is not a class, it has no fundamental
role in history, it does not make history, on the contrary it
seeks only to cheat history. But it has demonstrated an
undeniable power, for reasons we well know, to deform
and disfigure the march of the historic process. Stalinism
falsifies past history, but it employs the same methods—
and they are not without their consequences—on the pres-
ent. We have seen Stalinism distort fundamental ideas in
the minds of communist workers; we have seen it mani-
pulate workers’ organizations and their policy. The Krem-
lin bureaucracy, with all the material and political power
it derives from the Soviet state, has been able to manipulate
phenomena to the point of rendering them momentarily
more or less unrecognizable, without however derailing the
fundamental social forces and the laws of history. One of
our primary weaknesses was that of not always being able
to rapidy disentangle the profound nature of phenomena
from the disfiguration they had suffered at the hands of
the bureaucracy.

On the other hand, we ourselves did not exactly ap-
preciate the conditions under which the bureaucracy had to
operate. It is true that it acted in quite an empirical man-
ner; in the beginning it did not dream of going beyond its

agreements with imperialism. It merely wanted to convert
the buffer zone states into zones of military protection’ and
not into a belt of workers’ states on the borders of the
USSR. Molotov’s declaration when Soviet troops entered
the territory of a capitalist state for the first time, the
theory of people’s democracy (lst edition), was not con-
trived to deceive the bourgeoisie. The Kremlin bureaucracy
had been obliged to go further than it intended. But we
have only recently begun to appreciate more exactly the
conditions under which the Kremlin acted. It is only ap-
proximately one year ago that we have begun to appreciate
the grandeur of the revolutionary forces in all their scope
let loose by the decomposition of capitalism. The discussion
on the political report at this Congress has permitted an
understanding of the full scope of these forces.

It is the decomposition of capitalism which has spoiled
all the calculations of the bureaucracy as well as of im-
perialism in their search for a compromise which was also
to include the buffer zone countries. We were especially
cognizant of the bureaucratic character of the measures
taken by the Kremlin but we were insufficiently apprecia-
tive of the forces which impelled the bureaucracy to reluc-
tantly take the measures which in turn more and more
barred the road to a compromise with imperialism and
created a fundamentally different situation particularly in
the buffer zone countries.

Among the causes of error on our part was the absolute
juxtaposition of the action of the masses and that of the
bureaucracy. We said: A workers’ state is not the creation
of bureaucratic action, but only of the revolutionary action
of the masses. The bureaucracy, as we well know, never or
almost never eliminates the action of the masses in its in-
terventions; what it seeks to suppress is the action of the
masses which it cannot rigorously control; but it is very
well able to utilize the action of the masses which it can
control in order to attain its own objectives at a giver
moment.

That was also true in the buffer zone countries. It
placed the workers’ movement there under its tutelage,
it proceeded from purge to purge, it destroyed all initia-
tive of the masses, all independent action to a considerable
degree, but it nevertheless mobilized these masses in a form
it completely controlled for the purpose of being able to
proceed to the important changes it deemed necessary in
the buffer zone countries. We did not believe that it could
carry out an operation of such scope in the buffer zone
countries without losing control of the mass movement.

Because we were not always capable of analyzing the
deformative effects of bureaucratic action on the historic
process, because we did not have an extremely precise
estimation of the forces let loose by the decomposition of
capitalism and because we did not always understand the
utilization of the masses by the bureaucracy, we committed
errors on the buffer zone question; and we became involved
in a problem which was not the real one, because there was
no real solution for it, namely that of the criterion which
determines the moment when the “leap” takes place. We
were not faced with a relatively normal process. History
had gone through bureaucratic channels in these countries
and the endeavor ¥ apply rigorous norms there was not
without its dangers.
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It goes without saying that in recognizing the char-
acter of the bureaucratic action in the buffer zone coun-
tries we not only do not attribute any progressive ehar-
acter to it, not only do we continue to consider it as counter-
revolutionary as a whole, but we underscore the limits of
bureaucratic possibilities. They were brought to bear on
bourgeois countries in full decomposition where social re-
lations had already been very unstable before the war and
where the bourgeoisie had been considerably undermined
during the war.

It also goes without saying that the evolution of the
buffer zone countries since 1945 does not provide the slight-
est justification for the theory of “people’s democracy™ ¢ Ist
edition) which imitated the old social democratic revision-
ist conception of a possible gradual passage from capitalism
to socialism. This theory has been a lamentable failure in
Western European capitalist countries. In Eastern Europe,
the bureaucratic intervention which was substituted for the
revolutionary action of the masses had nothing whatever
in common with gradual, organic evolution.

The buffer zone situation has also demonstrated sev-
eral facts to us which lead to important theoretical or polit-
ical conclusions.

The buffer zone situation demonstrated that the com-
ing to power ot Stalinist parties under bureaucratic condi-
tions (contrary to those in Yugoslavia or China) had sim-
ilar although less marked consequences on these parties.
The contradictions of socicty were reflected in these par-
ties with growing acuteness. The pressure of the masses
made itself strongly felt in opposition to the demands of
the Muscovite bureaucracy. The apparatus, even the lead-
ership itself of these parties, is sensitive to this pressure.
Thus far the tendencies expressing or reflecting this pres-
sure have shown themselves extremely weak in face of the
GPU apparatus, but one cannot exclude a different devel-
opment in objectively different conditions.

Another very important point. The buffer zone ex-
perience has revealed—and even bourgeois observers have
testified to this-—that the working masses of these coun-
tries, although very hostile to the bureaucracy, are very
attached to the transformations in the system even though
they were achieved bureaucratically. Trotsky wrote in the
definition of the USSR which he gave in Revolution Be-
trayed: “The social revolution betrayed by the govern-
ment party still lives in the property relations and in the
consciousness of the toilers.”

In the buffer zone countries as well, the social trans-
formations not only live in the existing property relations
but also in the consciousness of the toilers although these
social relations occurred not in a revolutionary but in a
bureaucratic way. That is a very important element for a
proper appreciation of the buffer zone countries.

What we have learned on this point from the Ukrainian
independence movement is also very significant. As a result
of the division of the Ukraine before the Second World
War, the Ukrainian nationalist movement in Poland had
contributed in bringing independence tendencies into being
in the Soviet Ukraine. But on the other hand, the difference
in social system between these twc sections of the Ukraine
had led to the evolution of the Ukrainian nationalists in
Poland toward the adoption of the social forms of pro-

perty of -the Soviet Ukraine. This is a phenomenon which
should not be forgotten, especially in the case of present-
day Germany.

Policy Toward the Buffer Zone Countries

Our policy for the buffer zone countries, given the
conclusion we have arrived at on their class nature and
also the place they will have in the coming war, does not
raise any moot problems. The discussion on the political
resolution has clarified the problems posed by the buffer
zone countries.

We are for the unconditional defense of these workers’
states against imperialism in the war now being prepared.
It is fundamentally the same problem as that of the de-
fense of the USSR. We defend these states as working class
conquests, regardless of the bureaucratic means which were
used to bring them into being and regardless of the policy
followed by their governments. Our defense of these states
in no case, at no time, implies a limitation of our criticism
of the policy followed by the governments of these states.

We have designated these states as deformed workers’
states specifying that their deformation has been identical
to that of the USSR principally in the expropriation. of the
proletariat from the administration of these states. It fol-
lows therefore that, as for the USSR, our political program
for these countries is that of political revolution having as
its aim the elimination of the bureaucracy from power and
its resumption by the working masses. This point does not
raise especially different problems from those of the USSR.
Let us merely observe that there is not a native bureauc-
racy in these countries possessing a strength comparable
to that of the Soviet bureaucracy; in truth, it is the Soviet
bureaucracy which constitutes the principal prop, the ptin-
cipal strength of the native bureaucracics.

As in the case of the USSR, it is obvious that the de-
fense of these countries does not exclude but on the con-
trary implies our support to movements of the worker and
poor peasant masses against the bureaucracy. In the case
of these countries, as in that of the national minorities in
the USSR, we are also in favor of supporting mass move-
ments for national independence from the yoke of the
Soviet bureaucracv. In the buffer zone countries we are
for the independence of these countries and their organiza-
tion into a voluntarily organized federation.

All these points present no difficulties. They have long
been the common property of our movement acquired on
the question of the USSR in the past years by following
step by step the evolution of the first workers’ state. The
only difference is that these countries suffer even more
severely from their unequal relations with Moscow than do
the nationalities of the USSR. Over the decades the nation-
al question has always been a very sensitive point in these
countries. Finally the question of their federation has had
a long tradition in the workers’ movements of these coun-
tries, it having figured in the programs of socialist parties
of these countries even before 1914,

* k%

In conclusion, we see that the buffer zone question has,
in fact, been the extension of the Russian question which
has so often been discussed in ‘our movement, and not the
point of departure for a new chapter in the history of the
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Soviet regime. But it is an extension which has taken its
own peculiar course.

Our definition of the USSR, our comprehension of the
dual role of the Soviet bureaucracy has permitted us to
orient ourselves in a generally correct manner in the study
of what has happened in the buffer zone countries and in
understanding their fundamental tendencies. At bottom
this was decisive.

But on the other hand, various inadequacies on our part
have made us mark time, have led us into secondary prob-
lems and even into error. Today the situation has largely
contributed in permitting us to overcome our weaknesses
without great internal difficulties. It permits us to basically
understand the buffer zone countries, their development,
their contradictions.

We believe that the discussion based on the resolution
presented by the International Secretariat will enable our
movement to acquire all necessary clarity on this question
and to seriously arm our militants for the political prob-
lems they will be faced with in the coming years.

* ¥ %

Summary Speech by Reporter

After speeches by 15 delegates, the reporter made the
following points:

The buffer zone was a relatively new phenomenon for
which our only terms of reference were the occupation of
territories by the Soviet army at the beginning of the Sec-
ond World War. The term we employed in 1946, that of
“structural assimilation,” corresponded to our comprehen-
sion of this phenomenon at the time and of the perspectives
of development we were then able to envisage. In light of
what has occurred, a definition more closely approximating
the phenomenon might possibly have been contrived. How-
ever, that did not appear necessary to us then, provided that
more was not read into these words than was actually
intended.

The words “structural assimilation” in the resolution do
not mean that the buffer zone states have been incorporated
in one or another form into the USSR or that their eco-
nomies no longer have any independence in relation to that
of the USSR. This term simply means that these states
have fundamentally the same structure, the same funda-
mental relations of property and production as that of the
first workers’ state, the USSR. It is true, as the resolution
points out, that the economic relations of these states with
the USSR have been extended but that does not mean
“structural assimilation” to us.

We live in a period of uninterrupted convulsions and
that is why our theory should more than ever be a guide
to action and not be transformed into rules which become
abstractions when confronted with the reality. As js indi-
cated in the report, one cannot apply the “norm,” i.e. in
this case, to demand to know the date on which the “leap”
occurred. We will not repeat the explanation given in the
resolution on this point. Let us only add that in a number
of countries one would seek in vain for the “date” on which
they passed over from feudalism to capitalism.

A comrade has mentioned the absence of nationalization
on the land to prove the formation of new bourgeois strata
in the country, thus creating dual power and an accumula-

tion of dangers for these countries. We have pointed out in
the report that the absence of nationalization of the land
was an important question but not at all decisive for a
characterization of the sociological nature of these coun-
tries.

It is true that tendencies toward the restoration of capi-
talism manifest themselves on the countryside in these
countries because of their economic backwardness. But to
proceed from there and to speak of new bourgeais strata is
stretching the point too much; it is even less valid to speak
of dual power. The facts do not support such statements.
Tendencies are not yet a bourgeois class or dual power.

It is true that there are dangers to the non-capitalist
structure of these states in possible developments on the
countryside. That was the case with the USSR from the
NEP up to 1928; although in this instance it must also
be recognized that the danger was in nowise removed by
nationalization of the land. The danger is also to be seen
in Yugoslavia, which will be discussed on the next point of
the agenda. But it is already possible to say that what
makes these phenomena on the countryside dangerous in
Yugoslavia is the considerable pressure now being brought
to bear by imperialism on the country. The dominant pres-
sure on the buffer zone countries at the present time comes
from the opposite direction.

A comrade has raised the question of the application of
the term “exploitation” to the Soviet bureaucracy. It is
not a class, he says, and therefore its role in production is
not that of exploitation in the Marxist sense of the term.
Agreed. But if | am not mistaken the 2nd World Congress
used the term “exploitation” for the mixed companies which
the USSR had then imposed on the buffer zone countries.
The Soviet state, in fact, played a capitalist role in these
companies as is also the case with certain workers’ organ-
izations which engage in businesses associated with their
general activity. The Soviet state acted as a capitalist in
the case of the mixed companies and thus we have actually
a case of exploitation.

The more complex question with which comrade Pablo
has dealt is the one raised by several comrades on the com-
pletion of structural assimilation. We noted tendencies to
structural assimilation beginning with 1945-46. From that
time on, there existed potentially the possibilities of trans-
formation which subsequently occurred. But its completion
was the result of national and international factors.

The scope of nationalizations is not enough for an ap-
preciation of the developments in the buffer zone coun-
tries. In 1946, there remained not only a capitalist economic
structure, but the reconstructed states also had a capitalist
political structure. With a different relationship of forces,
another situation might have resulted in some of the buffer
zone countries.

As a consequence of the “cold war,” the Soviet bureauc-
racy was not only obliged to adopt a series of economic
measures fundamentally transforming the economic struc-
ture of these states, but it also had to embark on a series
of measures fundamentally transforming their political
structure in order to align them with the structure of the
USSR. The period in which these transformations occurred,
bringing to completion the tendencies to structural assimila-
tion which had existed from the beginning, dates clearly



53

from the start of 1949, extends through that year and
into 1950.

We also have to rectify what is erroneous in the draft
document on the question of Albania. It is quite accurate
that during the Second World War a development very
much Jike that of Yugoslavia occurred in that country.

Resolutions of the Congress:

Class Nature of

The evolution of the European countries in the Soviet
butfer zone since 1949 has unfolded along the line of an
accelerated integration of these countries into the economic
and political orbit of the USSR.

Economic Transformation

On the economic level this evolution has taken the
fundamental line of a beginning of coordination and
effective planning among their economies and with that of
the USSR on the one hand, which has, on the other hand,
considerably diminished their dependence upon the interna-
tional capitalist economy and market.

Since 1949 we have observed the putting into effect of
a series of long-range plans (five to six years) which, to
the degree of their realization, detach these countries from
a part of their ties with the external capitalist market and
progressively fuse their economy into a whole which is
more and more organically bound to the planned economy
of the USSR.

These plans follow upon the actual statification of almost
the whole of heavy and light industry, of foreign trade as
vell as important sectors of domestic trade, of transporta-
tion, and of a series of restrictive measures on property
and on the private agricultural market, and following the
generally successful execution of the first short-range plans
(one to three yvears) which permitted the restoration of the
cconomy to pre-war levels and the repairing of the destruc-
tions caused by the war.

From then on the statified economy has been governed
by the necessities of the plan as in the USSR.

These developments have already effected a reversal of
the previous tendency which marked the trade of these
countries with the international capitalist market.

At present the trade of these countries amongst them-
sclves and with the USSR accounts for more than half
their foreign commerce and this trend is becoming more
pronounced.

New State Apparatus Created

On the social level, the state apparatuses of these coun-
tries are more and more coming to resemble that of the
USSR with the creation, especially since the end of 1949,

The question of the buffer zone has not only served to
better arm us politically on the subject of Eastern Europe
and of Asia but in general to help us better understand the
period of transition from capitalism to socialism as we
know it in its first stages.

Eastern Eur()pe

of bureaucratic People’s Committees and by the more
marked installation -in all spheres of ‘“reliable” elements
who enjoy the confidence of the Soviet bureaucracy and
are steadily replacing the old bourgeois elements.

The recruitment of these elements is now being stepped
up from among the new workers’ aristocracy which is
favored by the regime by its methods of payment for
labor and by the Stakhanovist movement, etc.

The state apparatus is thus “sovietized” both in its form
as well as in its social composition by imitating the forms
proper to the state apparatus of the USSR and by recruit-
ing its functionaries among the new privileged sections.
On the other hand, it is being “Russified” by placing in
the most decisive posts of command in the civil, political
and economic administration as well as in the police and
in the army, elements directly manipulated by the Kremlin,
and often actual Russian functionaries assuming the appro-
priate nationality.

Outcome of Political Struggle

Finally, on the political level, if in a bistorical sense
the fate of these countries has not yet been decided, the
same cannot be said insofar as their immediate fate is
concerned.

It is clear that the evolution of the international situa-
tion has not taken the line of a prolonged compromise be-
tween imperialism and the Soviet bureaucracy which could
place the status of these countries in question, but rather
on the contrary the line of accelerated preparation for war,
wherein each seeks to consolidate its present sphere of
influence. '

The only possible exception is the case of the Soviet
zone in Austria, which for the time being still remains an
integral part of the Austrian state and on which a com-
promise involving the withdrawal of the occupation troops
is not yet excluded.

On the other hand, the entire recent evolution of East-
ern Germany, its structure and the execution of its five-yeat
plan, and the deep-going modifications introduced into the
state apparatus rather constitute an indication that Moscow,
having lost hope of a general compromise particularly in
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regard to Germany, is passing over to the decisive integra-
tion of this area into the rest of the buffer zone. However,
it is no less true that the political and economic structure
of this area still remains quite different from that of the
rest of the buffer zone.

On the other hand, the whole of the economic, social and
political overturns which have occurred in the buffer zone
have now acquired such a scope that the reintegration of
these countries into the capitalist orbit can no longer be
envisaged as possible by “cold methods” but only through
a veritable capitalist counter-revolution (with the possible
exception of Eastern Germany).

The example of the civil war now going on in Albania,
by far the weakest link in the entire buffer zone, between
the forces in the pay of native reaction and imperialism
and the forces bound up with the present regime is con-
clusive on this point.

End of Intermediate Status

Taking into account all the modifications effected since
1949 in the économy as well as in the state apparatus of
the buffer zone countries, within the framework of a new
trend in the international situation, the structural assimila-
tion of these countries to the USSR must be considered as
kaving mow been essentially accomplished and these coun-
tries as baving ceased to be basically capitalist countries.

The taking into tow of all these countries by the Soviet
bureaucracy after the last war, the influence and decisive
control it exercised over them contained the possibility and
even the inevitability of their structural assimilation to the
USSR because of a certain internal and external relation-
ship of forces between the Soviet bureaucracy, the native
bourgeoisie, imperialism and the masses.

For a long period — approximately between 1945 and
1948 — the Soviet bureaucracy maintained these countries
in an intermediate status of varying degrees because it was
not yet ready to consider its break with imperialism as
final and because of the necessity imposed on it by its
cwn nature of eliminating the native bourgeoisie by cold
methods, without genuine revolutionary action by the
masses over which it tried at the same time to exercise a
rigorous control.

This intermediate status corresponded sociologically
more and more to a regime of dual power both on the
economic and the political planes, the economic structure
remaining fundamentally capitalist. Beginning with 1949
this duality manifestly gave way to regimes which stabilized
a structure essentially characterized by property and
productive relations qualitatively assimilable to those of
the USSR, that is to say, characteristic of an essentially
statified and planned economy (except for the Soviet zone
in Austria, where, because of the occupation, certain
elements of dual power are noticeable).

Parallel with this process, the political power, which for
a long time had been assumed by different combinations be-
tween the Stalinist leaderships and the representatives of
the former bourgeois and petty-bourgeois parties, now

passed exclusively into the hands of ‘the Stalinists and was
thus transformed in its form as well as in its social
composition.

Deformed Workers’ States

The form of political power still remains marked by
important differences from one country to another and in
their entirety with that of the USSR, as is likewise the case
so far as the form of political power in the capitalist

- system is concerned. But it is above all by virtue of their

economic base, of the structure essentially common to all
the countries of the buffer zome, characterized by new
production and property relations proper to a statified and
planned economy, essentially like those of the USSR, that
we have to consider these states as now being deformed
workers’ states. These states have arisen not through the
revolutionary action of the masses but through the military-
Bureaucratic action of the Soviet bureaucracy, thanks to
exceptional circumstances created by the last war, and they
are not administered directly by the proletariat but by a
bureaucracy. The bureaucratic deformation of these states
is of the same magnitude as that characterizing the USSR,
the proletariat being totally deprived of political power just
as in the USSR.

Consequently, as in the USSR, there is likewise posed as
the task of the revolutionary vanguard of these countries
a political revolution to overthrow the bureaucracy and
open the road for the free development of socialism.

The further evolution of these countries and their im-
mediate future are now bound to the fate of the conflict
being prepared between imperialism on the one side -and
the USSR, these countries, China, the other colonial revolu-
tions and the international working class movement on the
other.

Unconditional Defense

Taking into account the class character of these coun-
tries and the reactionary war aims of imperialism, the
Fourth International is neither neutral nor indifferent so
far as the defense of these, countries against imperialism is
concerned. Just as in regard to the USSR, the Fourth Inter-
national is for the unconditional defense of these countries
against imperialism. It considers their structure of statified
and planned economy as a conquest which must be safe-
guarded against imperialism, regardless of the policy
followed by the governments vassalized to Stalinism in
these countries.

That does not in any case signify the abandonment of
our political opposition to these governments nor the
subordination of our struggle for the world revolution to
this defense. The contrary remains true. The Fourth Inter-
national, within these countries, makes common cause with
the proletarian and poor peasant masses who struggle
against their exploitation and against the national oppres-
sion imposed by the domination of the Soviet bureaucracy
and it stands for the total independence of each of the
countries in the buffer zone and for their organization into
a freely agreed-upon federation.
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Examination of Past Position

In all the positions formerly taken on the question of
the class nature of the countries of the Soviet buffer zone
in Europe, the Fourth International pointed out the
tendency of structural assimilation of thése countries to
the USSR and the transitional state in which these coun-
tries found themselves.

The Fourth International, on the other hand, indicated
from the first that, under a certain correlation of forces
between the Soviet bureaucracy, imperialism and the
masses, the bureaucracy could even accomplish this assi-
milation.

During an entire period (1945-48) it was really
impossible to conclude that such a relationship of forces
favorable to the bureaucracy had been established and
consequently to consider the fate of the countries in the
buffer zone s decided for the entire immediate future.

Nevertheless it must be recognized that the Interna-
tional was kept from having a precise evaluation of the
evolution in the buffer zone, of the speed and the scope of
sssimilation, because of a series of restrictive considerations
like those set forth in the Second World Congress *‘Theses
on the USSR and Stalinism” which asserted that “the

genuine destruction of capitalism (in the buffer zone) is
possible only through the revolutionary mobilization of
the masses and the elimination of the special forms of
exploitation introduced by the bureaucracy into these
countries.” On the other hand, in the Resolution of the
Seventh Plenum of the International Executive Committee
{May 1949) on “The Evolution of the Countries of the
Buffer Zone,” where there was more positively envisaged
the possible perspective of a structural assimilation accom-
plished by the action of the Stalinist bureaucracy itself, it
still insisted on ‘“the.abolition of frontiers which it could
cffect through the incorporation of certain or all of these
countries into the USSR, or that it could accomplish
through the constitution of a Balkan-Danubian federation

formally independent of the USSR but a genuine unified
framework for the planning of the economy.”

Process of Bureaucratic Change

It has turned out that the revolutionary action of the
masses is not an indispensable condition needed by the
bureaucracy to be able to destroy capitalism under ex-
ceptional and analogous conditions 2nd in an internatignal
atmosphere like that of the “cold war.” That does not
mean that the bureaucracy completely deprives itself of
mass action in destroying the bourgeoisie. It mobilized the
masses bureaucratically, varying in scope from country to
country and according to the given conditions, organizing
them, for example, into “committees” of various Kkinds
which played a certain role in disarming the bourgeoisie
and in its economic and political expropriation. This bur-
eaucratic mobilization of the masses, which is still proceed-
ing in the struggle against the ramnants of the possessing
classes and especially against the well-to-do peasantry and
the Catholic Church, is necessary because the bureaucracy
is not an independent social force, a class, but supports
itself partly upon the proletariat to struggle against the
bourgeoisie even while lacing the masses at the same time
into the straitjacket of its bureaucratic and police control.

It has turned out on the other hand that in such condi-
tions and on the basis of an actual statification of the means
of production, it is possible to initiate the process of a
planned economy without formal incorporation into the
USSR, without formal abolition of the frontiers and despite
the special forms of exploitation that the bureaucracy still
maintains in these countries which remain an ever-present
obstacle to the planning and free development of their
economy.

Regarding the theoretical significance of the evolution
of the buffer zone and the conclusions that can be drawn
concerning the role of Stalinism, the Fourth International
still firmly stands on what has been said on this subject in
the above-mentioned resolution of the Seventh Plenum of
the IEC which is incorporated in the present resolution.
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Resolutions of the Congress:

The Yugoslav Revolution

1. The victorious proletarian revolution in Yugoslavia
is fundamentally the product of two historic factors: the
revolutionary upsurge of the toiling masses expressing it-
self in the movement of the armed partisans, and the spe-
cific policy followed by the Communist Party of Yugo-
slavia in the important turns of the objective revolutionary
process.

T be movement of the masses of workers and poor peas-
ants against the imperialist occupants, in conditions of ex-
treme sharpening of social contradictions, swelled the cadres

fighting for national emancipation, broadened it into a -

struggle against the Yugoslav exploiters, took the first steps
toward their expropriation and, in the very course of this
struggle, destroyed the old state apparatus on the Jargest
part of Yugoslav territory. The specific policy of the CPY,
distinguishing itself from that of all the other Communist

parties of Europe, primarily under the pressure of the

masses, successively accepted, then took over the leader-
ship in the destruction of the old bourgeois state apparatus;
legalized, then generalized the construction of a new pro-
letarian state apparatus; consolidated, then broadened the
conquests of the proletarian revolution, by refusing to
capitulate before the Soviet bureaucracy and by engaging
in a resolute struggle against the bureaucratic deformations
of the Yugoslav workers’ state.

Three Stages of Yugoslav Revolution

2. (a) The first decisive stage of the Yugoslav revo-
lution was crossed on November 29, 1943 at the meeting
of the second session of the AVNOJ (Yugoslav Anti-
Fascist Council of National Liberation) at Jayce. On ‘this
occasion a provisional government was constituted which
exercised its authority over all the territories occupied by
the partisans which soon embraced the major part of Yugo-
slavia. The constitution of this government, basing itself
on people’s. committees of national liberation, which came
into existence in 1941, signified that the dual power, which
had existed in Yugoslavia from the beginning of the par-
tisan insurrection, was being overcome. ¥rom this time on,
there can be no further question of the existence of a cen-
tralized bourgeois state apparatus in Yugoslavia; there
remained only the ruins of bourgeois power, just as the
successive measures of expropriation and confiscation left
only the ruins of bourgeois property. The new centralized
state apparatus, based on the people’s committees, which
the AVNOJ] began to construct, was a preponderantly
proletarian state apparatus. The CPY having in fact
conquered power in the liberated territories, this part of

Yugoslavia ceased to be a bourgeois state; under a work-
ers’ and peasants’ government it advanced toward the final
accomplishment of the proletarian revolution.

(b) The second decisive stage of the Yugoslav revolu-
tion was crossed in Qctober 1945 with the withdrawal of th=
two last bourgeois ministers from the central provisional
government. The very constitution of this government in
1944, was only an episode in the unfolding of the Yugo-
slav revolution and was imposed by the joint pressure of
imperialism and the Soviet bureaucracy. While retarding
the complete victory eof the proletarian revolution, this

episode, however, did not interrupt its progress. During

the very period of the coalition government, the new
state apparatus based on the people’s committees was ex-
tended over the whole Yugoslav territory. During this
period all the remnants of bourgeois political power were
eliminated. The withdrawal of the two bourgeois ministers
from the central government was only the final expres-
sion of the fact that the bourgeoisie as a class had lost
power and that the new state apparatus was of a socially
different character than that of prewar Yugoslavia. Be-
ginning with this time, the transition between the workers’
and peasants’ government and the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat was being completed and Yugoslavia became a
workers’ state. That was manifested by the fact that the
conquests of the Yugoslav proletarian revolution were
generalized and legally consolidated in 1945-46 by the law
on the people’s committees, the law of nationalization of
the means of industrial production, the mines and the
banks and by the law on the confiscation of property, the
law on agrarian reform and the annulment of peasant
debts, etc. ’

(c) The third decisive stage of the Yugoslav revolution
was crossed on June 28, 1948 by the split which occurred
between the Kremlin and the CPY. After. the consolida-
tion of the conquests of the Yugoslav revolution, the CPY
proceeded to their extension by the nationalization of
wholesale trade and a considerable part of retail trade;
the establishment of a monopoly of foreign trade: the
beginning of the collectivization of agriculture and the
five-year plan of industrialization and electrification - of
the country. At the same time bureaucratic deformations
of the proletarian power developed in Yugoslavia both as
a result of the backward character of the country and of
the Stalinist policy of the leadership of the CPY, imitating
the institutions of the bureaucratized USSR. The split
between the Kremlin and the CPY; the expression of the
refusal of thc CPY to subordinate the interests of the Yugo-
slav revolution to those of the Soviet bureaucracy, opened
the road to the struggle against these bureaucratic defor-
mations. The principal measures taken within the frame-
work of this struggle were: the constitution of workers’
councils and the beginning of workers’ management of the
enterprises; the democratization of the cooperatives; the
abelition of the privileges of the functionaries of the party
and the state; the decentralization of the directing appara-
tus of the economy; the beginning of the democratization
of cultural and ideological life, etc.
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Permanent Revolution Confirmed

3. The dynamics of the Yugoslav revolution confirms
the theory of ‘the permanent revolution on all points:

(a) 1t confirms the point that the struggle of the toil-
ing masses for national liberation against imperialisin can
only be victorious if it is transmuted into a proletarian
revolution. This transmutation in Yugoslavia was not due
to particular or conjunctural factors but constituted the
application of the general strategy formulated by the
Fourth International for all countries occupied by im-
perialism in Europe during the Second World War. If
this strategy was successfully applied only in Yugoslavia,
that is due to the specific character of the CPY which
headed the movement of the masses.

(b) It confirms the point that a backward country
can resolve the historic tasks of the bourgeois revolution
(solution of the agrarian question, elimination of semi-
feudal survivals in the state power, conquest of genuine
national independence, etc.) only by the conquest of power
by the proletariat which, in such conditions, finds itself
compelled to grapple simultaneously with the solution of
the historic tasks of the proletarian revolution.

(c) It confirms the point that the development and
broadening of proletarian democracy after the consolida-
tion of proletarian power is both possible and necessary
to effectively combat the anti-socialist and bureaucratic
tendencies which exist and develop in the workers’ state.
In this, it represents a confirmation and a positive his-
torical justification of the entire struggle of Leon Trotsky
and the Left Opposition in the USSR between 1923 and
1927, just as the degeneration of the USSR constituted
a justification along negative lines.

(d) It confirms the point that a victorious proletarian
revolution in a backward country, in the midst of a hostile
world, necessarily develops through growing difficulties
and contradictions which are reflected in economic crises
and successive social tensions within the workers’ state.
Only an international extension of the revolution and the
aid given to the Yugoslav revolution by the victorious
proletariat of several advanced countries can assure a real
and harmonious solution of the problems posed by indus-
trialization and the veluntary collectivization of agricul-
ture.

At the same time the dynamics of the Yugoslav revo-
lution confirms the analysis made by the Fourth Inter-
national of the questions of the USSR and of Stalinism.
It confirms the character of the Stalinist parties as degen-
erated workers’ parties, an indispensable explanation in
understanding the new course taken by the Yugoslav
revolution since the break between the CPY and the
Kremlin. It especially confirms the fundamental thesis of
the Trotskyist movement which maintains that Stalin-
ism is a phenomenon characteristic of a period of ebb in
the revolutionary struggles of the masses, and that it can
be overcome only by a new rise of revolutionary strug-
gles. In Yugoslavia, the first country where the proletariat
took power since the degeneration of the USSR, Stalinism
no longer exists today as an effective factor in the workers’
movement, which however does not exclude its possible
reemergence under certain conditions.

Relationship of Class Forees Internally

4. The perspectives of the Yugoslav revolution are fun-
damentally determined by the relationship of forces be-
tween the classes on the national and international arenas.

In Yugoslavia, the workers’ state is confronted with
growing pressure from the peasant proprietors who seek to
pass from simple commodity production to capitalist
accumulation by means of the privite appropriation of
the means of production. This tendency develops auto-
matically and necessarily on the basis of the present eco-
nomic and technical development of the country and coin-
cides with the tendency of the kulaks to effect their
fusion with the international capitalist market. )

At present this is being held in check as follows:

(a) By the slow modification of the relationship of
social forces resulting from the industrialization of the
country, from thc numerical increase of the proletariat,
of its cohesion, its political consciousness and its growing
cultural progress, thanks to the beginning of the devel-
opment of proletarian democracy, etc.

(b) By the differentiation within the peasantry itself,
resulting from the support given by the workers’ state to
the poor peasants and to the development of agricultural
cooperatives.

(c) By measures of coercion taken by the workers’
state hindering the development of this automatic economic
process : prohibition of the sale and purchase of land over
30 hectares; dual price sector; progressive quotas of forced
deliveries of farm products (tax in kind); etc.

Nevertheless, so long as the industrial production of
objects of consumption does not assure to the peasants a
real growing return parallel with the growth of agricultural
production, and so long as the mechanization of agriculture
is not able to create a healthy economic base for the col-
lectivization of agriculture, industrialization will be carried
on amidst the hostility and resistance of a section of the
peasantry. Under these conditions only the conscious par-
ticipation of the proletariat in the exercise of power can
protect the conquests of the revolution in the immediate
period. Only a considerable extension of the present meas-
ures of democratization-and of the struggle against bureau-
cratism can assure the conscious support of the proletarian
masses for the workers’ state.

However, the measures of democratization introduced
in 1950 have only very slowly altered the attitude of the
industrial proletariat, as a result of its justified past
distrust toward this course of the CPY, as a result of the
pressure of famine and poverty upon the workers and as a
result of unfavorable objective conditions for a broad
revolutionary mobilization of the masses. The needs of the
industrial proletariat also began to come into conflict
with the inherent logic of the rightward course and the
official ideology of the government and the CPY. Because
of this fact, the relationship of forces between the classes
within Yugoslavia have begun to alter beginning with 195]
to the disadvantage of the proletariat. The workers’ state
has been obliged to make a series of concessions to the class
enemy consisting notably of the following:

(a) the removal of controls from prices and trade,
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permitting an accelerated private accumulation on the part
of 1ich peasants and tradesmen-speculators.

(b) The halting of agrarian collectivization and the
permission granted to the peasantry to withdraw from cer-
tain types of agricultural cooperatives.

(c) The decentralization of foreign trade which threat-
ens to rapidly undermine the state monopoly of foreign
trade.

Under Imperialist and Kremlin Pressure

5. On the international plane, a growing pressure is
being brought to bear upon the Yugoslav revolution by its
two mortal enemies—world imperialism and the Soviet
bureaucracy:

(a) World imperialism seeks to destroy the conquests
of the Yugoslav revolution, the regime of the dictatorship
of the proletariat and the collectivized property in the
means of production in industry and in the mines. It
reckons on succeeding by stages in this game; first by the
utilization of political and economic pressure, then by an
open or camouflaged armed intervention. Its objectives
at the present stage are: the inclusion of Yugoslavia in the
imperialist diplomatic front and in its Mediterranean
military alignments. With that beginning. it seeks to ob-
tain at a later stage the right to supervise Yugoslav cco-
nomy, the right of investment in the mines and industry.,
the legalization of the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois polit-
ical parties. the virtual destruction of the monopoly of
foreign trade, etc.

(b) The Soviet bureaucracy seeks by all means to
bring about the destruction of a regime of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat independent of the Kremlin, a
mortal threat to the influence of Stalinism over the inter-
national workers’ movement, and in the long run also to
the power of the bureaucracy in Eastern Europe and in
the USSR itself. The destruction by imperialism of the
conquests of the YugoSlav proletarian revolution represents
a lesser evil to the Kremlin than the independent devel-
opment of proletarian Yugoslavia. Up to now. the entire
policy of the Kremlin toward Yugoslavia (economic block-
ade, provocative military demonstrations, propaganda cam-
paigns, ctc.) is aimed at forcing this country into the im-
perialist camp. This policy, however. is only a prepara-
tion for another stage of the counter-revolutionary strategy
of Stalinism toward Yugoslavia which would consist in an
attempt to include Yugoslavia in the sphere of influence
of the Soviet bureaucracy by means of military interven-
tion.

In the long run, this hostile, twolold pressure brought
to bear on the Yugoslav revolution can only be success-
fully counteracted by the conscious support of the world
proletariat and the international victory of the socialist
revolution. For the present, the situation of unstable equili-
brium between imperialism and the Soviet bureaucracy
accords a certain respite to the Yugoslav revolution. But
this respite occurs, especially since the outbreak of the war
in Korea, within the framework of an increased parallel
pressure brought to bear upon Yugoslavia, a pressure which
is not neutralized by a sufficiently extensive international
proletarian action for the aid of Yugoslavia. In these con-

ditions the Yugoslav state has found itself constrained to
make a series of concessions to its enemies on the inter-
national plane. It has led to an opportunist deviation in
its foreign policy and especially that of the CPY (idealiza-
tion of the UN, neutralism, petty-bourgeois concept of
aggression, pacifist conception of class collaboration in the
struggle against war, etc.).

Without a radical alteration of the relationsbip of forces
between the classes on the international arena, this ten-
dency threatens to deepen and to hurtle the Yugoslav revo-
lution to its doom. The contradiction between the progres-
sive evolution of ‘the Yugoslav state itself in 1950 and the
rightward evolution of its foreign policy which, at the
present stage, is the expression of the crisis of isolation of
the Yugoslav revolution, will find a solution at a later stage
in one of two ways: either the Yugoslav socialist revolu-
tion will fuse with the revolutionary movement and with
the international revolution, or international concessions

to imperialism will be followed by concessions within

Yugoslavia itself.

But despite the right deviation of its foreign policy and
despite all the concessions which it has already been obliged
to make to the class enemy in Yugoslavia itself, the leader-
ship of the CPY and of the Yugoslav. workers’ state can-
not itself peacefully abolish the material bases of this
state without destroying itself. American imperialism and
the rich peasantry of Yugoslavia have only a transitory.
interest in dealings with the CPY and in wresting conces-
sions from it; their fundamental interest requires the de-
struction of the workers’ state and the return to power of
the bourgeois politicians who are already raising their
heads. That is why the policy of the CPY in the period
ahead. a period of sharpened social struggles in Yugoslavia,
will be characterized by its vacillating centrist character
which can abruptly change its rightward course to an
adventurist struggle against the kulaks and an attempt to
keep the power by all means. Fundamentally, the question
of -whether the CPY will be obliged to deepen workers’
democracy. a step which cannot fail to have its repercus-
sions on the foreign policy of the party, will depend on
the degree of the real activity of the Yugoslav proletariat
in the workers’ councils and the people’s committees, or
whether in the absence of a real mobilization of the masses,
the regime will take more and more bureaucratic forms.

Character of Yugoslav Communist Party

0. It is impossible to determine the dynamics and the
perspectives of the Yugoslav revolution withaut at the
same time defining the character of the CPY. /f Stalinism
can be delined as the subordination of the interests of the
workers of every country to those of the Soviet bureau-
cracy. the CPY, beginning with 1941, outlined an orienta-
tion which was lo lead to the break of 1948 and, because of
this fact. it ceased to be a Stalinist party in the [ull mean-
tng of the word. The difference in orientation between the
CPY and that followed by the other CPs of.Europe was
cffected in the first place under the pressure of the masses.
But that does not suffice to explain the evolution of Yugo-
slavia. In other countries, where the revolutionary upsurge,
at least at the beginning, was as powerful as in Yugoslavia



(Spain 1936, Greece 1944) the CPs took a diametrically
opposite course to that of the CPY. The difference in
orientation between the CPY and those of the other CPs
of Europe could result only from an interaction between
the revolutionary pressure of the masses and the changes
of strategic conceptions which they produced in the leader-
ship of the CPY under favorable conditions, to which
should be added the absence of a Kremlin control appara-
tus operating on the scene.

In the first stage, these changes expressed themselves by
an attempt of the leadership of the CPY to conciliate the
interests of the Yugoslav revolution with those of the
Soviet bureaucracy (1941 to early 1948). For this reason,
while remaining within the international framework of
Stalinist policy and while publicly and unreservedly ac-
cepting the internal and external policy of the Soviet
bureaucracy, the CPY nevertheless differentiated itself at
the time from Stalinist policy on the following points:

(a) The creation, 1941, of “people’s committees cf
national liberation” and of *proletarian brigades” in the
partisan movement.

(b) The refusal to collaborate, in 1942, with Mikhai-
lovich’s Chetniks and with the bourgeois govérnment-in-
cxile.

(¢) The orientation, in 1943, towards the actual seizure
of power by the CPY and the constitution of an appara-
tus of a new state, of a proletarian type,

(d) Elimination, in 1945, despite the agreements of
“the Big Three,” of the last vestiges of bourgeois power
in the country and the completion of the proletarian revo-
lution.

(e) The pursuit of a foreign policy and an economic
orientation more independent from the Kremlin than that
of the other countries of the buffer zone.

The accumulation of ‘all these actions, accompanied by
an initial private criticism of the whole of Stalinist policy
(notably: criticism of the more exorbitant privileges of
the top functionaries of the USSR; criticism of the rela-
tions of economic plunder imposed on the buffetr zone
countries by the bureaucracy: criticism of the policy of
the French, ltalian and Greek CPs, at the time of the
“liberation,” etc.), led the Kremlin to the preventive split
with the CPY. This split was inevitable because of the
irreconcilability of interests between the Yugoslav revolu-
tion and the Soviet bureaucracy.

Beginning with this split there opened a second stage
of differentiation between the CPY and Stalinism. Pro-
gressing in a purely empirical fashion, the CPY has suc-
cessively emphasized :

(a) The subordination of the international communist
movement to the interests of the Kremlin and the defeats
to the workers’ movements of several countries caused
by this subordination.

(b) The total political, economic, military, cultural
grip of the Soviet bureaucracy on the countries of the buffer
zone and its horrible consequences for the toiling masses
of these countries.

(c) The fundamental orientation of the Soviet bureau-
cracy toward a division of the world through the estab-
lishment of a modus vivendi with imperialism and the
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utilization of the workers’ movement as barter for this
purpose.

(d) The degeneration of the USSR as a result of the
isclation of the first workers’ state and of its backward
character and the formation of a privileged bureaucratic
caste which has usurped all power in the USSR.

(¢) The danger of bureaucratism in every proletarian
revolution, a danger which can be combated only by in-
creasing proletarian democracy.

(f) The necessity of reconstructing the workers’ move-
ment in several countries.

Centrist Policy and Ideology

Beginning with this time, the CPY ceased to be a semi- -
Stalinist party and evolved as a centrist party, carried to
power by the revolutionary masses. On the other hand it
is characterized by right-opportunist deviations, the most
important being:

(a) The empirical character of its ideological devel-
opment which has still not grasped the full Leninist con-
ception of the nature of our epoch.

(b) The pragmatic and unprincipled character of the
foreign policy of the CPY, tending to justify the diplo-
matic maneuvers of the Yugoslav state.

(c) The underestimation of the international workers’
movement and the lack of understanding of the theory of
the permanent revolution as a whole.

(d) The absence of the right to form tendencies with-
in the CPY.

(e) An opportunist conception of the construction of
revolutjonary parties in the world (generalization of the
Yugoslav experience, underestimation of the importance
of program, etc.).
~ (f) Since the right turn in Yugoslav foreign policy,
the pragmatic elaboration of a theory of “State Capitalism”
on the USSR joined to neo-reformist conceptions on “new
forms” of capitalism, etc.

Only a modification of the international relationship
of forces between the classes, a rise of the world revolution-
ary movement, assistance and fraternaljcriticism from this
movement and a growing understanding on the part of the
leaders and cadres of the CPY, will enable it to avoid crys-
tallizing on false positions which would lead to the liquida-
tion of the progressive effects of the Yugoslav affair.

Already, the positions taken as a result of the war in
Korea have in part vitiated the effects of the Yugoslav
affair on the international crisis of Stalinism; in these
conditions and in the absence of a sufficiently strong revo-
lutionary international leadership, it is not excluded that
Stalinism can regain a foothold in the ranks of the CPY,

In this connection, the positions and the attitude the
CPY takes toward Trotskyism—whether openly or by
attempting to ignore it—acquires considerable political
importance. What is involved is not merely a historic
rectification of the past; it is the test of whether a workers’
current which has emerged from Stalinism bas succeeded
in linking itself with the tradition and program of Bol-
skevism, and thereby in definitively and decisively sur-
mounting Stalinism.
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Tasks of the Fourth International

7. The tasks of the Fourth International toward the
Yugoslav revolution are established within the framework
of its general strategy, conforming to this analysis of the
character of the Yugoslav state and the CPY:

(a) The Fourth International unconditionally defends
tke conquests of the Yugoslav revolution against world
imperialism and against the Soviet bureaucracy. It con-
ceives of this defense both as a strategic task—the junc-
tion of the international revolution with the Yugoslav
revolution—and as an immediate tactical task: mobiliza-
tion of the international revolutionary vanguard and of
the proletarian masses of  all countries for concrete actions
in defense of the conquests of the Yugoslav proletarian
revolution.

This defense cannot enter into collision with the inter-
ests of the world revolution of which the conquests of
October form part. The Fourth International will likewise
assure the defense against any attempt by internal forces to
utilize Yugoslavia against the interests of the world revo-
lution.

(b) In the event of war by the Soviet bureaucracy
against Yugoslavia, the Fourth International will be for
the defense of Yugoslavia against the counter-revolutionary
action of the Kremlin. This policy, based on the interests
of the world revolution, will be pursued regardless of all
material aid Yugoslavia may eventually receive from
capitalist countries. In event of an extension of the conflict
this position will be reexamined in each specific case.

(c) The Fourth. International will attempt to involve
the CPY in wunited frout actions for specific objectives.
Each of these actions presupposes our principled agree-
ment regarding the objective to be attained, and cannot
in any case eliminate the right of the international revo-
lutionary movement to criticize the policy of the Yugo-
slav government and the CPY. The practical possibility
of realizing such actions is cxtremely limited becapse of
the present rightward course of the CPY.

(d) The Fourth International believes that one of its
principal contributions to the consolidation of the con-
quests of the Yugoslav revolution consists in a frank and
uncompromising criticism of all the political errors and
opportunist deviations on the part of the CPY. These
criticisms should take as their point of departure the con-
crete experiences of the international workers’ movement
which must be communicated to the CPY as well as of
the peculiar experience of the Yugoslav revolution; they
should tend to impel the Yugoslav communists to replace
their present opportunist leadership by a revolutionary
Jeadership which in practice applies a policy corresponding
both to the interests of the international proletariat and
the safeguarding of the Yugoslav revolution: a break with
the imperialist diplomatic front, a halting to the economic
and political concessions to imperialism, an effective mo-
bilization of the workers and poor peasants against the
kulaks and speculators, a deepening of workers’ democ-
racy, freedom of discussion, assembly and press for all the
currents of the workers’ movement basing themselves on

proletarian power in Yugoslavia, support to the interna-
tional workers’ movement and genuine -support to a real
international revolutionary regroupment,

A Critique of Past Positions

8. It is the duty of the Fourth International to critically
reexamine, in the light of the events which have occurred
since 1948, its past analysis of the Yugoslav revolution and
the dynamics of this revolution which events have placed
in-a new light.

From 1942 on, the Fourth International had in gen-
eral correctly estimated the movement of the Yugoslav
partisans and the civil war which unfolded as a conse-
quence. This analysis continued along correct lines up to
the beginning of 1946. From that time and until June 28,
1948, the International committed serious errors of evalua-
tion regarding the Yugoslav revolution; they consisted
notably in an identification of the Yugoslav developments
with those of the other buffer zone countries; in confound-
ing the CPY with the Stalinist parties in the buffer states;
in the erroneous hypothesis that the revolutionary move-
ment of the masses had been arrested by the CPY and that
the new centralized state apparatus constructed by the
CPY was a bourgeois state apparatus in its structure,
despite the elimination of the bourgeoisie from the polit-
ical and economic life of the country which had been noted
by the International.

After the break of the Kremlin with the CPY, the
Fourth International was the only tendency of the inter-
national workers’ movement to immediately wunderstand
the progressive significance and the bistoric import of this
event and to undertake an international campaign for the
defense of Yugoslavia; it linked the analysis it made of the
causes of the break with the analysis it had made before
1946 of the depth of the revolutionary mass movement in
Yigoslavia. The campaign for the defense of Yugoslavia
was, however, partly bindered by the delay of the Inter-
national in recognizing the character of Yugoslavia as a
workers’ state, This delay was due fundamentally to a
false appraisal of the nature of the centralized state ap-
paratus set up in Yugoslavia in 1945,

These various errors of evaluation were caused by:

(a) The absence of precise information on Yugoslav
events and institutions beginning with the years 1945-46.

(b) The absence of all public differentiation by the
CPY in relation to the Soviet bureaucracy and to Stalin-
ism before June 28, 1948,

(c) The fact that the correct general analysis of the
primarily counter-revolutionary role of the Soviet bureauc-
racy in the buffer zone led the International to identify
a priori, without separate analysis of each case, the policy
of the CPs with that of the bureaucracy (which was not
only wrong for Yugoslavia, but also for China).

The lesson to be drawn from these errors of evaluation
is the imperious necessity of concrete and precise analyses
of the national peculiarities in the development of the
workers’ movement of every country. However important
in our epoch are the laws of development for sectors of the
world or for the entire world, these laws can never be
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substituted for the particular analysis of each country in
the determination of a correct day-to-day revolutionary
policy.

The rapidity and the unanimity with which the Fourth
International was able, on the morrow of June 28, 1948,
to make a turn for the defense of Yugoslavia, as well as the
concrete manner it has followed and appraised the evolu-
tion of the CPY since then, prove that these errors of

evaluation were not at all due to an erroneous general con-
ception, but rather occurred despite the correct evaluation
made by the Fourth International of the nature of Stal-
inism and its dialectical relationships with the mass move-
ment. It is only in the light of this appraisal that the Yugo-
slav revolution becomes comprehensible and assumes its
full significance as an important stage in the world crisis
of Stalinism.



