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LESSONS OF A DEFEAT

The spectacular collapse of the Fourth Republic in
France will long resound on the European and world
political stages, so sudden and unexpected was it to
the masses and their traditional parties in France it-
self, and so deeply rooted internationally was the myth
of a democratic citadel in that country. It was fur-
thermore an event whose consequences and teachings
will stir to the depths the ideas and structures of the
world labor movement.

The fall of the Fourth Republic in France closes a
chapter in the post-war period which, especially
these last years, amid a dynamic expansion of capital-
ism, saw the growth of the lure of a vulgar neo-re-
formism that preached — including from the mouths
of the Kremlin’s new arch-opportunist masters —
“new,” “peaceful,” “
ism.

The inglorious end of the parliamentary republic in a
nation. traditionally among the most democratic ones,
amid the clatter of the parachutists’ machine-guns,
the hysteria of the fascist mobs and settlers, the pa-
ralyzing disorientation of the immense metropolitan
masses, promptly revived pre-war memories: the chain
of reactionary victories following the rise of the Nazis
in Germany, Austria, Spain, France. -

Granted, the current international context is quite
other than in that period, and de Gaulle after all is
not and cannot be a new Hitler. It is, however, none
the less true that the political regime in France has
qualitatively changed, that parliamentary democracy
has been destroyed, and that the working class can-
not get out of this new frame without breaking it by
a revolutionary upsurge carried to the highest pitch.
It would furthermore be unpardonably light-minded
to underestimate the reactionary effects of this first
serious post-war victory of the bourgeoisie on the
European and world arenas.

parliamentary” “ways” to social- -

THE REASONS FOR THE CRISIS IN
PARLIAMENTARY DEMOCRACY

De Gaulle came to power through the revolt of the
army against the powerless and ineffective parliamen-
tary apparatus of the bourgeoisie. This multi-parti-
san apparatus functiened within the framework of
institutions and constitutional proceedures that split
up the bourgeoisie’s political power and kept it in a
regime of permanent crisis. Government instability
in France had become the laughing-stock of the do-
mestic and foreign critics of “the system.” Yet that
instability only expressed within the framework of
parliamentary democracy a much more fundamental
process through which French post-war society was
passing: the real political splitting up of the country
into formations reflecting its economic and social
restructuration,

The relatively stable French pre-war society, based
on an economic structure made up of a multitude of
small and medium firms and easy profits arising from
the exploitation of submissive colonies and from capi-
tal invested abroad at usurious rates, found itself
sucked into the temporary dynamism of post-war
world capitalism. The task facing the French bour-
geoisie was hastily to modernize its economic struc-
tures in the midst of a irresistible movement of Euro-
pean economic leveling, carried out from above, and
of the emancipation of colonies, in lack of which it
ran the risk of having its own homeland colonized by
more dynamic capitalisms while definitely losing, even
on the economic level, its own colonies.

By the force of events, post-war France undertook the
gigantic task of modernizing itself, of bringing itself
“up-to-date with the XXth century.” The process
once begun could not fail to shake deeply the conser-
vative structures of the country. While industry as
a whole developed strongly in these last years (42 %
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between 1953 and 1956), a very concentrated and
dynamic industry was created in certain branches,
first of all in steel. In agriculture, mechanization of
production for the benefit of medium-sized and espe-
cially of large properties, also developed greatly:
France now numbers 12 times more tractors than
before the war.

Even the archaic system of distribution, with its im-
mense network of “little shop-keepers,” as burden-
some as it is inefficient, has undergone profound chan-
ges by the steady spread of the chains of department
stores and the concentration of trade.

These processes brought about reclassifications and
polarizations which expressed their antagonistic inte-
rests and tendencies in the political parties and strug-
gles that marked the life of the Fourth Republic.
Various sectors of the metropolitan and colonial bour-
geoisie in movement, and various petty-bourgeois sec-
tors of city and country injured by the process of

“modernization,” clashed, before the revolutionary’

process through which French society was passing
could quiet down and a dominant social stratum, in
lieu of a new ruling class; emerge with enough dynam-
ism, authority, and efficiency to direct this society.
This whole process, with its roots in the transfor-
mations of the homeland itself, was rendered infinitely
more spasmodic and explosive by the interference of
the colonial revolution, shaking the overseas foun-
dations of capitalist France.

It is under these conditions that the political instru-
ment of parliamentary democracy imperceptibly be-
came inoperative for the bourgeoisie. The need for a
“reform of institutions” was felt long‘before the cul-
minating point of the recent crisis. The war in Algeria
is only the direct cause of the crisis of the political
regime, but this in reality fed on the whole process
of the restructuration of the economic and social
foundations -of capitalist and imperialist post-war
France.

The search for a “strong” state was inherent in this
process in order that it might be concluded and capi-
talized upon to the profit of the most dynamic and
powerful strata of the *“modernized” French bour-
geoisie.

DE GAULLE IS INSTALLING A

BONAPARTIST REGIME :

This search could take the form only of either a more
or less benign Bonapartist regime or a fascist regime.
It is indubitable that these two tendencies are now
confronting each other within the French bourgeoisie,
and are expressed to a certain extent by the ambiguity
that at present still characterizes de Gaulle’s regime.
We give the term Bonapartist regime to a political
regime in which the state apparatus (administrative
bureaucracy, police, army) in one way or another
raises itself above parliamentary democracy and tries
to solve the latter’s crisis and instability by the con-
tinuity of extraparliamentary authoritarian action.
Such a regime is possible only in case of a sort of
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mutual neutralization of the divided, antagonistic, and
momentarily powerless forces of parliamentary demo-
cracy, including the forces of the left integrated into
the parliamentary game. :

This regime appears under these conditions as a su-
per-arbiter and draws its strength precisely from the
mutual neutralization of the forces of parliamentary
democracy.

The forms of a Bonapartist regime are naturally var-
ied, running all the way from government with a
parliamentary facade to an open military dictator-
ship that completely suppresses all the attributes of
parliamentary democraey. That depends on the con-
crete dynamics of the class struggle. .

The Bonapartist regime, however, is never pure Bona-
partism, really suspended above all classes and strata,
but in the long run expresses the interests of a given
class, and even of a given stratum of a class.
Within the framework of the capitalist social regime,
Bonapartism in the long run operates in favor of the
most dynamic and conscious concentrated strata of
big capital.

A fascist political regime, on the contrary, is charac-
terized above all by a broad popular mass movement,
organized and militant, that takes hold of the state
apparatus, to place it, in turn, at the service of big
capital, in the form of an evolution of fascism to
Bonapartism.

But Bonapartism can also precede fascism and as it
were open the way to it, as was the case in Germany
with the successive governments of Briining, von Pa-
pen, von Schleicher, before the final arrival of Hitler.

WHAT 1S THE SITUATION IN THE

CONCRETE CASE OF FRANCE ?

For a whole period the dominant trend of the bour-
geoisie, especially the metropolitan bourgeoisie, to-

ward a “strong” state, espoused the form of a Bona-"
_partist regime with a parliamentary facade. Talk was

especially about the strengthening of the “executive” ;
there was even envisaged a presidential regime “a
Paméricaine.” There was no question either of a
military Bonapartist dictatorship or, a fortiori, of a
fascist regime, which, in the current economic con-
juncture, visibly lacked a broad popular base in
France itself.

The war in Algeria, however, began to have a differ-
ent effect. An extreme authoritarian tendency de-
veloped among layers of the colonial bourgeoisie, of
the army, and layers of the metropolitan bourgeoisie
economically tied up with Algeria or with the profits
resulting from the war in that country. It is this ten-
dency which especially weighed on the policy of the
metropolis during recent years, bending it to the
degree that it reached its present -point : the Bona-
partist power of de Gaulle.

The dynamism of the tendency is explicable by the
fact that it includes the army. The army, instrument
of post-war France’s colonial policy, has passed
through a deep crisis in face of the invincible rise of
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the colonial revolution. Unable either to understand
or to dominate the colonial revolution, it began, as
is natural, to want to dominate its own country, whose
impotent political regime seemed to it the main cause
for its own defeats.

In the peculiar ambience of Algeria, the army, cut off
from the homeland, was able to bring about a sort
of national reintegration by intermingling with the
mass of European settlers, so close to its own men-
tality and aspirations. But the succes of this army-
settler tendency cannot be cxplained merely by the
presence of the army, the main organized force of
the bourgeoisie. In reahty the bourgeoisie as a whole
was longing for a “strong” state for the specific reas-
ons we have just explained. And it is still doubtful
today whether, faced by the problems raised by its
colonies and more especially by Algeria, any fraction
of the bourgeoisie can oppose a diametrically different
policy to that of the army-settlers.

By a real integration of Algeria to France in one
form or another, the French bourgeoisie not only
maintains the privileges of a strong sector of its
class but also thinks that only thus can it control
the wealth of the Sahara and economically “federate”
Tunisia and Morocco. The real independence of Al-
geria is a solution that threatens to ruin all that and
is currently not considered by any important sector
of the bourgeoisie.

The territories of Africa, the real wealth of the Sa-
hara, the African market, far from losing importance
in the process of France’s modernization, to the de-
gree that this process means in the long run an accu-
mulation of France’s industrial and economic poten-
tial, also means, in terms of a capitalist regime, an
increased imperialist potential in one form or another.
France’s economic development involves a growing
interest in Africa by all sectors of the bourgeoisie.
From this point of view the ambitions for African
or Euro-African “grandeur” are shared in different
forms as much by a de Gaulle as by a Mendeés-France,
both aimed at serving the interests of a modernized
capitalism, more dynamic hence also more expansion-
ist than ever.

Thus the victory of de Gaulle — borne to power by
the almost unanimous complicity of all forces of the
bourgeoisie, in order to change the henceforth inope-
rative political instrument of parliamentary demo-
cracy and to set up a ‘“‘strong” state — reflects the
tendencies, views, and interests fundamentally com-
mon to all the essential fractlons of the bourgeoisie
at the present time.

The dlvergences ex1stent among them bear on the
form of the *“strong” state: a Bonapartist regime with
a parliamentary facade, or a fascisizing military dic-
tatorship.

These dlvergences are naturally real and deep and

‘#™= have an obvious’ importance for the forms and evo-

lution of the regime. The answer to this last question,
however, will be given, especially in the first stage,
by the turn taken by the war in Algeria, and, in a
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second stage, by the degree of resistance of the mas-
ses in France itself. If the war in Algeria ended
quickly with a military victory of France or a capi-
tulation of the F L. N, the new authoritarian regime
that de Gaulle is preparing could for a whole period
také on benign forms. Its evolution would then de-
pend on the reactions of the masses in France itself :
insufficiently strong, they would have the result of
hardening the regime ; really strong, they might ren-
der its stabilization impossible.

If, on the contrary, the war in Algeria dragged on,
the F L N rejecting any solution that compromises
independence, this would contribute, through a tem-
porary aggravation of the authoritarian regime in
France, to preventing the regime’s consolidation and
bringing about its crisis and downfall.

In one sense, de Gaulle reached power through the
inability of the French left to carry out its militant
junction with the Algerian revolution and to open
up the perspective of revolution in France itself.
The main weakness of de Gaulle’s regime, its princi-
pal adversary, remains the power of the Algerian
revolution.

It is unlikely that de Gaulle can grant genuine inde-
pendence to Algeria, including within a federative
framework with the other countries of the Maghreb-
and with France. It remains to be seen whether the
Algerian revolution, isolated as it is from the active
solidarity of the French masses, and under the pres-
sure of bourgeois conciliatory forces from the outside
and inside, will be able to find the strength to con-
tinue its glorious combat.

THE METROPOLITAN PROLETARIAT
AND THE COLONIAL REVOLUTION

The determined struggle of the colonial peoples for
their independence has objectively provided a very
serious basis for giving drive and- victory to the re-
volutionary struggle in the homelands. But instead
of witnessing an effective junction between the metro-
politan proletariat and the colonial revolution, we
have in reality seen the inverse process, the metro-
politan masses acting in practice as de facto allies
of their own bourge01s1e against the colonial revol-
ution. This fact is natura]ly due above all to the
training and leadership given the masses by the long-
time chauvinist, opportunist, and class-collaborationist
practices of thé Socialist and Communist Parties. The
European Soc1al—Democracy in particular has shown
itself to be in practice as pledged till death to the
imperialist bourgeoisie. It has backed it up in all
its enterprises aiming at perpetuating in one way or -
another its domination over the colonial peoples. The
example of the French SP is naturally the most
scandalous one.

But it must not be forgotten, concerning this party
that carried on the struggle for the extermination of
the Algerian people, that later opened the way to
de Gaulle, and that is still today participating, in the
person of its general secretary, in the Bonapartist
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government, that the Socialist International not only
has taken no-sanction against it but has in practice
covered its activity.

As for the Communist Parties, their verbal opposition
to colonial wars must not cause it to be forgotten
that in practice these parties have done everything
to sabotage an effective revolutionary struggle against
these wars. The example of the French C P in this
connection is also overwhelming.

The French GP several times lined up with the
S F I O position on Algeria ; it voted unlimited powers
to Guy Mollet and Lacoste ; it voted unlimited pow-
ers, the state of emergency, and the dictatorial re-
form of the constitution to the Pflimlin cabinet which
hatched the plot for the “cold” restoration of de
Gaulle ; and ‘it has never cleared up the ambiguity
about its real position on the independence of Algeria.
In reality its position has been constantly influenced
by the Kremlin’s considerations about the Umted
States and France. In order to stir up the “anti-
Americanism” of certain strata of the French bour-
geoisie, the Kremlin has always favored a solution
of the Algerian problem that takes into account the
“historic bonds that unite Algeria with France,” as
the Soviet ambassador at Paris quite recently re-
peated once more.

But it is not this attitude dictated by the Kremlin
that has paralyzed the F rench.C P in a real struggle
against the war in Algeria. By its whole parliament-
arist doctrine and structure this party has completely
lost the possibility of effective revolutonary struggle.
Really to struggle against the war in Algeria meant in
practice to turn one’s back on the “new paths” of
eminently parliamentary activity in favor of an emi-
nently extraparliamentary revolutionary activity. Such
activity would furthermore require a whole different
structure of the party and qualitatively different
bonds with the masses. Now the French CP is at
present simply a party of reformist practice and
structure, unable to mobilize the masses.

This has been amply proved by its whole practice in
recent years and especially during the crisis preceding
de Gaulle’s arrival at power. It is, however, not suf-
ficient to throw the final responsibilities for the non-
mobilization of the masses in aid of the colonial revol-
ution on to the traditional opportunist leaderships, in
order thus to excuse completely the working class
itself. The betrayal of the traditional leaderships has
been evident for long years now and is confirmed
in a striking manner at every important crisis. Why
has the working class shown itself unable to draw the
conclusions from this and go beyond these leader-
ships ? That is a question that deserves, and requlres,
an answer.

An observation concerning the reactions of the Euro-
pean proletariat as a whole and that of metropolitan
capitalist countries in general is now forced upon us.
That is, that the degree of its revolutionary spon-
taneity, of its class revolutionary reactions, is showing
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in this post-war period an enormous lag compared to
the revolutionary spontaneity demonstrated by the
masses of the colonial and dependent countries. The
reformist training received over many years from the
Socialist and Communist leaderships has pushed back
the revolutionary spontaneity of the metropolitan
masses, Skepticism and indeed mistrust toward the
traditional leaderships has also had a certain weight
in this.

But it is possible that in such a context the passing
prosperity that post-war capitalism has experienced
has also had influence in the direction of causing a
certain de facto collaboration of the metropolitan
masses with the bourgeoisie in face of the colonial
revolution theatening the regime.

The French experience, however, will demonstrate
that the basis of such an estimate is false.

The colonial revolution is an irreversible and invin-
cible process, at whose end there will be the inexorable
independence of all colonies. Under these conditions
the metropolitan bourgeoisie will try to compensate
for the concessions and losses in the colonial field by
aggravating the exploitation of the metropolitan
masses. The de Gaulle operation is heading in this di-
rection. His colonial policy might prove in the long
run more “liberal” than that of the “socialist” La-
coste. But on the other hand it will be translated in
France itself by the installation of a de facto dictator-
ship of the bourgeoisie, in which the means of parlia-
mentary representation and action of the workers’
parties will no longer have even the semblance of
any efficacy.

Hence the fact the metropohtan masses have shown

themselves to be incapable of joining in the revolu-
tionary action of the colonial revolution and helping
it by beginning their own revolution, might threaten
to bring about their own defeat in the home countries
and the inevitable lowering of their standard of living.
Once more, in this field as well, reformist policy shows
itself to be wholly inoperative and catastrophic.
Naturally this factual attitude of the metropolitan
proletariat is not without difficulties for the colonial
revolution itself. Not only does it put off its victory,
but it influences its social development by strengthen-
ing bourgeois-nationalist tendencies to the detriment
of proletarian-socialist tendencies.

This is already visible in the development of the
Arab revolution in general, and in particular in recent
developments within the F L N itself. This organi-
zation, which set out as an anti-imperialist -united

front of all national forces, is becoming internally -

more and more differentiated along the lines of social
forces. For the moment the leadership still belongs
to the “military” tendency, with a peasant social
base, represented by men like Krim Belkacem and
Boussouf. To its right, there is growing stronger the
tendency of the frankly pro-bourgeois elements, like
Ferhat Abbas, who enjoy the support of the Tunisian
and Moroccan bourgeomes and who are the most

oo
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sensitive, despite their verbal intransigence, to the
pressure of imperialism. To its left, there is the ten-
dency of the more plebeian and even proletarian ele-
ments of the countryside, the cities, and the emi-
gration in France, a tendency which has up till now
occasionally had representatives at all levels, and
whose best members were among the first victims of
the repression and the war.

In one sense, the resistance of the Algerian revolution
to the military, political, and diplomatic offensive
of French imperialism under the de Gaulle regime,
will depend, in the coming weeks and months, on the
definitive orientation adopted by the “military-pea-
sant” tendency : structural alliance with that of Fer-
hat Abbas, which would absorb it politically, or a
lining up with the left. This last eventuality, however,
would be possible only in case the F L N left organizes
itself in depth by developing the social content of
its policy.

THE PROLETARIAT AND
BOURGEOIS DEMOCRACY

The shipwreck of the Fourth Republic in France
should serve for a fundamental reorientation of the
revolutionary elements of the French and even the
international workers’ movement.

The political system of parliamentary democracy has
been abandoned unanimously by the vast majority
of the bourgeoisie in favor of a political system of a
“strong” power. _

Hence, by the initiative of the bourgeoisie, the “new
paths” leading to “sécialism” by parliamentary de-
mocracy are blocked for a whole period. The bour-
geois parliament is capable of mutations bringing
peacefully to power only the openly dictatorial power
of the bourgeoisie and not “socialism.” To want now
to struggle for a pure and simple return to the Fourth
Republic, and this by means of No votes in the coming
referendum on the constitution, is obviously to go
beyond the limits of parliamentary cretinism to enter
flatly into conscious betrayal. =

In fact such a policy, like that currently put forward
by the leadership of the French C P, can in practice
mean only the sabotage of a revolutionary struggle
for a revolutionary perspective. It is equivalent to
settling down into the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie.
It is not at all excluded that such is in fact the hidden
desire of the Kremlin and of the nucleus of the
French G P leadership informed of this desire. The
Kremlin may perfectly well be wishing for the con-
solidation of de Gaulle’s power for a whole period,
wagering on the difficulties and disagreements that
he might sow within the Atlantic alliance, and giving
him in this sense the guarantees expressed in the
French C P’s attitude of purely verbal opposition to
him.

The policy of “defense of the Republic” that the
French C P is opposing to the “fascism” of de Gaulle,
by means of a still eminently parliamentary action like
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that of the “battle” with bits of paper for a No in the
referendum on the constitution, naturally leaves the
masses largely indifferent and nowise contributes to
their militant regroupment.

A large part of the petty-bourgeois and even prole-
tarian masses have been repelled — by the inefficien-
cy, corruption, and impotence of the bourgeois Fourth
Republic — toward antiparliamentary positions that
aid the authoritarian solution of de Gaulle, To avoid
their crystalization around his power, it was necessary
to offer these masses another perspective that took
into account their negative experierice with the bour-
geois republic and qualitatively altered the content of
that republic. It was necessary to open up the per-
spective of socialist democracy, concretized in a spe-
cific programme of transitional economic, social, and
political demands culminating in the slogan of a wor-
kers’ and peasants’ government, of workers’ organi-
zations; based on democratic committees of workers
and peasants.

To the counter-revolutionary extraparliamentary act-
ion of the bourgeoisie it was necessary to offer in op-
position, not the stale chimzras of a Fourth-Repu-
blic type of parliamentary regime, now historically
outdistanced by the concrete class struggle in France,
but revolutionary working-class action for a revo-
lutionary programme.

The petty-bourgeois reformism of the traditional lead-
erships can only die a natural death if it shows it-
self to be unable to draw the least lesson from the
bourgeoisie’s own initiatives.

Henceforth the historic alternative in France is not
— as we are asked to believe by the leaders of the
French C P, who are enjoying disguising themselves
as petty-bourgeois Jacobins some centuries late in
history’s time-table — fascism or republic, abstract
political categories without class content (if not pre-
cisely two forms of capitalist social regime), but
counter-revolution or revolution.

The Bonapartist regime of de Gaulle, independently
of its evolution and its future forms, has placed the
masses of France in a regime of de facto dictatorship
of the bourgeoisie. To get out of it, it is henceforth
necessary to break this vise of iron by a revolutionary
mobilization raised to the highest pitch.

THE PROLETARIAT AND THE
REVOLUTIONARY STRUGGLE

The traditional leaderships have contributed to
weakening enormously the class, revolutionary re-
actions of the proletariat in the metropolitan coun-
tries. They have cultivated the chauvinist and re-
formist propensities that the proletariat receives from
the ambience of developed capitalist society, they
have for a long time practised the policy of a whole-
hog class-collaborationist opportunism, and they have
systematically discredited the forms and means of
revolutionary struggle.

But history has not evolved in the direction of “new
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paths” of eminently reformist and parliamentary act-
ion by the proletariat. The objective situation of ca-
pitalism has not ceased to be characterized by abrupt
changes, after longer or shorter periods of euphoria,

which roughly raise the dilemma : counter-revolution .

or revolution.

In these crises the proletariat’s traditional organi-
zations prove to be completely lacking in adequate
ideological orientation and material preparation for
facing up to them. Their strength in electoral votes,
parliamentary mandates, and legal apparatuses falls
apart like a house of cards before the blast of the
organized and militant forces of the counter-revo-
lution. The French crisis has fully justified these
truths of the class struggle viewed not only in “de-
mocratic” interludes but as a whole.

The attempts of the S P and especially of the C P in
France to block the drive toward Bonapartist dictator-
ship backed by the army, which abruptly rose up no
farther away than their own noses, by recourse to
the means of parliamentary democracy — support to
the Pflimlin government, peaceful demonstrations in
“legality” for the “republic,” etc. — take on an air of
real battles of Don Quixote, hurling himself with an
outmoded lance against a wall of modern machine-
guns and tanks. In the best of cases it was a question
of 4 disarming naiveté bordering on stupidity. In the
more probable case, it was a question of “leftist”
camouflages of a passive acceptance of defeat, des-
tined for the use of the “militants,” who were alas as
devoted as they were politically naive.

The struggle against the dictatorship of the army,
which brought de Gaulle to power, was possible only
by means of a revolutionary mobilization of the work-
ing class, raised to the highest pitch: the general
strike, not passive but accompanied by the generalized
arming of the masses and by the occupation of the
factories, the airfields, the railway stations, the squares,
and the streets, i ¢ the revolutionary mobilization
of the masses determined to confront and to beat the
armed and organized forces of the counter-revolution.
In such a case, it would obviously be a question of
the beginning of the Revolution.

Only a revolutionary party, that had for years on
end practised a consistent class policy, could hope
to mobilize the masses in such a direction. Only such
a party could effectively seize the opportunity offered
by history to transform a counter-revolutionary
crisis into a victorious revolutionary crisis.

.Granted, the fact that the counter-revolution had
taken the initiative of an offensive was already a
handicap, the result of the whole previous evolution
of the relationship of forces, which were worsening
to the detriment of the proletariat. But on the other
hand the adversary’s forces must not be overestimated
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by forgetting that its army was in reality tied down
on the front of the colonial revolution in Algeria.
The historical truth is that the whole powerful appa-
ratus of bourgeois democracy in the metropolis, with
its great workers’ organizations, with millions of mem-
bers and voters, with hundreds of parliamentary re-
presentatives, collapsed lamentably before the shadow
of the threat of a few thousand parachutists, the only
military force available to the bourgeoisie for fighting
in case of need on the metropolitan front !

The real impotence of the French proletarian left is
thus more clearly visible. This impotence was the re-
sult of abandoning for years on end revolutionary
orientation and organization to the advantage of re-
formist policy and organization. '
Herein must lie the main lesson of the French crisis
for the proletariat. It is from this observation that its
future reorientation must follow. To get out of the
present framework of dictatorship, it will need a re-
volutionary policy and organization.

The policy must consist of linking up the necessary
transitional demands and forms with the perspective of
a revolutionary upsurge, a revolutionary mobilization
of the armed masses who, at the culminating point
of the struggle, would beat down the dictatorship and
set up a workers’ and peasants’ government of the
Fifth — democratic socialist — Republic in France.
It is necessary immediately to defend, tenaciously, step
by step, each democratic conquest, political or econo-
mic, in a proletarian antifascist united front, organ-
ized in as broad as possible democratic committees in
the city districts, villages, and factories. '
These committees of the new Resistance will find
the means of combining legal and illegal struggle, in
all forms, including the highest ones. They will fight
at the same time against the war in Algeria and for
the independence of that country, which, in the war,
serves as the main base of counter-revolution in
France itself.

But the ultimate organization, for the victorious pro-
secution of such a struggle, must consist of a militant
regroupment of all the revolutionary Marxist forces,
on the basis of a clear complete programme, within
the same organization : the new revolutionary Marx-
ist party of the French proletariat. ,

There is only one way for the proletariat to turn a
serious class defeat into a victory, at least a partial
one: to draw from that defeat all necessary con-
clusions by a revolutionary criticism which, without
any ambiguity, hesitations, or evasions whatever, goes
to the root of the causes and confronts face-to-face
the real problems with the real solutions.

1 July 1958
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THE CRISIS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

All the modern arms sent by Washington to the tottering
Chamoun government in Lebanon did not succeed in
halting the rising flood of popular revolution steadil
submerging that worm-eaten regime, sanctuary for aﬁ
the agents of imperialism hunted out of the other coun-
tries of the Middle East. Imperialism was helplessly
watching the collapse of its Lebanese bastion, and cal-
culating the risks of more direct intervention. It was
at that moment that there exploded the thunder-clap
of the Iraq revolution, knocking over at one blow the
handful of “strong men” of the Baghdad Pact, headed
by Noury es Said, N° 1 valet of Anglosaxon imperia-
lism in the Middle East.

At that moment it was thought that this whole region,

economically and strategically so vital to the capitalist

West, would be swept away by the hurricane of the
pan-Arab revolution.

Instinctively, in dismay and panic, imperialism reacted
by landing marines in Lebanon, parachutists in Jordan.
This apparently energetic action could, however, make
sense only if it were extended to the occupation of Iraq
and the crushing of all the revolutionary hotbeds in the
Middle East, including Egypt. That is an undertaking
that implies all-out war against the Arab revolution
and, beyond it, the USSR and the other workers’ states.
In fact, limited military occupation of some bastions in
the Middle East by imperialism is at the present
stage unacceptable either by the Arab revolution in full
flood or by the Kremlin. By being continued, it would
produce daily clashes with the armed popular forces of
the Arab revolution, frictions, incidents, and tensions,
steadily increasing and heading toward a graver and
more general explosion.

The Kremlin itself would encourage Arab resistance to
military occupation in all sorts of ways, both to show
its active solidarity with the Arab revolution and to
dislodge new imperialist bases from the neighborhood
of its own frontiers.

Hence the continuance of a military occupation, even
a limited one, is at present inconceivable without its
ending up by raising tension to the level of an explosive
paroxysm.

The only way out, therefore, is by compromises on the
basis of political arrangements involving the with-
drawal of the imperialist forces from the Middle East,
and the respect of the right to self-determination by the
Arab peoples of this region.

That is in theory the goal of the “top” conference now
being prepared. Under these conditions, imperialism is
in a most difficult position. It runs the risk that, no
matter what form is given to this withdrawal in order
to “save face,” such a move will not fail to be inter-
preted by the Arab and international masses as a re-
sounding new defeat to imperialism, a striking new de-
monstration of a relationship of forces very unfavorable
to it.

The Arab revolution, and the colonial revolution gene-
rally, would most certainly, after that, experience a
new and spectacular advance.

It would matter little whether the compromises sought
for at the “top” conference would respect during a
first period the present status of the oil companies in
the Middle East. The trend of events is inexorably to-
‘ward the expropriation of these firms, through an in-
termediate stage of modification of the present con-
tracts, which scandalously pillage the wealth of the
Middle-Eastern countries for the profit of imperialism.
Imperialism will be led to share more equitably with the
Arab bourgeoisie arriving at political power.

Naturally, it remains to be seen whether imperialism,
now weighing all the consequences of its limited military
intervention and its possible withdrawal, will decide
on withdrawal or on war.

Munichs have marked its policy for several years now:
Korea, Indochina, Suez; and now Iraq. That is to say,
compromises to its disadvantage in order to avoid a
more general war. But, in another sense, Munichs urge
it on to the decisive test, to the extent that they break
up the balance, aggravate the disequilibrium, and ren-
der a further retreat more catastrophic and therefore
more difficult than the preceding ones.

The coming weeks and months will once more be cri-
tical.

Imperialism is visibly hesitating before the risks, and
feels at a loss, uncertain of its own unity, cohesion, and
strength. The European bourgeoisie in particular, ex-
cept for “hard” nuclei in England, and perhaps in Ger-
many, is gripped by a profound defeatism whenever the
hour for a decisive choice seems to be striking.

The colonial masses, on the contrary, are filled with
limitless revolutionary ardor. On its side, the Kremlin,
well aware of its political and military strong cards, has
decided to “neutralize” the Middle East, including
Turkey, from imperialism, i e, to impose the disarma-
ment of all the imperialist forces in this region, as against
the maintenance of economic advantages, these being
rearranged on a basis more equitable toward the coun-
tries possessed of oil wealth.

That means that any possible withdrawal by imperialism
this time must take on a quite broad form,which gives
a measure of both the importance and the gravity of
the struggle now going on.

There is no better way for the Western proletariat to
fulfil its class duties and simultaneously to fight against
the danger of war than to come actively to the aid of
the colonial revolution. Only the revolutionary activity
of the Western proletariat to impose the withdrawal of
the imperialist troops from the Middle East and the
right of the subject peoples to self-determination is at
present a really effective contribution to weakening im-
perialism further and, should the case arise, to disarming
it more promptly and easily.

29 July 1958

[For background material, consult the Lebanon item in
the section "News of the World Workers’ Movement and.
the International.”]
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THE ASSASSINATION OF IMRE NAGY

What is striking about the assassination of Imre Nagy
and his companions is the conditions of the trial and
the justifications given in the 17 June 1958 communiqué
of the Hungarian Ministry of Justice. Unable to have
recourse to “confessions,” the trial — if any trial took
place — was carried out within four walls without any
audience or even lawyers. The procedure of “confessions”
had been disparaged by Khrushchev himself following
upon the revelations in his speech against Stalin and
the spectacular rehabilitations of Rajk, Kostov, and
other men condemned on the basis of ignominiously
extorted “confessions.”
What is more, it is stated in the ministry communiqué
that the executed men pleaded “not guilty,” and in any
case had made only partial “confessions.”
It seems in reality that they were able to resist the
physical and moral tortures and repeated the exploit of
Kostov and so many others who never “confessed.”
In any case, a public trial of Imre Nagy, beside the
enormous agitation that it would have caused in Hun-
gary itself, in all the “people’s democracies,” and in the
entire world, threatened to turn into the pure and sim-
ple accusation of the present responsible figures of the
Hungarian government, notorious accomplices of Nagy
during the 1956 events in Hungary — and Janos Kadar
first of all.
Will there be so soon forgotten the “compromising”
declarations of Kadar, a minister in the Nagy govern-
ment, and co-founder with him of a new Hungarian
Communist Party ? Was it not Kadar who on October
30th 1956 declared that he was “in full agreement with
my friend Nagy” ? And was it not also he who on No-
vember 1st 1956 before the microphones of Radio-
Budapest said the following ?
The youth of the Petofi Circle fought in the first
ranks against the despotism of Rakosi and political
banditism ; we are proud of you who have taken
your true place in the armed uprising. You were
suffused with genuine patriotism and loyalty toward
socialism.
During the evening of November 2nd 1956, it was again
Kadar who made a speech describing the Hungarian
revolution as a “glorious upsurge,” and adding that
“those who prepared this uprising — writers, workers,
peasants, students — come from our ranks.”
But other statements by Kadar concerning Imre Nagy’s
safety are no less compromising. On November 14th
1956, after the crushing of the revolution by the inter-
vention of the Red Army, and his installation at the
head of the government, Kadar, receiving a workers’
delegation, declared :
Imre Nagy is not being held. He left parliament
as a result of his own decision. Neither the govern-
ment nor the Soviet troops wish to limit his free-
dom of movement. It depends on himself whether
to participate in political life.
Imre Nagy had taken refuge, as is known, in the Jugo-
slav Embassy at Budapest. The courageous protest hand-
ed by the Jugoslavs on June 23rd 1958 to the Hun-
garian government affirms that Imre Nagy and his
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companions had not at that period committed “any of
the acts with which they are reproached” in the Hun-
garian ministry’s communiqué. What was in question
there are accusations that are “untrue and completely
invented.”

The same note of protest recalls that “the Hungarian
government pledged itself to guarantee the safe return
[of Imré Nagy and his companions] to their homes, and
not to apply any sanction against them.” A few days
later, on December 1st 1956, the Hungarian government
reaffirmed that the safety of these persons “will be
assured and no sanction will be taken against them
for the acts which they previously committed.” There
is Kadar — to use his own November expression — taken
in flagrante delicto of “political banditism.”

In reality Imre Nagy and his companions were executed
on the orders of the Kremlin at a given moment cor-
responding to a new stage in its policy. It is quite plainly
a question of a premeditated act aimed at terrorizing
the masses and the opponents of the Kremlin’s neo-
Stalinist policy in the “people’s democracies” and to
dam up the “revisionist” current. a
Khrushchev is allying himself with the “Molotivist”
elements of the Soviet and the international Stalinist
bureaucracy in order thus to consolidate his power.
“Destalinization” as a line of gradual and partial “libe-
ralization” could not but fail in face of a most explosive
internal situation in the USSR, the other “people’s
democracies,” and internationally. The whole dynamics
of the situation were driving toward revolutionary re-
forms, effectively abolishing the bureaucracy’s political
power in those countries. For now some time already
the Kremlin has been trying to slow down this process,
to mark time, or even to take partial backward steps.
It now finds itself forced to have recourse even to phy-
sical terror.

But a complete return to the regime of Stalin is incon-
ceivable without the use of terror on a colossal scale in
the USSR itself and in the “people’s democracies.”
It would be necessary in addition to run the risk of
eliminating Gomulka in Poland and Tito in Jugoslavia
through a possible war against those countries. Such an
enterprise is gigantic in scope and runs counter to the
strong basic currents of history at the present stage.
Stalin was the monstrous Thermidorian caricature of
Bolshevism. Khrushchev is the cynical caricature of
senile Stalinism. To keep himself in power he is de-
dicated to compromises between concessions and repres-
sions, until the revolutionary proletariat’s next explosion,
built up in the world he governs, and internationally.
The most serious danger represented by the political
regime of Khrushchev is that of war. The international
Stalinist bureaucratic caste is indeed capable of seeking
in the long run a way out from the contradictions that
are ripping at and undermining its power, by taking a
chance on conflicts that may set off a world conflagra-
tion. Meanwhile his actions only help reaction and
imperialism’s war plans.

The assassination of Nagy deepens the isolation of the
Communist Parties from the Socialist Parties and the
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petty-bourgeois masses, as well as the disorientation of
their own members. This murder, combined with the
campaign against Jugoslavia and its economic blockade,
furthermore largely destroys the efforts of the Kremlin’s
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campaign toward the “uncommitted” countries like
India, Egypt, etc. Once more the Soviet bureaucracy
proves to be a major obstacle to the spread of the world.
revolution and even to the defense of the U S S R.

THE FALSE JUSTIFICATIONS OF GOMULKA

The speech made by Gomulka on June 29th at Gdansk
means that he has joined the Kremlin in its campaign
against Belgrade and about the assassination of Nagy.
A clear stand on these two affairs by the Polish leader-
ship was expected, for its prolonged silence ran the risk
of being interpreted as a disapproval of the Kremlin’s
action. And at the present time the Kremlin would
hardly stand for such a disavowal on the part of Poland.
Strong pressure was brought on Gomulka, both directly
by the Kremlin and also by the Natolin fraction inside
the party, to rejoin the “socialist camp” by approving
Nagy’s execution and the new campaign against Tito.
Gomulka, on the road to capitulation for some time al-
ready, showed himself disposed to take a few further
steps along it. With certain nuances — suitable of course
to the “Polish path” to capitulation — he roughly en-
dorsed the Kremlin’s arguments on the Jugoslav and the
Hungarian affairs : if there is again a conflict between
the Kremlin and Belgrade, the fault this time lies with
the “Jugoslav comrades,” who,- with their “false revis-

“ionist theories,” “aid and encourage reactionaries.” As

for the assassination of Nagy, “it does not behoove us,”
exclaims the very prudent Comrade Gomulka, “to judge
either the extent of the faults with which the accused
men were reproached, or the justice of the punishments
inflicted. It is a purely Hungarian affair.”

Gomulka accuses the Jugoslavs of having the preten-
tiousness of “wanting to build socialism” with “their
own forces” and refusing to join the “socialist camp”
led by the Kremlin. But he finds that the execution of
Imre Nagy is just simply “a purely Hungarian affair,”
on which he does not have any very exact opinion.

In reality he incidentally found the opportunity in the
same speech to reverse the evaluation he made in the
past about the Hungarian revolution of October-Novem-
ber 1956, and to emphasize only “the counter-revolu-
tionary wave and the forces hostile to popular power,”
toward which “Imre Nagy, who was a revisionist, capi-
tulated little by little™ !

Gomulka and his followers justify among themselves
their own capitulation “little by little” to the Kremlin
by the famous “geographical” reason of their being next-

door neighbors of the U S S R, of Poland’s isolation,
as well as by their desire to safeguard the few individual
liberties and other compromises that still exist in the
country. This reasoning, however, must be rejected as
disastrous.

Each serious capitulation prepares the next step on a
road at whose end there is only total submission. Each
serious capitulation loosens the bonds between the lead-
ership and the masses and renders the leadership more
prisoner than ever of the pressure of the Kremlin and
its agents on the spot.

Gomulka’s policy is disorienting and disorganizing the
country’s revolutionary forces that carried him to power
at the time of the Polish October. He risks not having
their support tomorrow in the eventuality that he de-
cides to resist when he draws the line for some last
stand.

What is more, the only way to make the Kremlin
hesitate is to oppose to it, as the Jugoslavs did, the
coherent force of a whole people, determined in case
of need to fight for the things that it considers just as
essential as “daily bread” or even as life itself. Such
a force is created only on the basis of a consistent
ideological line that stubbornly maintains certain essen-
tial positions. In the worst of cases, a revolutionary
proletarian leader should better be able to face once
more the jailers and even the executioners of the Krem-
lin by refusing to carry out stupid and abject orders,
than to demoralize his organization and his people by
the example of a humiliating capitulation without any
prospects.

But where are. they now, the revolutionaries capable of
getting rid of their “statesmen” complex and their
servitude to “higher reasons of state” in order to re-
discover their genuine mission as Marxist militants
blounc; up with the democratic organizations of their
class T

Such men will be formed, not in the school of bureau- ,
crats, “enlightened” or not, 4 la Gomulka, but in that of
the new generation of revolutionaries who made the
Polish October and will know how to lead it, despite
everything, to its victorious conclusion.

THE DEPRESSION IS SPREADING

It is now almost a year since the “recession” began in
the United States. By its duration and extent it has
given the lie to all optimistic prognoses, and though
it has not taken on the forms of a genuine classic eco-
nomic crisis, it is already plainly a question of a depres-
sion rather of than a simple “recession” like that of
1948-1949 or 1953-1954.

In the first half of the current year all economic indices

in the United States marked an almost continuous

" decline. Automobile production dropped 41 % compared

to the previous year ; steel, 21 % ; oil, 13 % ; freight car
loadings, 17 % ; new industrial orders, more than 10 %.
It is further estimated that expenditures for equipment
for this year will be $ 6,300 million léss than 1957, that
is 17 % (instead of 13 % estimated at the beginning of
the year).
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Industrial expenditures, properly so-called, for the third
semester of this year may even be 29 % less than in
the corresponding period of 1957.

The development of unemployment is no less indicative
of the ‘extent of the economic slump and its prospects.
Despite seasonal diminutions occurring in April and
May, it remains at about 5 million fully unemployed,
without counting the number of part-time unemployed,
and the reduction in working hours per week. But it is
highly characteristic that the falling-off of the number
of workers in industry itself is steady and was not af-
fected by the seasonal conjuncture.

According to the most “optimistic” official estimates,
" unemployment next winter will remain between 5 and
5% million. According to “less optimistic” estimates, it
will, on the contrary, exceed 7 million. “Optimists” and
“pessimists” conclude that in any case full employment
cannot again be foreseen before the middle of next
year, or even the beginning of 1960.

The only encouraging factors in this rather sombre
picture of the American economy were the slight in-
crease in industrial production in May (of one point),
and more particularly, for a few weeks, that of steel.
The relative steadiness of the stock market, still specu-
lating on “an upturn soon,” has been so far another
encouraging sign. ’

The slight recovery in the steel industry (which, inci-
dentally, is beginning to sag again) is explained, how-
ever, by the production of new models of automobiles —
despite the continuing stagnation in sales — and by
forward buying before the price of steel goes up again
as a consequence of wage increases (occurring, accord-
ing to the terms of the collective contract, in July).
Meanwhile the signs of a “recession” elsewhere, in-
cluding in the capitalist economy of western Europe,
are multiplying. According to two reports published in
June by the Secretariat of the United Nations (one by
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the Economic Commission for Europe, at Geneva ; the
other by the United Nations, at New York), the. indus-
trial production of European capitalist countries will
this year fall off, or at best stagnate. The reports estab-
lish “clearly that the economic depression which is
spreading through the capitalist world, is of an over-
production nature. The main difficulty, these reports
state, arises from the gap between the steadily increasing
productive capacity of industry and the inadequate
growth of demand.

This phenomenon, already characteristic of the American
“recession,” has also appeared in Germany and in Great
Britain, where most industries admit to having a pro-
ductive capacity only partly used and in a declining
percentage. -

France still forms an exception, explained however by
the time-gap between the lessening of demand for
consumers goods already visible in that country, and
the still increasing demand for capital goods. Soon,
however, the latter will inevitably feel the effects of
the falling-off of demand already affecting consumers’
goods.

The reports quoted foresee that the dollar deficit in
world trade will soon grow worse, bringing about addi-

‘tional measures of restriction of imports from the United

States.

Hence, toward the end of the year, we shall enter a
stage where the aggravated depression in the United
States threatens to be combined with that beginning in
Europe, and this in conditions of world trade, that are

becoming more difficult than ever for lack of “liquid”-

assets.

Hence, far from heading toward a revival in the United
States at the end of this year, we already see being
sketched out the more probable prospect of a generalized
and aggravated depression in the capitalist economy as
a whole.

AFTER THE ITALIAN ELECTIONS

The results of the general elections held on May 25th in
Ttaly brought out no serious change on the level of relation-
ship of class forces, but they nevertheless deserve to be
weighed for what they tell about the political situation in the
. peninsula. :
The party that has governed Italy since the end of the war,
the Christian-Democracy, marked an advance compared to
the 1953 elections, of 2.2 %, but this was at the expense of
the extreme-rightist parties (monarchists, neo-fascists) whose
support fell off pretty much everywhere, reducing them
henceforth, on the national scale, to very low percentages.
This shift of rightist votes toward the so-called “democratic”
centre was in any case the most considerable element of the
May 25th polls.

As for the centre parties (Social-Democrats, Liberals, Repu-
blicans) who have been for long periods the allies of the
Christian-Democracy, even on the governmental level, they
more or less marked time, which means that their weight,
even on the parliamentary level, will still be rather weak.
The workers’ parties in general consolidated their positions.
The CP remained stationary (it increased-its vote only 0.1 %
on the national scale), while the PSI of Nenni advanced
somewhat (1.5 %) by absorbing, among others, those votes
which in previous elections had gone to the two pro-socialist
formations that are now integrated in the party itself.

All this confirms particularly that, despite the difficulties

of 1955-1956, which were years of comparative stagnation
for the workers’ movement, the masses continue to place
their electoral trust in their parties. That also means the
failure of all the manceuvres of those who tried to make the
crisis caused by the XXth Congress of the Communist Party
of the USSR result, not in a renewal of the workers’ mover
ment, but in its weakening for the benefit of the class enemy.
It must be specified that the national average of the re-
sults achieved by the workers’ parties involves in reality a
quite interesting regional differentiation. In the peasant
provinces of the South, the CP and the SP advanced, some-
times quite sharply, while in the industrial circumscriptions
they either merely held their own or even fell back. In par-
ticular, if the three great industrial zones (Milan, Turin,
and Genoa) are considered, the CP obtained only a relative
success in Milan, while it was in trouble in Genoa and especi-
ally in Turin. Let us emphasize : in no case is it a question
of considerable shifts, but, especially in certain cases (Turin),
of a tendency that has persisted for several years and that
therefore must not be underestimated. It is the symptom
of an uneasiness which has quite deep roots and which it is
ridiculous to try to reduce to simple organizational ques-
tions (as the CP seems to be doing).

What are in any case the perspectives in the period now
beginning? On the level of bourgeois political leadership,
there must be emphasized the failure of an operation that
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cost the big Italian bosses a great deal. Their obvious
goal in the elections was to strengthen the Liberal Party in
such a way as to make possible a bi-partisan government
(Christian-Democrats and Liberals). In this government the
Liberal Party, being the most direct spokesman of the big
economic organizations of the bosses, would have had an
even more conservative role. More particularly it would
have had to stop the so-called tendencies toward a statified
and directed economy, especially on the part of certain sec-
tors of the majority party. Now the Liberals advanced a
lot in the Milan region, but very little or not at all in the
rest of the country : in consequence they have not a number
of seats sufficient to constitute a government with the Catho-
lics. What is more, the relations between the two parties
worsened as a result of electoral polemics, which renders
collaboration problematic, at least within a short time.

There is no doubt but that, even on the purely governmental
and parliamentary planes, the majority party is still going
to experience serious difficulties. The instability begun by
the 1953 elections has not been overcome; in any case, we
have not gone backward, namely, to the “equilibrium” of the
deGasperi period.

Nevertheless, the advance we have mentioned offers the Ca-
tholics rather better chances than before in the following
sense: whereas, prior to May 25th, if they wanted to form a
centre government—excluding either the workers’ parties or
the extreme right—they had to combine all the others (which
was becoming more and more difficult), now they can choose
a centre-left alliance (with the Social-Democrats and the
Republicans) or a centre-right alliance (with the Liberals
and certain Monarchists).

But it will not be the alchemy of parliamentary combinations
that will determine developments in the next years. It will
once more be the mass movement that will have the decisive
word.

If we judge on the basis of votes, we must conclude—we
repeat—that the workers’ parties have kept their forces
intact. But it would be profoundly erroneous to consider only
this element. Behind these votes there are concrete workers
whose state of mind may be quite different, even if their
ballot does not change.

Compared to 1953—mnot to speak of 1945-1946—the evolut-
ion has been unquestionably negative. The workers-continue
to vote for their parties, but they have lost confidence in the
possibility of effectively changing the basic situation. They
are still voting, but they are much less active in either the
parties or in the trade unions. Those who would like to ig-
nore this fact might have some bitter surprises.

But in the five-year period from 1953 to 1958 the process
has not always been in the same direction. In 1955-1956 the
situation of the mass movement was worse than it is now. We
have been for some time now in a stage of recovery—
that is the element to consider, which the simple confrontat-
ion of election data does not allow us to grasp.

The latest months have been characterized by broader and
more vigorous trade-union struggles than in the preceding
period. Furthermore, in the factory committees the CGT
(CP-SP) has had unquestionable successes at the expense of
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the Catholic and Social-Democratic federations. The gains
have generally been limited but—what is important—they
show a reversal of trend. )
That means that the situation in the mass movement has
grown somewhat better. There is an objective possibility of
preparing, organizing, and launching struggles, and this pos-
sibility will be increased if the coming months confirm the
economic difficulties which, for the first time in several
years, have just appeared in the first half of this year.
The editorial of the June issue of the organ of the Gruppi
Comunisti Rivoluzionari, Italian Section of the Fourth
International, draws the following conclusions :
In this situation the workers’ movement has as its
task to develop a consistent class opposition against
the bourgeois Christian-Democratic regime.
We clearly affirm that all other possibilities that are
being more or less openly canvased, are either just plain
fantasies or involve very dangerous illusions. It is a fan-
tasy, for example, to believe that the Christian-Demo-
cracy can be moved by the fact that the workers’ parties
have consolidated their positions and hence take into
consideration the “concrete” propositions of the CP
leadership. It is an illusion to bring up the possibility of
a government “with a new political majority, of which
the left parties, without discrimination, would form a
part” (according ‘to the terms of Longo, reporter at the
CP’s Central Commnittee session following the elections).
The task of the workers’ movement is above all to
determine clear perspectives for economic and social
struggles. The objective situation is driving in this
direction, and will drive even more so if the symptoms
" of recession increase. The struggle of these past months,
the recovery (even though partial) of the CGT in the
factory-committee elections, show that there exist con-
crete possibilities of success, that the masses will answer
if concrete perspectives are set, if adequate methods of
struggle are adopted.
To fight in the factories to defend living standards, to
reaffirm the workers’ political rights, to make the work-
ing class’s specific weight felt more every day—there
is what is possible and necessary. To struggle in the
rural regions so that technical progress does not fall on
the peasants’ backs, so that the very grave unemployment,
of agricultural workers is not further increased—there
is another concrete goal. To fight on the general political
plane in such a way that the dominant class has a daily
feeling of the proletariat’s strength, does not take a
chance on reactionary measures, and is forced to loosen
the vise of repression.
All that means class opposition, revolutionary op-
position : an opposition that aims not especially at par-
liament, at more or less clever manceuvres, and more or
less illusory combinations, but that aims at deepening
class contradictions, at winning positions of strength
for the proletariat, at wgakening the adversary’s front
by sharp struggles and broad mobilizations, at aiding the
later maturity of the masses, even the most backward
strata of them. ‘

RIGHTIST VICTORY IN BELGIUM

The June 1st parliamentary elections in Belgium show on
balance a victory for the Social-Christian right. In the
Senate it regained the absolute majority that it had lost in
1954. In the Chamber, it failed of the same goal by very
little; even so, it won eight seats, four from the Liberals, two
from the Socialists, and two from the Communist Party.

Overall, therefore, the bourgeois parties have won four
seats from the workers’ parties; what is still more significant
is that the Social-Christians and Flemish Nationalists together

received 48.5 % of the votes, the highest percentage since
simple universal suffrage was established in 1919.

How is this victory of the right to be explained? It re-
flects the disappointment felt by part of the middle classes
and of the workers toward the Socialist-Liberal coalition
government that had been in power from 1954 to 1958. The
discontent of the middle classes explains the shift of Liberal
votes, the discontent of the workers that of Socialist votes, to
the Parti Social-Chrétien. This shift is no doubt stronger
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than appears from the election results, for it must be sup-
posed that the SP, at the same time that it was losing votes
to the benefit of the clericals, was winning them away from
the CP.

Despite the prosperity that Belgium has experienced
throughout most of the preceding legislative period, this dis-
content has quite specific objective causes. Belgian agricul-
ture, especially stock-raising, is going through a rather grave
crisis. For a large number of small peasants, the income they
derive from their farming is less than that of workers.
Craftsmen and small traders are also having an uneasy time.
They have a tendency, as in France, to blame social-security
costs which they consider too high, the “excessive” tax
burden, etc. Indeed, semi-Poujadist currents have been show-
ing themselves both inside the PSC and on its periphery. But
it does seem that the majority of these discontented people
wanted to make their vote “count,” by voting finally for the
PSC. :

As for the workers, they several times ran head on into the
conservative policy of the Van Acker coalition government.
This was particularly the case last year in public services,
metallurgy, and the building trades. The most right-wing
leaders of the reformist trade unions throughout the whole
preceding period played the role of the government’s direct
agents, trying to avoid “labor conflicts that embarrass the
government.” On the other hand, the leaders of the Chris-
tian trade unions, strengthened by the opposition of the
Social-Christian Party, did not fail to exploit this situation
by taking the leadership of various struggles for labor’s de-
mands and by appearing in the eyes of some sectors of the
working class as more militant and more dynamic than the
reformist leaders.

To this there is added the fact that, despite the opening
of the Brussels Universal Exposition, the recession began to
spread in Belgium ever since the beginning of 1958. Un-
employment has increased in quite grave proportions. Now it
has spread particularly in the regions where it had already

been grave during the previous 1952-1953 recession; at that

time the unemployed blamed the Social-Christian govern-
ment and voted Socialist; this time they blamed the Social-
ist-Liberal government and voted PSC.

By its June Ist setback, the Socialist Party was also pay-
ing for the total lack of programme in its election campaign.
The PSC tackled it with certain demands that were of
clearly socialist and working-class origin : increase in work-
ers’ pensions to the franc equivalent of $ 800 a year; reduction
of military service to twelve months; fiscal adjustments for
the benefit of the workers; etc. Instead of opposing to these
demands still more popular demands (for example, free
medical care and free pharmaceutical products), as the So-
cialist Party’s left wing had vainly demanded, the reformist
leaders concentrated their election fight around praise for
the social accomplishments of the preceding government.
As a result, it became inevitable that part of the Socialist
voters let themselves be won over by the tempting promises
made by the PSC.

Lastly, the political climate dominated by the “school war”
unquestionably had a weight on the election results. The
Belgian bourgeoisie governs the country thanks to the sup-
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port won by its most powerful party, the Social-Christian
Party, within the working class itself : for a large working-
class sector, religious solidarity still counts for more than
class solidarity. The reformist leaders thought they could mo-
dify this situation by guaranteeing lay education primacy
over Catholic education. But in this way they permitted the
clergy to play up religious solidarity heavily. This could have
been weakened only by sufficiently broad social struggles
or demands to bring out the manifestation of class solidarity.
These struggles did not take place; these demands were not
formulated ; thus an election setback became inevitable.

The government crisis opened by the June Ist elections has
so far ended up in the formation of a homogeneous Social-
Christian government led by Eyskens. This government is in
the minority in the Chamber, in the majority in the Senate.
It appears to be a transitional government ; it can maintain
itself only thanks to the benevolence of certain Liberals,
thus preparing, at a later stage, the formation of a broader
coalition government, Catholic-Liberal or even tripartisan.

In fact the bourgeoisie has every reason to be satisfied with
the new ministerial team, within which it has several of its
most representative politicians. But it must avoid two dan-
gers : first, that of social troubles which would occur in
case the recession grows worse (this is already the case in
the coal industry, where 25,000 miners have been on strike
for a week in the Liége region) ; next; that of a deterioration
of the situation in the Congo, where the representatives of
the native population- have recently put forward more and
more radical demands for self-administration.

Within the workers’ parties, the June 1st setback has pro-
duced a climate of uneasiness and discussion. The CP, one
of the smallest in Europe, has lost two of its four deputies
and a quarter of its votes, even in the regions where it was
best rooted. It finds itself back at the weakest level of its
past, that of the early ’20s. Yet its leadership had swapped
its extreme sectarianism of the “cold war” period for a ser-
vile opportunism, constantly lining up with the positions of
the trade-union and reformist bureaucracy. But this policy,
which allowed the Stalinists to increase their trade-union
influence a little bit, proved not to pay off on the political
level. The results of the Hungarian events, the CP’s contra-
dictory attitutde toward the Van Acker government, and the
clearer and clearer lack of delimitation from the reformists
—these are the causes of this defeat. In fact, the Belgian
CP no longer offers the workers the perspective of a workers’
leadership in replacement of that of the Belgian SP; nor
does it offer them the perspective of the building of a re-
placement leadership within ‘the Belgian SP. It no longer
has any perspectives at all.

As for the Socialist Party, the voices criticizing the right-wing
policy followed by the Van Acker government are growing
louder; and their audience is also growing wider. They
propose, and quite rightly, a change of policy that puts the
emphasis on structural reforms. But they do not yet under-
stand that this change of policy is impossible without a
change of leadership, and that this change of leadership
would soon clash with the nature and the fierce resistance
of the reformist bureaucracy.

"THE RUHR ELECTIONS

On July 6th the population of the largest and most important
“Land” of the German Federal Republic went to the ballot-
boxes. North Rhine - Westphalen is the most industrialized
part of West Germany. It is the region of coal deposits
and of the iron and steel industry. North and south of the
heavy-industrial nucleus lie great areas of conversion in-
dustries, and in between, especially in the north, agricultural
Westphalen.

In the history of the development of German labor the

working-class strata of the Ruhr region played an ideolo-
gically less class-conscious role than those of the East German
regions such as Thiiringen, Saxony and Berlin, and those of
the West German industrial centres such as Hambursg,
Stuttgart, Frankfort, and the Wuppertal-Cologne region in
North Rhine - Westphalen. The steady immigration of labor
from - the more backward regions of eastern Germany
(East Prussia - Schelsien) during the industrial upsurge at
the turn of the century caused to be established in this
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region a strong Catholic Christian labor tendency with a
strong organization that even today has deep roots among
the workers.

On all these grounds the 6 July elections were of great sig-
nificance because they would show what political evolution
was taking place among the masses of such mixed workers.
The decisive choice in the elections was : For or against
the Adenauer policy, for or against arming the German Bun-
deswehr with atomic weapons. All other questions were
pushed into the background by these problems.

As in the elections to the Bundestag, the German Socialist
Party, the SPD, fought on the defensive, without any reliance
on a socialist policy. As in those elections, it was in appear-
ance a question only of another bourgeois alternative to the
Adenauer regime.

The struggle against the atomic threat was carried out in a
bureaucratic way. The mass marches in Hamburg and Bre-
men were high-points that could not and would not again be
reached, because through their dynamic character they
constituted a danger to the bureaucratic petty-bourgeois lead-
ership of the SPD.

In this way the election struggle waged by the SPD was
nowise to be differentiated from its traditional parliamentary
election propaganda.

The election results showed the following tendencies.
Adenauer’s party, the CDU, lost 800,000 votes and fell from
54.4 % of the effective votes to 50.5 9. The SPD gained
200,000 votes and rose from 33.5 % to 39.2 ¢,. The former
coalition-partners of the SPD lost serious parts of their body
of voters. Hence the SPD’s purpose, to check the Adenauer
regime in the Ruhr, in spite of-a comparatively good elec-*
toral success, could not succeed because of the voting losses
of its possible coalition-partners.

What does this election show?

1) The trend of the working class to the Social-Democracy,
as the only alternative to Adenauer’s policy and as the
representative of the working class’s day-to-day interests,
continues, in spite of the non- and anti-socialist policy of its
leadership. That is shown by the very clear successes of the
SPD in the industrial bastions, such as Miihlheim, Duis-
burg, Gelsenkirchen, Dortmund, Bielefeld, etc., where more
than 50 %, and such centres as Cologne, Wupperthal, Diissel-
dorg, Essen, Oberhausen, etc., where more than 40 % of the
votes were for the SPD.

The SPD defensive tactics, however,
broader circles of the working class.

2) The Christian workers were not to be won over either
by godless propaganda or by Social-Democratic conciliation-
ism toward the princes of the church and getting dressed up
in Christian costume. Only by an openly led class struggle,
a struggle for the workers’ own particular interests, were

failed to politicize
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these working-class sectors to be freed from following their
religious leadership.

3) That the working class of the region did not give an
even greater concentration of votes to the SPD comes from
the fact that the percentage of SPD votes cast by women in
their separate voting-booths ran on the average 10 to 12 %
below the men’s votes. Had their voting been equally mas-
sive, the SPD would have reached 50 %.

4) The prohibited Communist Party, the KPD, tried to
participate in the elections by means of “independent” slates.
It is revealing that Adenauer’s CDU, which had forced the.
illegalization of the KPD through the Supreme Court, in all
cases favored the recognition of these “independent” slates.
It wanted thereby to bring about a split in the working-
class vote. The “independent” slates did not appear with
clear revolutionary propaganda, but just legally with slightly
sharper formulations against Adenauer and his policy. But
in the election they merely made completely obvious the total
bankruptcy of the West German KPD. Not even those who
had been inscribed members of the KPD before it was banned
voted for these slates. To show their electoral percentages,
one has to insert several zeros between the decimal point
and the figure. This experience has shown that Stalinism is no
political factor in labor developments in West Germany.

5) The loss of votes by the Refugee Party, the BHE, from
4.6 % to 1 % shows that the refugees have been assimilated
into the political life of the Federal Republic and that the
refugee problem is vegetating only in the outer circles of
politics.

6) All right-wing Radical parties lost prec1p1tately in votes
and just were not in the race. Here is the demonstration
that the bases are not yet present for a fascist mass develop-
ment in the Federal Republic.

The satisfied petty bourgeoisie still sees, as the representative
of its interests, the big capitalist party of the clergy, the
CDU.

7) The CDU fought and won its election campaign in
defense of rearming the Federal Republic with atomic wea-
pons by means of unbridled anti-Bolshevik hate-propaganda.
The Budapest events, occurring during the election campaign,
fitted in with the anti-Bolshevik complex of the petty bour-
geoisie and gave plausibility to the CDU’s rearmament pro-
paganda among the middle classes. Thus the crime of Buda-
pest was an active help to Adenauer in the Ruhr elections.
8) The losses by all bourgeois parties to the benefit of the
CDU shows that the Germany bourgeoisie also from now on
sees in Adenauer and his policies (foreign policy!) the great
defender of their interests.

9) The stability of both big parties (CDU and SPD) de-
monstrates a tendency in Germany toward a two-party sys-
tem showing a polarization of the class struggle.

THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS IN AN IMPASSE

“Perfidious Albion” has never ceased to engage in ruses
about the fate of the Cypriot masses. To keep its domination
over the island, which holds an important strategic position
in the Eastern Mediterranean basin, the British bourgeoisie
has used all means : repression, concessions, postponements,
national divisions. Most of the time, indeed, it has used
all these means together. )

For some time now, faced by the powerful national-liberation
movement of the Greek masses of Cyprus, London has
decided to bring into the game Turkey and the island’s
Turkish minority, some 80,000 strong.

By turning Turkey against Greece, and the island’s Turkish
minority against the some 400,000 Greek Cypriots, London
has reserved for itself the role of indispensable arbiter,
needed to maintain order and unity in the island.

Pushed by the British bougeoisie, Turkey, which in 1954

was in favor simply of the British status quo in the island,
has now gone over to the unrealistic position of dividing
up the island, in order to bring the question of the country’s
self-determination to an impasse. Not satisfied to agitate
for this position, now a matter of “principle,” Turkey is
stirring up the Turkish Cypriot minority to genuine pogroms
against the Greek population — with, naturally, the obvious
complicity of the British authorities.

It is enough to mention in this connection that a large
part of the British auxiliary police — about 4,000 men —
is recruited from the very numerous illiterate unemployed
among the Turkish minority, and that these police have,
on several occasions of late, joined their compatriots in the
attacks launched against the Greek Cypriots.

_In this connection there may be quoted, among others, the

evidence of Clive Evatt, an Australian Labour MP, who
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stated that the collusion between the British police and army
and the Turkish minority is completely obvious (NY Times,
10 June 1958).

Turkey is currently demanding the dividing up of the island
in face of the demand for self-determination and union
with Greece asked for by Athens and the EOKA — which
allows London to prepare a “compromise” of co-dominium
of the island by the Greeks and the Turks under the control
of Great Britain. And this for a period of seven years, after
which the people of Cyprus would be called on to decide
about their self-determination.

The solution of the question of Cyprus is complicated by
the interplay of various contradictory forces. London wants
to keep the island as an important military base, whose
usefulness was demonstrated not only at the time of the
Suez expedition, but also at present with the situation
existing in Lebanon. Washington, more and more worried
about the Middle East and at present considering a joint
intervention with London against the anti-imperialist Arab
forces in Lebanon, lines up with London’s position about
the island, despite the difficulties that this position invalves
concerning its alliance with Athens. )
Athens as well as Ankara are exploiting the Cyprus question
as a counter-irritant to their reactionary and anti-popular
internal policies. On the island - itself, the national-liberation
movement is divided between a right wing led by the Arch-
bishop Makarios and the terrorist organization EOKA, in
the hands of agents of the general staff of the Greek army,
on the one hand, and, on the other, the AKEL, an organiza-

.The Cypriot revolutionary Marxists
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tion controlled by the Stalinists. On its side, the Turkish
minority is led by the agents of Ankara and London.
Under these conditions, the national-liberation movement,
though fed by an indomitable revolutionary combativity on
the part of the island’s peasant and worker masses, does
not succeed in putting forward a programme and a leader-
ship capable of thwarting' the intrigues of imperialism and
the Greek and Turkish bourgeoisies. This programme ought
to set clearly forth that the goal of the struggle is self-
determination for the island within the framework of a
Cypriot workers’ and peasants’ government which would
give satisfaction to the economic and social aspirations of
the peasant and worker masses of the island, both Greek
and Turkish. .

The Greek majority would have the right, if it wished, to
carry out a federative union with Greece. The Turkish
minority would see its rights as a national minority
absolutely guaranteed by the workers’ and peasants’ govern-
ment of the island. ¢

Only such a programme, firmly defended against imperialism,
the Greek and Turkish bourgeoisies, and their agents, would
have any serious chance of reéstablishing class unity among
the poor Greek and Turkish masses of Cyprus, with a
prospect of genuine national and social liberation for these
masses.

have the duty of
advocating such a line in joining the national-liberation
movement as it now exists.



 THE WORKERS’ PARTIES
" AND DE GAULLE

By PIERRE FRANK

In its history France has experienced several Bona-
partist operations prior to that of deGaulle, and com-
parisons between them still offer some interest. From
both the bourgeois and the proletarian point of view,
the deGaulle operation presents an extraordinary
picture.

It was the war of Algeria following on that of Viet-
nam which led the French army to bring off its coup
de force. This was carried out in an atmosphere un-
connected with this political operation. There was no
economic crisis as in 1851, no military collapse and
exodus as in 1940. The war of Algeria had lasted
three and a half years, and throughout that whole
time in the metropolis the bourgeoisie had gone on
showing an indifference, a really surprising uncon-
cern, about the war. Everyone was occupied with his
own business, which was prosperous. Everyone was
thinking about his coming vacation. The parliament-
ary regime had become the least of the worries of
the bourgeois.

But if there was really one thing that differentiat-

ed the deGaulle operation from its predecessors, it
was the situation of the working class. It was not suf-
fering from a bloodletting, as after June 1848. It was
not, as in 1940, mobilized and with the C P in illegal-
ity. It had not been pushed into the background of
the political scene. It had its parties, its trade unions,
its press.
But, just like the bourgeoisie, it was but little con-
cerned with the war in Algeria in the immediately
previous years. These years of prosperity had assured
it of a limited but unquestionable improvement in its
living conditions ; it had obtained three weeks of paid
vacations. It also looked with contempt on the parlia-
mentary game and the interminable ministerial crises.
For this state of mind in the working class, it was
the traditional leaderships — of the Socialist and
Communist Parties — that bear the responsibility. If,
for the first time in French history, a Bonapartist
operation could succeed without the prior defeat of
the working class and the popular masses, it was
owing to those leaderships, and it is not unuseful to
point out how they prepared such a defeat.

I: THE SOCIALIST PARTY

The overall line of the Guy Mollet leadership is well
known, but his perfidy appears still more in the de-
tailed examination of his various proceedings. Guy
Mollet reached the leadership of the S P in 1946-
1947 at the head of a left tendency that blamed the
Daniel Mayer leadership for too timorous a policy.

But Guy Mollet quickly turned right, anticommunism
becoming the fixed quantity in his political wariat-
ions. He also constructed, for the first time in the
history of the S P, an apparatus that guaranteed him
control of the party. As French policy, beginning with
the Liberation, evolved toward the right, the S P
ended up by finding itself in the opposition between
1952 and 1955. It returned to power at the beginning
of 1956 after the election victory of the “Republican
Front” composed essentially of a combination of the
S P and the Radical Party then led by Mendés-
France.

Although the latter was the recognized leader of the
“Republican Front” during the election campaign,
Guy Mollet became the head of the new government,
in view of the preponderant place held in the Nation-
al Assembly by the S P — with the exception of the
French C P, to which, at that moment, no attention
was paid in the parliamentary world. In the legislat-
ure elected in 1956, everything depended on the So-
cialist group : this was seen in May 1958.

During the election campaign Guy Mollet had vigor-
ously criticized the war of Algeria: an idiotic and
hopeless war, he called it. The victory of the Repub-
lican Front, paralleled by the strengthening of the
Communist parliamentary group, meant that the
country was expecting from the new parliament a
policy of peace in Algeria. Willingly or not, Guy Mol-
let fell into the traps of the ultras and settlers of
Algeria. His first choice for Minister of Algeria had
been General Catroux, a “republican” who was say-
ing that he would stop at nothing. But when Guy
Mollet was received at Algiers with tomatoes, he
persuaded Catroux to resign and in his place named
Lacoste, who was to give a full demonstration of his
socialism. In proceeding to make this designation,
Guy Mollet, who had retreated before the fascist riot
of 6 February 1956 at Algiers, considered it some-
thing “healthy.”

Beginning with that moment, it was a steady retreat
before the settlers and the army. In Algeria itself
Lacoste was not directing anything ; but he was cov-
ering up everything and had become the principal
traveling salesman to make France accept the war of
Algeria and all the infamies that it brought in its
train.

As for the Guy Mollet ministry, it was “special pow-.
ers,” it was “pacification” by the sending of about
half a million draftees, it was the Ben Bella affair. It
was also the Suez campaign. It was the whitewashing
given the torturers. '
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This policy (which was nowise countered by that of
the FCP) aided the progress of the reaction in
France. In the S P itself, there could be observed the
developmeént of a fascisizing wing (speeches of La-
coste and Lejeune at the S P Toulouse Congress).
But, unlike what happened in 1933-1934, when the
Blum leadership was forced to expel the “néos”
(Déat...), the Guy Mollet leadership made a bloc
with this current against those who were calhng for
another Algerian policy, however moderate it might
be. The leadership took sanctions against its oppon-
ents, going as far as expulsion (Philip) and above all
depriving in practice almost the whole minority of
its right of expression in the party congresses and
conferences.

Overthrown as premier, Guy Mollet became the
power behind the throne in the two following cabin-
ets (Bourgés-Manoury and Gaillard) who kept La-
coste on as Minister of Algeria. Guy Mollet also
forced his party to swallow the formation of these
governments and to support them, although resistance
to this policy began to develop in the party.

When the Gaillard government was overthrown, Guy
Mollet pretended to be angry with the right (“the
most stupid in the world,” he claimed) and had the
National Council on May 2nd and 3rd vote that the
S P would no longer take part in any government,
being satisfied to assure it of its support. He thus
succeeded in strengthening his authority over the S P,
an authority that had been somewhat damaged. At
the time the Pflimlin government was formed, the
S P was outside the government, and, by this fact,
Lacoste was no longer Minister of Algeria.

It was then that the Algiers plot took an open form.
Lacoste, who was informed about it, let it go on,
hoping that he would be the benef1c1ary from it. He
refused to return to Algeria at a time when constitut-
ionally he still had to assure “current affairs,” i e,
. public order (against the fascists), and in speeches
spurred the ultras on to action.

GUY MOLLET AND THE SOCIALIST
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

As soon as the Algiers coup occurred, there could be
noted dissonances between the attitude of Guy Mol-
let and that of the Socialist parliamentary group. The
very day of the Algiers coup, May 13th, Guy Mollet
was trying to discourage Pflimlin from going through
with his appeal to be invested by the National Ass-
"~ embly. The Socialist parliamentary group, on the
contrary, which was not aware of this intervention
by Guy Mollet, was pushing Pflimlin to ask for this
vote by the National Assembly, which granted it to
him.

The next day, May 14th, the Socialist group and
the Directing Committee decided on participation in
the Pflimlin government. “When the Republic ap-
pears menaced, the Socialist Party is always present,”
declared Guy Mollet, who' was becoming vice-
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premier, accompanied by other Socialist ministers,

among them Jules Moch at the Interio?, where ten

years before he had distinguished himself by a feroc-
ious repression of the miners’ strike.

On May 15th, a joint appeal by the Directing Com-

mittee and the parliamentary group :

The Republic is threatened. Civil and military
insurrection in Algeria and the manifesto of
General deGaulle are evidence that the assault
against the republican regime has been launched
[...] To face this peril, the Socialist Party has
decided to participate in the government [...]
But the Republic is defended not only in parlia—
ment and the government [...]

But in face of a declaration by deGaulle, there were

to be noted two different attitudes, that of Guy Mol-

let and that of the spokesman of the Socialist parlia-

mentary group at the National Assembly in its 16

May session.

Guy Mollet asked deGaulle to make an effort :

. It is true that General deGaulle has given the
Republic back to the fatherland [...] We see
that Algeria’s belonging to our national commun-
ity is brought into question, and we greatly re-
gret that we do not read the slightest phrase of
condemnation of this in General deGaulle’s mes-
sage. We should need to have the general com-
plete his declaration, clearly insufficient.

Naegelen, in the name of the Socialist group, uttered

a condemnation :

We were expecting something quite different
from General deGaulle. His statement is only an
accusation harking back to all candidates for
dictatorship in all countries, against the regime
of parties [...] Over the head of the parliament
elected by the nation, over the head of the legally
invested government, over the head of the chief
of state, General deGaulle has addressed the
country to say that he is ready to assume the
powers of the Republic : this plural is indeed an
indication that he is demanding dictatorship. To
this overweening pretention, we rise in opposition.

On May 18th, Jules Moch made a thunderous declar-

ation on the radio, alluding to his role as a strike-

breaker :
The fate of the Republic is at stake [...] Strength-
ened by former experience, I can give the as-
surance that the government will not disappoint
or fail in its duty.

Following a new declaration by deGaulle, which was

in part an answer to the solicitation of Guy Mollet,

on May 19th, the Socialist parliamentary group and
the Directing Committee stated :

The S P notes that General deGaulle has de-
manded powers that would be conferred on him
as a result of an exceptional procedure whose
modalities he would himself determine, and has
thus denied the Constitution of the Republic.
The S P has confidence that the government



FOURTH INTERNATIONAL

will maintain order and legality, resist all pres-
sures, and maintain national unity within the
framework of the Republic.
But on this same day, Pinay announced that he had
advised Guy Mollet to make contact — either alone,
or, better, together with Pflimlin — with General de
Gaulle in order to find out his intentions. But, he add-
ed, the vice-premier refused to undertake such an
initiative... Indeed !
On May 23rd, on emerging from a meeting of the
Socialist group, its president, Deixonne, stated :
The Socialist group would not lend itself to a
compromise from which our freedoms would
suffer [...] We will not pay for the return of
Algeria to legality by the loss of the Republic
At this moment still the Socialist group was unanim-
ous. It is true that Lacoste was not present, But on
the 24th an article by him appeared in The new
Republic of Bordeaux (Gaullist), in which he wrote:
“I am overwhelmed and filled with admiration” (by
what was going on in Algeria).
On May 25th, following on the Ajaccio coup, the S P
associated itself with a declaration of the “National
Committee for Republican Defense” (Radicals,
MR P,SFIO,etc.) in which can be read :
[...] calls on the members of the organizations
signing this message to be ready for any event-
uality and to consider themselves mobilized for
safeguarding our endangered national unity and.
freedoms.

Late on the 26th, the Socialist parliamentary group
voted a resolution supporting the strike decided on
by the CG T :
The group has expressed the wish that the suc-
cess of the strike launched by the C G T will be
aided to the maximum extent, It furthermore
hopes that there will be organized tomorrow in
Paris a big mass demonstration. The Directing
Committee of the party will meet in order to take
an official decision and to plan the modalities.
But that did not suit Guy Mollet, and later, on the
27th, the Directing Committee issued the following
. communiqué :
The Directing Committee of the S P formally
denies the information appearing this morning
in certain newspapers according to which it
might be taking a decision in favor of demon-
strations in agreement with the C P or the
C G T. The party’s members are asked to con-
form strictly to the instructions that have been
communicated to the federal secretaries.
But for the first time there occurred a division in the
Directing Committee, composed of 43 majority Moll-
etists out of 45 members. This text was adopted by
17 votes against 9.
During the night of the 26th-27th there occurred an
interview between Pflimlin and deGaulle, and on the
27th deGaulle made a statement according to which
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he had begun the process of constituting his govern-
ment. The same day the Socialist parliamentary
group adopted, by 112 votes against 3, and 1 abstent-
ion, a manifesto in which it was said :
General deGaulle has just made it known that
he is undertaking what he calls the ‘“regular
process” in view of forming his government.
The Socialist parliamentarians declare :
[...] 2° that they will in no case rally to the
candidacy of General deGaulle, which, by the
very form in which it is posed and by the cons-
iderations that accompany it, is and remains
under any hypothesis a challenge to republican
legality.

Thus, parliamentarily, deGaulle seemed not to have
a chance. On the 28th the great demonstration from
the Nation to the Republic took place.

But the same day it was learned that Guy Mollet had
got in touch with deGaulle through the intermediary
of a Socialist deputy, Piette, more familiar with cer-
tain services than with the class struggle, and that as
a result of these relations Guy Mollet (vice-premier,
let us not forget) had written deGaulle a letter, with-
out the knowledge of the premier and naturally with-
out the knowledge of the Directing Committee of the
S P. The text of this letter has never been published.
The 29th of May was to be the day of the final
manceuvres. Coty was to send a message to parlia-
ment. Within the S P Guy Mollet — the bureaucrat
— was running the risk of no longer carrying weight
with either the Directing Committee or the parlia-
mentary group. So we saw the intervention of the
former President of the Republic, Vincent Auriol —
the “democrat” — who, in the last previous months,
had given his support to the minority against the
Guy Mollet leadership. The exchange of letters be-
tween Auriol and deGaulle has been published. It
was a_manceuvre in the grand style to pacify the

“consciences” of a few Socialists and republicans. '
On May 30th Le Populaire was still trying to save
appearances : -

In spite of everything, and having weighed all

the risks and dangers, the S P will take a posmon

in conformity with its traditiohs and 1ts past :

will not disavow itself.
The same day Guy Mollet went to deGaulle’s home
at Colombey, accompanied by the president of the
Socialist parliamentary group, who is not usually
mistaken for a master-mind, and who returned con-
vinced. Guy Mollet finally obtained the capitulation
of part of the Socialist deputies (among them that
swaggerer Jules Moch), enough to give a pseudo-ap-
pearance of legality to deGaulle’s accession to power.
The powerful demonstration of May 28th brought
pressure on the Directing Committee and on the
parliamentary group in the opposite direction to the
pressures and manceuvres of the Guy Mollets, Auriols,
Lejeunes, et al, who were carrying on a campaign
for deGaulle. It finally ended up in the following
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votes : Directing Committee and parliamentary group,
meeting jointly : 77 for deGaulle, 74 against. But the
figures, broken down, give the following : Directing
Committee : 18 for, 23 against ; deputies : 40 for, 50
against. It was the Socialist senators who brought
about the Gaullist majority.

At the time of deGaulle’s investiture by the National
Assembly, the parliamentary group divided up: 42
for deGaulle, 49 against, 3 absent. True, the deputies
who had voted against deGaulle were not going out-
side the framework of parliamentary democracy, but
such a vote constituted a very hard blow to the Guy
Mollet leadership. Moliet himself, furthermore, at one
moment turned in his resignation, but withdrew it
again soon afterward. Since then, the Directing Com-
mittee has decided to postpone the party congress
first set for the end of June and to replace it by a
national conference.

The minority — who hope to become the majority —
are organizing to demand this congress. They are
counting on the support of the Socialist International.
It is, however, possible that things will not be pushed
to a split before the presentation of the draft consti-
tution worked up by the deGaulle government, about
which any ambiguity will be all the less possible in
that it can be answered only by a Yes or a No.
Thus the deGaulle operation was able to be carried
out with the complete support of Guy Mollet, accom-
panied by all his artful dodges as an old manceuvrer
in parliament and at congresses. The S P’s general
secretary has a seat in the deGaulle government, and
tries thereby to give it a surety of republicanism and
liberalism.

THE MEANING OF THE DIVISION
IN THE SOCIALIST PARTY

Guy Mollet has not only betrayed the working class
(that was done long ago) ; he has betrayed even his
own party, whose natural mxheu is bourgeois parlia-
mentarianism. Without such a betrayal, deGaulle
could not have had the slightest appearance of legal-
ity, he would not have had a parliamentary majority
and would have had to push the coup d’état to the
point where it fully took on the aspect of a military
intervention against the National Assembly.

The resultant situation within the S P, the state of
split that has aroused savage rightists against Guy
Mollet, has somethlng very surprising about it. But
this situation is quite explicable.

The S P, at the Liberation, found itself with a dumn-
ished working-class base, especially among the most
decisive layers of the working class that went over to
the F C P. But the place occupied by the S P on the
chess-board of the Fourth Republic guaranteed it
(save for a short period) a key position in govern-
ments, and caused various currents to converge on
this party. In the south of France, it replaced in some
areas the Radical Party, with a petty-bourgeois pea-
sant electoral base. In addition, while at the time of
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the Third Republic it already had a clientele of petty
functionaries (schoolteachers, postal employees...),
after 1945 it saw its ranks swelled by high and middle
functionaries (prefects, governors of colonies, minis-
terial administrative assistants...) who came to it
especially to aid their careers.

In this situation it was automatic that the S P tops,
already far from the working-class ranks, were going
to become even more strongly bourgeoisified. In
appearance, the S P had succeeded in winning im-

_portant positions in the state. The reality was that

the state had topped the S P, and the apparatus
created by Guy Mollet was often very close to the
state apparatus.

The recent crisis tends to break up what was, socially
speaking, artificially united. In spite of where it has
been led by ministerial participations, the S P, by its
origins and by the place it occupies in the political
structure of France, had remained the traditional re-
formist workers’ party, whose existence is fundament-
ally bound up with that of parliamentary democracy.
It would be wrong to claim that the lines of the
present division are already unchangeable and that
they are of an impeccablé class purity. But the resis-
tance to deGaulle has shown itself there where the
S P has a serious working-class base or clientele,
whereas the careerists were turning toward deGaulle.
A remarkable example was afforded during the crisis
by the Nord Federation. It is, together with that of
the Pas-de-Calais, the most numerous in the S P, one
of the most rightist and anti-communist. For years
Guy Mollet was guaranteed a majority in his party
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just by the addition of a few vetes to those of these

two federations. The Nord Federation was at all
times one of the most hostile to any united front with
the C P, even in the short periods of collaboration at
the time of the 1935-1936 Popular Front and the
1944-1946 Liberation. But on May 27th the Socialist
Nord Federation supported the strike order given by
the C G T miners’ union.

We shall certainly see some comings-and-goings
among the Socialist deputies and leaders in the next
months ; but on the organizational level, the tendency
that will stand out is that of the S P appearing as
the reformist workers’ party, struggling to defend or
restore the parliamentary frame that is its natural
working milieu.

Thanks to such a change, essential questions like that
of the Communist-Socialist united front will appear
in a new aspect.

1I: THE COMMUNIST PARTY

The policy of the French C P, majority party of the
working class since the Liberation, has since that
period had a steady line which, in the same way as
that of the S P, caused the recent defeat.

Thorez claims priority in the conception of the parlia- -

mentary ‘“‘new paths” toward socialism. We shall
leave verification of the matter to those whom the
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question might interest, but there is no doubt that the
_whole policy that he has followed since the Liberation
was — even during a few leftist jolts — basically
parliamentary, and nowise aimed at going on to a
society building socialism. In fact, during the whole
period elapsed since the Liberation, the F C P leader-
ship has never stopped saying that. the alternative for
France was not capitalism or socialism, but democracy
or fascism. It would be easy to give several pages of
quotations from reports to the Political Bureau. As we
shall see further on, the F C P leadership persists in
the same conception even after deGaulle’s arrival at
power.

This policy is explained above all by a lining up with
Moscow, which constantly seeks a maintenance of the
status quo. That implies a bourgeois France in which
the F C P tries to aid a bourgeois wing less dependent
on Washington, anti-American if possible. Because of
this, it can be said without exaggeration that, though
the F C P leadership criticized the authoritarian con-
ceptions of deGaulle, it has long handled him person-
ally with kid gloves because of certain hopes the
Kremlin had in him. Let us not forget that Thorez
was a minister of deGaulle, and that at that period
— on his return from Moscow — he made the “pa-
triotic workers’ militias” dissolve and give up their
arms, in order that there might be *“a single army, a
single police, a single state.” (Thorez, Ivry Speech,
1945). :
When deGaulle, after giving up power, made a first
political incursion in 1947 against the “system,” the
then editor-in-chief of PHumanité was censured be-
cause he had allowed himself to engage in a mere
irreverent pleasantry against deGaulle. Even during
the last period of the crisis, deGaulle was never treat-
ed on the same level as the Soustelles and Massus.
The slogans for the May 28th and June 1st demon-
strations were to spare deGaulle any harsh epithets.
And anyone could note the deferential and respectful
attitude of the Communist deputies in the National
Assembly when deGaulle presented himself there for
his investiture and later for the vote of the project
granting the power to prepare a new constitution.
The search for bourgeois allies had led the F C P
leadership to the worst of betrayals, that of the Alger-
ian revolution. The F C P’s variations in this matter
have been numerous, but it has never made a recog-
nition, frank and consistent in application of policy,
of independence for Algeria. We refer our readers to
the document written on this question by the F L N
itself, which we published in our last issue. It is the
most crushing indictment, showing that the F C P’s
policy was never in conformity with the principles
professed by this party in the name of Marxism-
Leninism on the colonial question. Since then we have
‘seen — even during the crisis — the F C P deputies
again vote “full powers” to Pflimlin, who was flaunt-
ing his intention of carrying out a more intense mili-
tary action in Algeria and who turned these “full
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powers” over to General Salan who was then obeying
the orders of the “Public Safety Committee” of Al-
giers and not those of the Pflimlin government.

“L’HUMANITE” DAY BY DAY

Let us see how the F C P evaluated the events then
taking place and what policy it followed.
The main accent was laid on parliamentary action.
On May 13th, the coup de force at Algiers. The same
day, investiture of Pflimlin. The Communist group
abstained, making the followmg declaration :
The proposed premier having affirmed the desire
of his government to continue the war in Algeria,
the source of all the evils from which the country
is suffering, the Communist group decides not to
grant him its votes. But at the hour when, faced
by the riots in Algiers and by generals entered
into rebellion against the Republic, the proposed
premier declares that he will not yield to the
factious coup de force, the Communist deputies
unanimously decide on voluntary abstention from
voting, thus giving the government a possibility
of being formed.
Thus it was above all on the “firmness” of the govern-
ment and the parliament that the F C P leadership
was laying its stake.
The mass meeting at the Cirque d’Hiver planned for
the 14th was prohibited by this “firm” republican
government. The F C P leadership simply accepted
this prohibition and sent its functionaries to disperse
those who had come in spite of the prohibition :
The slogan was: “Go back to your neighbor-
hoods, disperse, go find other republicans to pre-
pare the answer to the fascist coup de force.”
(L’Humanité, 15 May)
May 15th: first declaration by deGaulle exploiting
and encouraging the coup de force at Algiers. L'Hu-
manité promptly published an extra, in which were
recommended, among other things, appeals to Coty :
“Multiply, by thousands and thousands, protests to
the President of the Republic, for safeguarding the
Republic.”
May 16th : the government obtained the vote of the
state of emergency (including the Communist votes),
which was never to be used against Algiers or de
Gaulle, but only to prevent any interventions by the
workers.
In L’Humanité of May 17th, an article by Fajon,
member of the Political Bureau, the director of the
newspaper, presented this vote as a victory for demo-
cracy :
In the great combat undertaken to bar the road
to deGaulle and military dictatorship, yesterday
was a good day [...] By launching their attack -
against the Republic four days ago, deGaulle and
his accomplices thought they would win without
striking a blow. Their coup did not come off. It
is democracy that has won a first great victory.
May 19th : press conference by deGaulle, who was
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taking one step forward toward power. In answer to

this conference, a Political Bureau statement of the

same day affirmed : #Victories have been won. For

five days fascism has been held in check.”

May 20th : the National Assembly voted special pow-

ers for Algeria, powers entrusted by Pflimlin to Salan.

The Communist deputies voted in favor.

In L’Humanité of May 2lst, an editorial by Pierre

Courtade thus commented on this vote :
It was a good day [...] The Republic is asserting
itself. It is winning not only time — which was
only twenty-four hours ago a dramatic necessity
—it is growing stronger [...] We are stronger
today than yesterday. And the whole left is with
us. So is the Republic which will emerge im-
proved from this test.

In L’Humanité of May 22nd, an editorial by Wal-

deck-Rochet, a Political Bureau member, who repeat-

ed the argumentation of Courtade :
The National Assembly condemned the men of
the plot by according immense majorities to the
nation’s legitimate government which, despite its
weaknesses, has stated that it wants to fight for
the respect of republican legality [...] Last Tues-
day’s vote on the special powers enabled the
government to consolidate its position.

An editorial by Fajon in L’Humanité of May 23rd :
On the parliamentary level, [our party] has given
the Pflimlin government the possibility of getting
formed, next of obtaining the means it demanded
in order to defend republican legality, and finally
of consolidating itself as a result of massive votes.
Thus the danger has retreated. [Our empbhasis]

On May 25th, far from retreating, the danger was

expressed by the coup de force at Ajaccio.

Beginning with this moment, the F C P’s leadership

was to raise timid protests toward the Pflimlin govern-

ment : it is not energetic enough, it does not turn to
the country...

L’Humanité of May 26th : “The government limits

itself to yesterday’s timid decisions.”

L’Humanité of May 27th, in a report on the previous

day’s speech in parliament by Duclos : “The govern-

ment has fallen behind the state of mind of the repub-
lican country...”

But on this same day deGaulle made a new declar-

ation that openly announced that he had made offi-

cial contacts with members of the government, that
he had set going the process that would bring him to
power.

At the National Assembly, Duclos spoke up to say to

Pflimlin : you want to leave and make place for de-

Gaulle. But the conclusion to such a quite correct

affirmation was just simply : we shall vote in favor

of your project of reactionary revision of the con-
stitution.

On May 28th, when Coty turned officially to de

Gaulle, the Political Bureau, in a statement, was still

counting parliamentary noses : “Yesterday there were
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only 165 supporters of deGaulle at the Assembly,
whereas 408 votes were cast for the defense of the
Republic.”

Thus the emphasis was put on the firmness to be
given to the official authorities of the Republic to
defeat the plot of the rebels. And, what is more, it
was announced day after day that this parliamentary
policy was winning successes.

Beginning with May 13th — if we .are to believe
L’Humanité, directly inspired by the F C P’s Political
Bureau — we were going from success to success
against fascism, the Pflimlin government and the par-
liament were growing stronger in their determination
to defend the republic, and then suddenly, at the very
moment when several hundreds of thousands of work-
ers were demonstrating in the streets of Paris, an ac-
cident happened : the government collapsed, the par-
liament capitulated, and Gaullism carried the day !
While the deputies were carrying on the battle “for
the Republic” by supporting a government which, in
the shadows, was conspiring deGaulle’s coming to
power, what was asked of the workers ?

The most current term, “vigilance,” in practice meant
most of the time immobilization in headquarters.
Street demonstrations were cut down, and, when the
authorities forbade them, called off.

There were work stoppages, strikes, but these were
carried out in a sporadic way, without codrdination,
and never with the perspective of an active general
strike that would bring about a conflict with the state
forces that were raising deGaulle to power.

On the whole, the workers’ actions were subordinated
either to the parliamentary and legalistic tactic to-
ward the Pflimlin government, or to the intentions
and decisions of the other “republican” groups.

TOWARD THE BOURGEOIS TOPS

This whole policy, in the opposite direction to the
real evolution of the class, found its expression in the
mammoth demonstration of May 28th.

The coup of Algiers occurred on May 13th. Demon-
strations had taken place in various provincial cities,
but working-class Paris had not demonstrated in any
force. What was going on ? The F C P leadership
did not dare issue in its own name alone a call for a
big street demonstration : it knew that a call — from
itself alone — would not have produced much of an
echo. Formally there was no joint appeal, there was
no united front, for the leaders of the left bourgeois
organizations and the Socialist Party, of Force Ouvri-
ére and the C F T C, rejected any agreement with
the Stalinist leaders. Granted, there were tacit agree-
ments, and the Radical and Socialist leaders were
well aware, when they launched the call for the de-
monstration of 28 May, that the FC P and the CG T
would join in it.

The masses answered on May 28th because for them
it was in fact a question of a joint Communist-Social-
ist demonstration. While all the leaders, from the

-~
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bourgeois to the Stalinists, were still in agreement
that there should be no shout or banner other than
“Long live the Republic,” the Paris workers were
spontaneously shouting : Popular Front, Unity of
action, The left to power, Peace in Algeria. For the
workers, Popular Front has another meaning than
what it ha%for the leaders. For the workers, the Pop-
ular Front is in fact Communist- Soc1ahst unity in

“action, for down in the ranks they see only a few

Radical shopkeepers to whom they attach no import-
ance, and they do not grasp the role of the bourgeois
leaders at the Popular Front’s summit.

The F C P leadership, therefore, lined up with some
uncertain parliamentary top people, and was way
behind the aspirations of the masses.

It did not try to correct itself either the next day or
in the following days. But, when deGaulle’s coming
to power became sure for June 1st, it decided to cover
up its whole opportunistic policy by an operation of
a pseudo-leftist appearance, street demonstrations in
which only members of the party were in practice to
participate, in order to be able to say that only the
party had fought to the end and that the defeat was
owing to the others.

LIKE THE BOURBONS

Soon after the end of the crisis, on June 9th and 10th,
there was held a session of the Central Committee of
the F C P, in which the leadership showed that, like
the Bourbons, it had learned nothing and forgotten
nothing. The champions of self-criticism found that
everything had been very good, that the leadership
had been clear-sighted, that the party had showed
itself to be a “fine party,” and that it should just go
on as in the past.
When Thorez said that he had a “fine party,” he
specified immediately what he meant thereby : the
apparatus has not experienced break-ups like those
in 1939-1940. Thorez perhaps spoke too soon.
There are two explanations by the F C P leaders
about what has just happened. In his closing speech
at this C C meeting, Thorez said :
A crisis of the regime opened and has wound up
in the formation of a government of personal
dictatorship which opens the way to fascism.
The army, in its present composition, has taken
on more and more the aspect of pretorian troops,
it has been led more and more to set itself above
the nation. '
The Gaullist plot is the sign, not of the strength
of the bourgeoisie, but of its weakness. By having
recourse to personal power, to dictatorship, it
recognizes that it is unable to guarantee its dom-
ination any longer by traditional means. It makes
the confession of its impotence to solve the pro-
blems of its own decline, by which it is assailed.
In an article in the June 21st Humanité, devoted to
Algeria, he repeats the same explanation :
The malfunctioning of institutions was not the
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deep cause of the crisis that France is passing
through. It was, rather, the expression and the
sign thereof. The dominant reality was and re-
mains [...] the incapacity of the.ruling classes
to solve the problems posed by our epoch. First
of all must be emphasized their impotence in face
of the questions raised by the general crisis of
colonialism.
Thus the profound cause is capitalism, unable to solve
the problems of the period, whose weakness forces it
to throw itself into the desperate measures of dictator-
ship. Quite right.
But here is another explanation in the resolution
adopted by the same C G :
The cause of the evils from which France is suf-
fering is neither democracy nor the parliamentary
regime, but on the contrary the permanent viola-
tion, by anti-communism, of the wishes of uni-
versal suffrage and the principles of the repre-
sentative regime.
It is no longer the incapacity of the bourgeome but
the bad way in which parliamentarism is applied. But
by whom, if not by the representatives of the bour-
geoisie, and precisely because parliament is no Jonger
a good instrument for capitalist domination ?
And so, instead of calling on the proletariat to solve
the problems by the seizure of power and the building
of socialism, Thorez declared to the C C: “What is
necessary is to correct that bad application that has
been made of institutions and to guarantee at last
their normal functioning.”
And the C C resolution specifies :
The remedy for g0vernmenta1 disorder and im-
potence does not consist in throwxng democracy
overboard, but on the contrary in guaranteeing
its normal functioning by reéstablishing the coun-
try’s mdependence and by giving the working
class and its party, side-by-side with the others,
the place belonging to it in parhament and in the
government. Nothing but its place, but its full
place [...]
The choice is not between fascism and commun-
ism. It is between a personal dictatorship backed
by reaction and militarism leading to fascism,
and a regime of democracy so as to carry out the
policy desired by the majority of Frenchmen.

What impeccable reasoning ! The bourgeoisie is in-
capable of solving problems by the parliamentary
regime. It is therefore necessary to go back to this
regime, while asking the bourgeoisie only to give the
working class — read, the F C P leadership — the
place belonging to it in the bourgeois parliament and
also a few seats in the government.

At the C C session held some weeks before the crisis,
the reporter Servin was explaining that it could not
be a question of fighting for socialism because the
relationship of forces was not in favor af the working
class, which was weak. Now the F C P leadership ex-

plains the reactionary coup de force by the weakness
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of the bourgeoisie. But in any case, whether the relat-
ionship of forces between the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie be in one direction or the other, for the
F C P leadership it is never the moment to put the
struggle for power on the order of the day. In fact the
situation in France has shown that the parliamentary
regime is at its last gasp, and that — as the Commun-
ist International declared in its early years — either
the working class would go over to the attack on the
regime, or else capitalism, savagely defending its
domination over society, would not hesitate to go be-
yond parliamentary forms to instal regimes of open
dictatorship.
The evolution of the Stahmsts on the question of
workers’ power is truly significant, At the beginning
of the struggle against the Left Opposition in the
years 1923-1929, the proletarian revolution was, ac-
cording to them, on the order of the day in economi-
cally advanced countries, but not in underdeveloped
countries like China. Thirty years later, when capital-
ism has been broken as a social system over a third
of the globe, including China, socialism is no longer
on the order of the day even in the advanced capital-
ist countries of Western Europe !
Now let us see how the F C P leadership proposes to
carry on the struggle against the rising dictatorship.
- All toilers, all democrats, all adversaries of per-
sonal power, owe it to themselves, from now on,
to prepare a massive NO by our people at the
time of the October consultation. The organiza-
tion of this great campaign from now on domin-
ates all our activity. (Thorez)
They will fight with all their energy both for
peace in Algeria and so that, at the time of the
referendum, universal suffrage will say no to the
personal and military dictatorship that would
open the road to fascism. ( Thorez)

Against the violence of the parachutists, against the

armed might of the bourgeois state, the F C P leader-"

ship opposes... universal suffrage, in this case by ans-
wering no in a plebescite, i e, a mockery of universal
suffrage itself.

The F C P leadership had praised to high heaven the
conception of the “new paths,” i e, the use of parlia-
ment to build socialism. But in fact there is no more
parliament. How, even if one accepts the perspective
of a reéstablishment of bourgeois parliamentarism, an
illusory perspective, how can it be arrived at without
recourse to violence ? The leadership is a prisoner of
its parliamentary and legalistic conception just at the
moment when its preferred mstrument has ceased to
function.

The F C P leadershlp has not brought the slightest
criticism to bear on its conception of the “new paths” ;

it has not even retained a certain reservation which
it had introduced into its conception, namely, that
violence must be resorted to if the bourgeoisie resorts
to it. By omitting, after the Algiers coup, this part of
its conception of the “new paths,” the F C P leader-
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ship shows that for it what was in question there was
just a stylistic clause, without any real value, that it
had just plain settled down into bourgeois parlia-
mentarism, and that it was no more concerned about
the fight for socialism than the S P leadership was.
The F C P leadership believed that it could profit by
this period of crisis and the days immediately follow-
ing, in order to strike blows at oppositionals, engaging
particularly in expulsions in the intellectual circles
where for so long now it has wanted to strike. This
bureaucratic offensive, however, happened to be
topped by the bureaucratic offensive of the Kremlin,
signalized by the assassination of Imre Nagy and his
companions. Soviet intervention in Hungary had
much cut off the F C P from other labor and socialist
formations of all tendencies. Events in France — the
war of Algeria, the reactionary danger, and finally
deGaulle’s coming to power — had not permitted it
to surmount this situation, but at least openings had
been created. This time its cutting-off threatens to
be irremediable, for the feeling of broad layers of
workers is : With you ? why, that would be worse
than deGaulle, Truly Khrushchev has worked for
deGaulle better than anybody could have done.

A NEW STAGE

A stage in the history of the French workers’ move-
ment, opened at the Liberation, is now closed. After
having had the possibility at that moment to set up,
almost without striking a blow, a Socialist-Communist
government that would have opened the road to the
European socialist revolution, that movement was
led by these two leaderships of ill omen to see de-
Gaulle come “coldly” to dictatorship.

The slope to climb back up will be hard to scale.
French capitalism has occupied controlling positions
from which it can be dislodged only by the action of
the working class raised to the highest level. All the
old political formations set up in the Third and
Fourth Republics will undergo shakings-up, overturns,
and disappearances. There must be added to them the
old workers’ leaderships which — originating at dif-
ferent periods out of the class struggle — have, under
different forms, settled down into the parliamentary
political world of French society. We are entering in-
to an era of struggles, of splits, and of regroupments
in these old formations. The present background of

defeat will generate difficulties during a whole period

for the revolutionary Marxist current and for those
who will try to find a line of revolutionary behavior
again. But at a later stage, that cannot be far off, the
exigencies of the objective situation will on the con-
trary operate in the direction of a pitiless elimination
of half-measures, of unfinished ideas, of timorous
thinking, and will stimulate the creation of a new
leadership capable of leading the revolutionary strug-
gle for the seizure of power.

21 June 1958

-



THE NEW PROGRAMME
OF THE JUGOSLAV COMMUNISTS

By ERNEST GERMAIN

Ten years after the first Kominform resolution which
condemned the Jugoslav communists for heresy, three
years after Khrushchev’s sensational trip to Canossa,
humbly begging pardon from his “dear Jugoslav com-
rades,” a new and open rift has broken out between
Moscow and Belgrade. This rift was already poten-
tially inevitable since the Hungarian revolution ; but
when Tito and Khrushchev met last year in Rumania,
they both seemed inclined to patch up their differen-
ces. But when the Jugoslav G P refused to sign the
“joint declaration of CPs” assembled in Moscow last
November, a general wave of Stalinist criticism was
launched against Belgrade. The rift came into the
open with the publication of the Draft Programme of
the Jugoslav Communists, with their refusal to “cor-
rect” the Draft following the Kremlin’s instructions,
and with the publication of harsher and harsher cri-
ticism against that Draft by various leaders of the
bureaucracy and its henchmen.

It could naturally be pointed out that the crisis in the
relations between Moscow and Belgrade has not yet
reached the boiling point which we witnessed after
the second Kominform resolution in 1949. Diplomatic
relations between Jugoslavia on the one hand, and the
USSR and the “people’s democracies” on the other,
have not yet been severed ; the conflict between par-
ties had not yet been generalized into a conflict be-
tween states. Many signs, however, point in the direc-
tion of a new and severe aggravation of the crisis, the
present period being only an interlude like the one
between the first and second Kominform resolut-
ion. Already Khrushchev has called the Jugoslav
communists “agents of the class enemy inside the
labor movement” in his speech before the Rumanian
CP Congress (“New Road,” Bucharest, 5 June
1958) ; already the Chinese Stalinists have called
Tito and his friends “‘revisionists being used as spies
by the imperialists” (article reprinted in Pravda, 10
June 1958) ; and just a few days ago, Khrushchev
called the Jugoslav leaders “bandits” in his Lenin-
grad speech. When one adds to these expressions the
hysterical appeals of the Albanian Stalinists against
the “Belgrade traitors,” the signs are indeed ominous !
If the anti-Jugoslav campaign should stop before
reaching a stage comparable to that of the second
Kominform resolution, this would mean only that a
new shake-up had in the meantime occurred in the
Kremlin, and that new and powerful forces in Soviet
society were energetically calling the leaders of the
bureaucracy to a halt.

THE MEANING OF THE NEW RIFT

Why did the Soviet bureaucracy launch this new cam-
paign of slanders and lies against the Jugoslav com-
munists ? Is it because they remain aloof from “joining
the Soviet bloc,” and thereby “split the. socialist
camp” ? This is indeed the main accusation which is
generally advanced in Stalinist circles against the
J C P leadership. We shall analyze further the posi-
tions of that leadership on matters of foreign policy ;
some of these positions are evidently unacceptable
from the standpoint of revolutionary Marxism. But
we do not think that they are the real cause of the
new Moscow-Belgrade rift. :

First of all on international matters Tito’s position of
“aloofness” from the two power blocs is nothing new.
He has defended that position in a consistent way for
at least six years ; he did not stop defending it before,
during, or after the reconciliation trip of Khrushchev
and Bulganin to Belgrade. That position did not
prevent the reconciliation ; surely it could not be the
real cause of the present rift.

In reality, Tito’s policy of “active neutralism” was
used by the Kremlin in its general strategy of “easing
international tension” after Stalin’s death. It was a
welcome preparation for the first Geneva conference ;
it allowed Tito to play the role of initiator in forging
the bloc between Moscow and colonial bourgeoisies
like those of India, Indonesia, and Egypt. Tito’s trip
to the Far East preceded similar trips of Soviet lead-
ers. It could even be said that the whole line of in-
ternational policy developed at the XXth Congress
of the C P of the Soviet Union, with its heavy stress
on “peaceful coexistence” and on “‘various peaceful
roads toward socialism,” was to a great extent copied
from or at least initiated by the Jugoslav communists.
As there are no sufficient signs that the Kremlin has
adopted a fundamental change in foreign policy and
is opposed now to negotiations or compromises with
Wall Street, evidently the Jugoslav foreign policy
could today be of the same help it was in the 1954-
56 period. It is therefore not in the.realm of that
policy that the secret of the present rift lies.

This secret lies in the realm of ideology, or more ex-
actly of the objective role which the Jugoslav com-
munists’ programme plays and will play in the pro-
cess of “destalinization.” The Kremlin’s new attack
against Tito is a desperate attempt to smash or at
least to condemn to silence all these critical and cen-
trifugal tendencies within all the C Ps, especially the -
C Ps of the Soviet Union, China, and the “people’s
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democracies,” which have developed since Stalin’s
death and especially since the XXth Congress of the
C P S U. A direct line runs from this anti-jugoslav
campaign to the execution of Nagy and his compan-
ions. Every Communist is given notice that the time
for discussing “revisionism” is over. It is no longer a
question of discussion ; it is a question of faithfulness
or betrayal. And traitors — witness Nagy — will not
escape the punishment they deserve.

THE “TWO CAMPS” AND
PEACEFUL COEXISTENCE

Even on those questions on which the Jugoslav com-
munists adopt incorrect positions, the criticism by the
Kremlin and its henchmen is profoundly unjustified.
It is unjustified because the Jugoslav communists
could quote dozens of passages of speeches or articles
by Khrushchev, Bulganin, Togliatti, Novotny and other
“eminent leaders of the international labor move-
ment,” which contain exactly the same ambiguous,
~ “revisionist” formule which are now objected to by
the critics of the Jugoslav communists’ program. It
is also unjustified because this criticism uses the same
methods of gross falsification so characteristic of Sta-
linist polemics in general.
Let us take a significant example. The central organ
of the Chinese G P, Shenminshibao, published an
editorial in its edition of 5 June 1958, where we read
the following passage :
The draft program of the Association of Jugoslav
Communists concentrates [!] its attacks against
the proletarian revolution, attacks the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, slanders the socialist coun-
tries and the socialist camp, and offers apologies
for the capitalist, imperialist countries and the
imperialist camp [...
They interpret the existence of two fundament-
ally different political and economic world sys-
tems — the socialist camp and the imperialist
camp — as a “division of the world between two
antagonistic military-political blocs.” They pre-
sent themselves as people who stand outside
these two “blocs” [the socialist and the imperial-
ist onel, i e, who stand above those camps.
This is an absolutely slanderous attack against the
present position of the J G P (in the past some Jugo-
slav. Communists have indeed defended theses like
these), against the Draft Programme, and against
the speeches and decisions of the Ljubljana Congress
of the J C P where the Programme was adopted. Here
for example are some passages of Tito’s main report
to this congress, which indicate clearly that the- J C P
does not treat the imperialist countries and their al-
liances on the same level as the workers’ states :
“The signature of the Atlantic Pact [constitutes
..} the building of a military bloc which was
oriented toward carrying out plans of world con-
quest, and which tended to attain its goals from
a- “position of strength” [...] During the- last
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years, the members of NATO have taken more
and more actively measures for strengthening
their strategic, technical, and military positions
[...] In this way, the Soviet Union and the other
Eastern powers have been encircled by a military
strategical network [of bases].
[... The weakening of the Western European
powers] has led to the building of the Western
bloc, which is dominated not only militarily, but
also economically and politically, by the strongest
capitalist power, America. It faces the strongest
socialist power, the Soviet Union, around which
the newly constituted socialist states, i e, the
countries of people’s democracy, have grouped
themselves. This grouping can also be explained
for defensive reasons, especially if one takes into
account the fact that the Western states cannot
accept to this day the suppression of the capitalist
system in these countries [...].
(Les Nouvelles Yougoslaves, No. 221, 9 May 1958,
pp 2-3)
These and many other quotations indicate clearly that
the Jugoslav communists do not at all suppress the
fundamental class differences between the imperialist
and aggressive nature of the Atlantic Pact, and the
historically defensive and working-class nature of the
Warsaw Pact.
At the same time, however, the Jugoslav Party Pro-
gramme states that Stalin’s postwar policies greatly
helped the imperialists by welding together the At-
lantic Pact. The Jugoslav communists refer in this
respect to the attacks against their own country in
1948-9 ; one could also refer to the Berlin blockade
and to the peculiar manner in which Czecho-Slovakia
became a “people’s democracy” ! All these narrowly
military, bureaucratic “coups” undoubtedly violated
the sentiments and consciousness of millions of work-
ers and poor peasants in the above-named countries,
disoriented and demoralized broad working-class lay-
ers in the West, and thereby facilitated the launching
of the anti-communist “crusade” by U S imperialism.
It is understandable that those C P leaders who for
many years servilely approved this policy of Stalin,
do not like today to be reminded of their past sins.
But that does not mean that the Jugoslav communists
have suddenly lost the right to explain what really
happened after the Second World War.
If we believe nevertheless that the Jugoslav Party
Programme should be criticized from the standpoint
of revolutionary Marxism, this criticism refers to two
problems. In the first place, the analysis of the world
situation by the Jugoslav communist leaders included
unjustified illusions about the so-called “neutral”
states (in reality about the colonial bourgeoisie). In
the second place it underestimated in a dangerous
manner the permanent war danger which remains as
long as imperialism, and above all US lmpemahsmJ
still disposes of overwhelming power.
In his Ljubljana Congress report, Tito declared for
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example that the Jugoslav communists collaborate in
a very close way with all those countries which are
“independent from the power blocs,” and that
we could convince ourselves that we had iden-
tical views with the leading personalities [!] of
these countries, on all [!] important international
issues, especially the question of peaceful coexis-
tence and the peaceful solution of different pro-
blems [ibidem, p 4].
If one remembers that these countries include not
only Burma, India, Indonesia, and Egypt, but even
Abyssinia, one feels immediately how much these de-
clarations are unprincipled and unMarxist. It is really
possible for a leader of a workers’ state to declare
that on all (!) important international issues he has
the same position as... the semi-feudal Emperor of
Abyssinia ? We know that the bourgeoisie of colonial
and semi-colonial countries is manceuvring between
the blocs. We know that, partly because of its inherent
military-economic weakness, partly because of its fear
of the revolutionary potential of its own masses, this
bourgeoisie wants to prevent brutal international col-
lisions. We cannot doubt either that a workers’ state,
especially an isolated one like Jugoslavia, could under
certain specific conditions and for certain specific
purposes exploit this orientation of the colonial bour-
geoisié. But it is evident that it should under no con-
ditions slur over class limits, create illusions about
the nature and the intentions of the colonial bourgeoi-
sie, and especially never hide the fact that — besides
its  absolute incapacity to solve the internal problems
of its own countries in a progressive manner — in the
last resort this colonial bourgeoisie will line up with
imperialism against the anti-capitalist forces, if a final
clash takes place on a world scale.
On the other hand Khrushchev and his accomplices
have no right to criticize the Jugoslav communists on
these points, for they have consistently followed the
same opportunist line toward Nehru, Nasser, and Su-
karno, not to speak of the King of Afghanistan and
even the Shah of Persia.
On the question of “peaceful coexistence,” . Eduard
Kardelj declared at the Ljubljana Congress :

For Lenin, the slogan of coexistence was a means
of defense, a barricade to protect the revolution
[...] But Lenin also knew that in his time the
slogan [?] of coexistence was a still weak barri-
cade of the revolution, that the bourgeoisie was
still powerful, that international capitalism was
still solid and still capable of launching counter-
offensives against the Gctober Revolution, and
actually prepared a war of aggression against the
USSR. That is why Lenin declared normally:
Coexistence — yes ; but the masses should never
forget that imperialism is not in favor of coexis-
tence and will try sooner or later to destroy us.
But the present world situation is very different
from the one in Lenin’s time. Historically speak-
ing, socialism has already won ideologically and
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materially. It is no longer encircled, no longer
isolated, and no longer has to defend its very
existence.
That certainly does not mean that the most reac-
tionary leading circles of capitalism have aban-
doned the idea and hope of liquidating socialism.
But the relationship of forces on a world scale
today are such that these hopes become more and
more unrealistic, even in the eyes of the most
stubborn defenders of capitalism. Precisely for
that reason the idea of peaceful coexistence finds
more and more numerous supporters ; not only
among the popular masses but also among certain
political circles of the bourgeoisie [ibidem, p 30].
We are opposed to the opinion that Lenin’s formula
remains as true today as it has been for the last 40
years. “Coexistence” — of course, in the sense that
the revolution victorious in one or several countries
does not start “revolutionary wars” in order to im-
pose workers’ power on other countries where the
majority of the toilers do not yet accept that idea 1.
But for coexistence, as for marriage, there must be at
least two ! As long as imperialism exists and still has
powerful means at its disposal, it will and must try,
according to its social nature, to destroy the workers’
states, i e, to reunify the world market under the
power of capital. _
Our International was the first organization in the
international labor movement to point out, at its
Third World Congress, the fundamental change in
the relationship of forces on a world scale in favor of
the anti-capitalist and at the expense of the capitalist
forces. But we have never drawn from this analysis
dangerously irresponsible underestimations of the ac-
tual power of American imperialism. On the contrary,
we have repeatedly pointed out that the permanent
war danger results precisely from that peculiar dia-
lectical combination of conditions, wherein the rela-
tionship of forces is already developing in favor of the
Revolution, while at the same time American impe-
rialism, growing weaker in a relative sense, still
keeps in an absolute sense tremendous power to strike
back and defend its dying cause. It is precisely under
this combination of circumstances that one cannot
arrive at the overoptimistic conclusion that imperial-
ism can be “convinced” of peaceful coexistence, i e
persuaded to’ leave the scene of history without
making a last and desperate stand to defend its class
power !
Only if one draws from the present world situation
the conclusion that American imperialism has no
more power left to put up a last fight for the sake of

1 Incidentally, the only time that Trotskyism was mentioned at
the Ljubljana Congress was at the point in Kardelj’s speech
where he attributed to our movement the absurd idea that it
was opposed to “coexistence” in that sense, and in favor of
immediate and universal “revolutionary war” by workers’ states.
This is of course a typical product of Stalinist falsification.

\
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capitalism and “free enterprise,” can one conclude
that the war danger is today less real and permanent
than in Lenin’s days. But such a conclusion, we repeat,
is absolutely unwarranted and criminally’light-mind-
ed. It should not be forgotten that today the potential
of American steel production is still double that of
the USSR, and still much higher than that of all
workers’ states combined. And even were this no
longer a fact, the tremendous military power of Ame-
rican imperialism would be sufficient to destroy civil-
ization and mankind as a desperate preference to
passively accepting defeat at the hands of the-Revolu-
tion. This is why the Manifesto of the Fifth World
Congress of the Fourth International was absolutely
correct, and much more responsible, when, while
giving full support to all actions for banning nuclear
and mass destruction weapons, it simultaneously
warned the toilers of the world: THE ONLY REAL
AND FINAL WAY TO ESTABLISH A LASTING PEACE
IS TO WRING POWER FROM THE HANDS OF CAPI-
TALISM IN ITS LAST IMPORTANT BASTIONS,
especially in the United States.

As long as this has not been done, the shadow of
nuclear destruction will remain cast over mankind,
as a terrible warning that the question of the abolition
of capitalism has become today a question of life or
death for the human race.

May we add that on this question also the Stalinist
critics have no right to call in question the Jugoslav
communists, for they are guilty- of identical, if not
worse, mistakes ? It will be surely sufficient to quote
in this respect the following foolish passage from an
editorial of the Chinese C P’s central organ, dutifully
reproduced by Pravda (2 June 1958):

Compared to powerful China and the socialist
camp, led by the great Soviet Union, the United
States, Britain, and the whole imperialist camp
are no more than midgets [sic].

If one recalls that the “midget” USA has a potential
steel production 25 times bigger than that of-China,
one can fully measure the profundity and sagacity
of statements of this kind !

“STATE CAPITALISM”

Important targets for Stalinist criticism are those
parts of the Jugoslav programme which refer-to so-
called “state capitalist developments” in advanced
and underdeveloped capitalist countries. We should
note immediately that the Jugoslav communists no
longer consider these “state capitalist developments”
to be a “new and final phase of capitalism.” Neither
do they consider them to represent “objective social-
‘ist elements” in Western reality. These truly revisionist
theses, developed in the beginning of the fifties under
the influence of Djilas, have now been abandoned,
and the affirmations to the contrary by Stalinist cri-
tics are — once more — pure and simple slander.

In his important speech at the Ljubljana Congress,
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Kardelj correctly pointed out the dual nature of in-
creasing state intervention in the capitalist economy.

On the one hand, this intervention objectively ex-

presses the fact that a further growth of productive
forces becomes more and more incompatible with
private property. On the other hand, it constitutes the
provisional, transitory “solution” of this contradiction
by the capitalist class in the absence of the socialist
solution. Kardelj drew the attention of his listéners
to the famous remark of Lenin, that there are no
“absolutely insoluble” situations for capitalism. The
growth of state intervention in the capitalist economy
is nothing else but the price mankind pays for its
failure to apply the proletarian revolutionary solu-
tions. At the same time, it expresses objectively the
growing disintegration of capitalism.

These formulze contain more Marxist understanding
than the many carloads of printed incantations about
the “ever-growing general crisis of capitalism” which
Moscow continues to pour out on to the unfortunate
Communist Parties of the world. They also contain,
however, one line of reasoning on which we cannot
follow the Jugoslav comrades. Kardelj speaks about
the “‘state capitalist bureaucracy” which “becomes
more and more independent [?],” while remaining
“a part of the capitalist class” and its “monopoly cap-
italist top layer,” whose collective interests it defends.
This seems to us a bit contradictory — in contradic-
tion both with itself and with facts. In reality, as we
had occasion to point out in our polemic with Djilas’s
state-capitalist thesis, and as we also emphasized in
a recent review of a fine book by America’s foremost

-sociologist on this question 2, one should not confuse

two diametrically opposed processes: the expropria-
tion of the capitalist class by a /workers’) state, and
the direct appropriation of all directing organs of the
state by the capitalist class. Russia and America today
symbolize these fundamentally different, while form-
ally sometimes analogous, processes. In the first case
the power of the bourgeoisie is destroyed and the
bourgeoisie itself disappears physically or at least as
a class. In the second case the power of the bourgeoi-
sie is consolidated and even strengthened, and it con-
tinues to enjoy past and to acquire new wealth and
privileges. To equate these two processes for reasons
of apparent similarities is really to succumb to infan-
tile formalism. 4

The fundamental tendency in the American, British,
French, and Western German economies, i e, the
economies of advanced capitalist countries, is not the
“growing independent power of state [capitalist]
bureaucracies.” It is on the contrary the growing per-
sonal union between the monopoly capitalists and the

2 Ernest Germain : “La théorie du ‘capitalisme d’Etat’” in
Quatriéme Internationale, May-July 1951.

Ernest Germain: “Sociology of the American Owning Class”
(a critique of Wright Millls' The Power Elite) in Fourth
International, Spring 1958.

-



r

FOURTH INTERNATIONAL

leading statesmen and leading militarists, i e, the
growing direct personal administration of state and

army by monopoly capitalists themselves. Beside this-

fundamental tendency runs a secondary one, which
is the periodic absorption by the capitalist class of the
technically most successful administrators of the big
stock companies, state administrations, and armed
bodies. This is nothing else than the classical process
of partial renewal of the capitalist class personnel
which has been going on for four hundred years at
least. - .

In the colonial and semi-colonial countries, on the
other hand, there is being repeated a process which
we witnessed in Western Europe between the XVIth
and XIXth centuries and in America and Japan in

. the second half of the XIXth century: the process

of exploitation of the state for the purpose of further-
ing private primitive accumulation (through theft,
corruption, breach of trust, nepotism, etc.). The big-
gest ventures are undertaken first by the state, in
order to be sold or actually given away later to in-
dividual capitalists. Decisive in both cases, those of
advanced and those of backward capitalist countries,
is the fact that the main goal of the “state capitalist
bureaucrats” is in no way different from that of other
capitalists : they aspire to accumulate private capi-
tal, to acquire private fortunes, and to leave the less
secure administrative functions for the final security
of property. In this sense, the idea of the “indepen-
dence” of that “bureaucracy,” opposed in any sense
whatsover to the “proprietors of the means of pro-
duction,” seems to us to be wrong and misleading.

THE CLASS NATURE OF THE SOVIET UNION

We have already said that the Jugoslav communists
have substantially revised the wrong positions they
adopted some years ago about the “identity” or the
“similarity” of the “state capitalist tendencies” which

_they then discovered in the West and the East. The

same progressive revision of past mistakes has also
occurred on the subject of the class nature of the
Soviet Union. It is interesting briefly to recall the suc-
cessive positions which the J C P has adopted on that
vital issue.

After the first Kominform resolution of 1948, and
even briefly after the second Kominform resolution,
the J C P substantially maintained the orthodox Sta-
linist position on the USSR as “a country which has
victoriously completed the building of socialism and
is on the road towards communism.” This position
was expressed for example in the main documents of
the Vth Congress of the J C P which met in Belgrade
from July 21st to July 28th 1948. Late in 1949, espe-
cially after the publication of Melentije Popovic’s On
the Economic Relations between Socialist Countries
and after Djilas’s speech to Belgrade students on
March 19th 1950 (“On New Roads to Socialism”),
the Jugoslav communists began systematically to ana-
lyze the phenomenon of the Soviet bureaucracy, and
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the elements of exploitation and material privileges
on which it was based.

This whole process of revision of Stalinist ideology
corresponded to two contradictory motives. On the
one hand it was a purely pragmatic answer to the
attacks of the Kremlin, i e, the result of experiences
undergone in the course of the fight against the Sov-
iet bureaucracy, and in that sense it retained the
character of a posteriori apologetics for day-to-day
politics. On the other hand it was a reflection of
serious theoretical endeavor, or more exactly, the re-
flection, in the field of theory, of the new progress
of the Jugoslav revolution, which culminated in the
establishment of workers’ councils in the Jugoslav
factories.

When the Korean War broke out; the pragmatic
apologetic tendency clearly took the upper hand over
scientific Marxist analysis. The ideological evolution
of the ] C P changed in its orientation ; it stopped
moving leftward, and started to move to the right
amidst the panic fear of a Soviet military attack and
under the great and growing pressure of “helpful”
American imperialism, In that period, the terrible
confusion of Djilas’s ideas played an important and
regrettable role in the (dis)orientation of the whole
J C P. After Djilas published his Contemporary
Themes at the beginning of 1951, the theory of “state
capitalism” in Russia, developing side by side with
“objectively socialist elements” within “Western state
capitalism,” became more or less official ] G P doc-
trine. In fact, the Jugoslav communists began to sup-
press class criteria in theory just as they were doing
it in practice (eg, their votes in the UN, which ob-
jectively helped American counter-revolutionary in-
tervention in Korea). But this retrogressive process
was again a contradictory one, for inside Jugoslavia
the system of workers’ councils and growing self-ad-
ministration became consolidated during that very
same period.

After Stalin’s death and the beginning of “liberali-
zation” by the Soviet bureaucracy, a second period of
turn in the ideological evolution of the J C P occurred.
It was the result of three different experiences :

1) experience with the growing hostile pressure
of Westérn imperialism on Jugoslav econo-
my and society, which contradicted illusions
about Western “democracy” of the Djilas
type ;

2) experience with the growing differentiation
of Soviet bureaucracy and society, impossible
to explain in terms of the theory of “state
capitalism” ;

3) experience with the logical conclusions to

' which Djilas drove his theories of “state
capitalism” and of the “new class,” and
especially the objective political results of
these theories.

Now the theoretical appraisal of the Soviet Union’s
class nature once again was changed, and once again
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the J C P went overboard on the other side. After
Khrushchev’s 1955 pilgrimage to Tito, the Jugoslavs
started again to talk about the “great socialist Soviet
Union” ; they now spoke about the problem of bu-
reaucracy only with the greatest prudence, or did not
mention it at all any more. “State capitalism” and
“bureaucratic degeneration” were once again banned
as heresies. But “peaceful coexistence’™ between the
Kremlin and the Jugoslav revolution did not last very
long : it broke on the rocks of the Polish and Hun-
garian October. And the pressure of these revolutions
forced the J C P again to return to the problem of
bureaucratic degeneration of the workers’ states, and
to propose the building of workers’ councils and the
exercise of power by them as universal solutions in the
fight against bureaucracy. This was an important step
forward, compared with the most progressive state-
ments of 1950. Therein lies the real secret of the new
rift between Moscow and Belgrade.

Whereas the J C P limited itself during the 1950-53
period, and even more so during the years 1954-56,
to presenting the administration of factories by work-
ers’ councils as the “Jugoslav road to socialism” -—
an “experiment,” interesting indeed, on which Soviet
comrades commented in a patronizing manner during
many tourist trips to that country — the Polish and
Hungarian revolutions as well as the growing political
awareness of the Jugoslav working class itself forced
the J C P to declare today that the “Jugoslav road”
is the only correct one. That is why that “way” is
codified in a “programme” ; that.is why the Kremlin
is so furious and desperate about these goings-on, for
the Jugoslav programme launches a new discussion
about “bureaucracy,” about “workers’ councils,”
about “self-administration as the content of Soviet
democracy,” in all Communist Parties, at the very
moment that the Kremlin is trying to suppress dis-
cussions on these subjects.

As a matter of curiosity, we might mention the num-
erous variations in the evaluation of Trotskyism by
the few international followers of Titoism, as a truth-
ful mirror of the variations in the evaluation of the
class nature of the Soviet Union by the J C P leader-
ship. Till late in 1949, they considered Trotskyists
just “fascist spies in the service of American imper-
ialism,” remaining faithful at least on this point to
the Moscow line. During the period from the end of
1949 till the autumn of 1950 there occurred a sharp
turn : Trotskyists were now considered “honest com-
munists coming to the aid of socialist Jugoslavia in
its fight against the Kominform slanders,” but “slight-
ly sectarian as a result of isolation,” and “with too
little understanding of the new world reality.” From
the end of 1950 till 1954, on the contrary, Trotsky-
ists were considered “near-Stalinists, who objectively
act like agents of the Kremlin by defending their
theories about the Russian workers’ state and the
defense of the Soviet Union.” As soon as the recon-
ciliation between Belgrade and Moscow took place,
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however, the Trotskyists became “objectively counter-
revolutionary” because they still insisted that a poli-
tical revolution had to overthrow the bureaucratic
dictatorship in the Soviet Union, whereas, as “exper-
ience had taught,” the bureaucracy was busy reform-
ing itself. Has experience in the meantime taught
these unfortunate disciples that the results of a scien-
tific Marxist analysis are a little bit longer-lived in
these tempestuous times of ours, than crassly apolog-
etic justifications for tactical turns, disguised as
“theories” ? .

THE SOCIAL NATURE OF
THE SOVIET BUREAUCRACY

We have already pointed out that the passages of the
new Jugoslav Programme and of the speeches at the
Llubljana Congress which refer to the general pro-
blem of bureaucracy in a workers’ state constitute the
most progressive part of the ideological work of the
Jugoslav communists. It is necessary therefore to
analyze these passages in detail.

The programme of the Jugoslav communists does speak
about “socialist states” ; but this formula has become
an empty shell. In fact, the Jugoslav communists
openly stated that they treat all the problems con-
cerning the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic of
China, and the so-called “people’s democracies” as
problems of the transition period beiween capitalism
and socialism. Thereby, they tacitly abandoned the

‘Stalinist theory of “the completion of the building of

socialism in the Soviet Union,” i e, the theory of
“[the completion of the building of] socialism in one
country,” and returned to the Marxist conceptions
which Leon Trotsky and the Fourth International
consistently defended on this matter.
Kardelj dwelt extensively on the problem of bureau-
cracy in his Ljubljana speech, and stated among
other points : v
The programme points out that [this problem]
does not arise only out of remnants of the bour-
geoisie or of capitalism, but that bureaucratic
tendencies develop inevitably in the transition
period AS A RESULT OF THE INSUFFI-
CIENT LEVEL OF PRODUCTIVE FORCES,
and that, as social forces, they tend to consoli-
date transitory forms of social relations and even
to give them a certain state deformation.
(Les Nouvelles Yougoslaves, No. 221, p 29)
And further :
If we deny these phenomena, if we do not dis-
cover their sources and causes, we are unable
to fight them. Worse, we would even become
ourselves their victims, under certain circum-
stances, and we would cease to be the most pro-
gressive social force. That is why we think that
the fight against bureaucratism is one of the
principled ideological and political instruments
for building socialism. And in that respect the
programme does not hold that bureaucratism is
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a question of quality of people (although of
course it is related to that problem also), but that
it is a question of quality of social relations in
the transition period [ibidem, p 29].
Tito on the other hand openly stated that the fight
against the bureaucracy can only be won if
the necessary material, political, and juridical
conditions are created in order to allow the citiz-
ens of our country [...] to become really the
effective administrators of the whole social life
[ibidem, p 11].
Finally, he included in these conditions not only the
self-administration organs of the working class in the
factories, but also “the increase in the standard of
living [of the workers] in direct proportion to the
increase of the productive forces and of the produc-
tivity of labor [ibidem, p 9].”
We find thereby that the Jugoslav communists have
themselves reconstructed the main elements of the
Marxist, i e, Trotskyist, theory of the bureaucracy
in a workers’ state. These elements are :

1) The bureaucratic deformation of a workers’
state is to a certain extent inevitable, both
because of the pressure of the capitalist past
and environment, and because of the new
contradictions which arise in the transitional
period from the still insufficient level of deve-
lopment of productive forces and of mass
culture.

2} These deformations can, however, be limited,
or at least their development into bureau-
cratic degeneration can be prevented, if the
communist vanguard understands the objec-
tive and subjective preconditions of an effi-
cient fight against the threat of bureaucratic
degeneration. The role of the subjective fac-
tor is therefore decisive.

3) The objective conditions for a successful fight
against the danger of bureaucratic degener-
ation must be created by a correct policy of
the communist vanguard at the head of the
workers’ state, a policy which allows the self-
confidence and the self-administration of the
masses to make their broadest possible exten-
sion (under the given circumstances) : wor-
kers’ democracy, workers’ councils, increasing
standard of living, international extension of
the revolution which allows a “tired” section
of the working class to be replaced by a
“fresh” one at the head of the revolutionary
process, etc.

4) If the communist vanguard does not under-
stand the danger and the conditions necessary
for fighting it, or understands them in an in-
sufficient way, it ceases to be a revolutionary
instrument. Worse, it becomes itself bureau-
cratized, it becomes itself an instrument for
establishing and for consolidating the bureau-
cratic dictatorship (in general, however, this
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requires a complete change of its cadres, by

physical or moral elimination of the old

cadres).
It is true that Kardelj and Tito stated these points in
a very prudent manner, and that they did everything
possible not to “provoke” the Kremlin. Kardelj stated
that he received “many amendments” calling for a
sharper denunciation of Stalin’s policies and present
conditions in “people’s democracies” and in the Soviet
Union. But, generally speaking, the theoretical pro-
gress is real and important, and the new doctrine of
the Jugoslav communists is a much greater danger
for the Soviet bureaucracy than the theory of “state
capitalism” which collided at every step with actual
evolution and was far from being *“explosive” in a
communist movement.

WORKERS’ COUNCILS AND WORKERS’
SELF-ADMINISTRATION IN JUGOSLAVIA

This theoretical progress corresponds to the new
progressive conquests of the Jugoslav revolution in
the last years, especially the consolidation of the sys-
tem of workers’ councils, of workers self-administra-
tion, in the municipalities, and of the slowly increas-
ing political activity of the Jugoslav working class.
The first Congress of Jugoslav Workers’ Councils
which was held at Belgrade from June 25th to 27th
1957 offered important material on the subject.

It is interesting to see that the “Theses” adopted at
that Congress called the idea of self-administration of
the workers in workers’ councils the “general tradi-
tion” of the international labor movement from the
utopian socialists through Marx, Engels, the Paris
Commune, the October Revolution, till the Spanish
Civil War and the recent developments in Poland
and Hungary. They thereby identify themselves with
the tradition of revolutionary workers’ democracy, of
soviet democracy, which is above all embodied in our
movement,

Tito stated at that congress that 600,000 workers had
been members of Jugoslav workers’ councils between
1950-51 and 1956-7, i e, a full third of the Jugoslav
working class ! 77 % of the current members of these
councils were manual workers continuing to work at
the bench. The statistical Manual which was distri-
buted to participants at the congress states that, in
1956, 1,014 factory managers had been relieved of
their jobs, only 20 by decisions of political (party)
bodies, 352 by decisions of administrative bodies
(state organs), and 301 by decisions of workers’ coun-
cils or general assemblies of workers of a shop (“wor-
kers’ collectives,” as the Jugoslavs call them).

Of course, we should not put into these figures more
than they can tell. Bureaucracy has certainly not been
“abolished” in Jugoslavia. But it is clear that a grow-
ing counter-pressure is being exercised by the workers
against bureaucratic elements, and a growing aware-
ness of the possibilities of workers’ democracy is
manifesting itself. Even if one supposes that most of
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the councils are tele-commanded by C P members,
there is an important difference from the Russian,
Stalinist, system. In this system the party apparatus
decides and applies its decision ; the workers are
“convinced” afterwards, by propaganda. In the Jugo-
slav system, even if the party apparatus still decides
(it certainly does in most cases), these decisions can-
not be applied without previous discussions in the
councils. It is not necessary to emphasize what a tre-
mendous school of self-administration is thereby built
up, or to point out the de-bureaucratizing results this
process has inside the C P itself.

The above quoted “Theses” themselves did not deny
that the workers’ councils are still far from function-
ing perfectly in Jugoslavia. They pointed out that
economic “decentralization” has created tendencies
toward particularism and “shop-egoism” (anarcho-
syndicalism). They admitted that powerful bureau-
cratic tendencies developed inside the councils them-
selves. They explained this process by the insufficient
level of development of the productive forces. This
explanation is correct but insufficient. Political, sub-
jective, forces also play a decisive role here,

In any case Tito and the other Jugoslav communist
leaders were forced to acknowledge these facts after
the January 1958 strike of the Slovenian miners at
Trbovlje. They sent the now famous Circular Letter
to all Communist branches in February 1958, in
which they denounced bureaucratic tendencies within
the communist movement. It is interesting that, on
that occasion, and for the first time since 1941, Tito
was forced to approve an action of the masses — i e,
this Slovanian miners strike — against the C P appa-
ratus. Under heavy pressure from both Moscow and
Washington, he cannot resist without supporting him-
self on the masses, and must give in to their demands
to a large extent. But the question remains : how is
it possible that, notwithstanding “economic decentral-
ization” and workers’ councils, there are powerful
bureaucratic tendencies today in the Jugoslav com-
munist movement ? Isn’t there a flaw in the Jugoslav
communist theory and practice ? There is one, and
it is a political one.

ONE OR MORE WORKERS’ PARTIES?

Both the new Jugoslav Programme and the speeches
at the Ljubljana Congress mention the problem of
the multi-party system — in a resolutely negative
way. Tito stated (ibidem p 8) that Djilas proposed
the readmission of several parties and (!) the resto-
ration of capitalism. Kardelj launched the formula
of the “new reactionary romanticism” which has for
its purpose a “return to bourgeois-democratic forms.”
In other words, the Jugoslav communist leaders main-
tain the one-party-system dogma.

It is, however, evident that in taking that position
they involve themselves in a series of inextricable con-
tradictions.

They declare on the one hand that socialism is today
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immeasurably stronger than in Lenin’s day — and at
the same time they support themselves on Lenin’s
banning of factions, avowedly justified at that time,
but only by the great weakness of the first workers’
state at the beginning of the NEP. They even declare
that socialism has already triumphed materially and
ideologically in the international field — and at the
same time declare themselves so threatened by a
Djilas 3 that they condemn him to many years of jail
on the basis that he “greatly harmed” socialist Jugo-
slavia ! On the one hand they state
that there are no infallible ideological judges,
who can determine what is right and what is
wrong [...] The only definite judges are exper-
ience and history [Kardelj’s speech, ibidem, p
31] ;
they add that
without a struggle of opinions and freedom of
criticism, one cannot [...] guarantee the creative
activity of an organization. One would on ‘the
contrary develop routinism, formalism, and dry-
ness, which kill revolutionary ardor [Rankovic’s
speech, ibidem, p 23] ;
and they even say that it is necessary “constantly to
expand inner-party democracy” and to safeguard
“criticism from the bottom toward the top” (Rank-
ovic, ibidem). But at the same time they maintain
the dogma of the one-party system, which can only
be justified if one assumes that the members of the
Central Committee are to such a degree “infallible”
and sure to find the correct answers, that one con-
siders the building of factions and other working-class
parties a greater evil than the risk of constant errors
which threatens that unchecked leadership.
Indeed, without the right to build factions, the leader-
ship is really unchecked, and no really free dis-
cussions are possible, For once that discussion trans-
gresses the borders of one party section, once com-
munists try to contract other communists, in. other
sections, towns, or regions, in order to fight for the
triumph of what they consider to be correct ideas,
the accusation of “factionalism” will force them to
draw back in order not to be expelled ; or worse, the
threat of such an accusation will lead them right from
the start not to fight for their correct ideas and
thereby allow the organization to succumb to a dan-
gerously wrong line.
And without the right to build several working-class
parties, the right of building factions cannot be whol-
ly and effectively granted. For there is always a point
in a faction fight where the accusation of *“preparing
a split” or “building in fact a second party, a party
within the party” can be launched, wrongly or right-
ly. If such an accusation means not only expulsion

3  We are irreconcilably opposed to Djilas’s ideas. At the same
time we are opposed to his arrest and imprisonment, and ask
that he be freed and allowed to defend his ideas in speech and
writing.
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from the party but also an end to all political activity,
nay, an end to individual freedom, then of course there
exists such a severe check on any development of the
faction fight, that most workers will prefer to remain
silent with their correct opinions, and will leave the
party leadership alone with its wrong line, rather than
take all these risks.

The absence of freedom of factions and of freedom
for building other working-class parties in fact means
that no real political discussion is possible against the
national leadership, on issues of national policy. It
reduces discussion to second-rate problems, consoli-
dates the more or less permanent character of the
central leadership, and puts local and regional leaders
in a position where they fear being removed only by
action from the top, not by action from below.

SUCH A POLITICAL SYSTEM IS IN DIRECT OPPOSITION
TO THE STRUCTURE OF THE WORKERS’ COUNCILS
AND WORKERS’ SELF-ADMINISTRATION, AND MUST
EITHER REDUCE THAT STRUCTURE LARGELY TO A
DEAD LETTER, OR ADAPT ITSELF TO THAT STRUC-
TURE BY REFORMING ITSELF.

That is why so many Jugoslav communists continue
to have “an inhuman attitude towards criticism from
below.” (Tito, ibidem p 14) They dare take such an
attitude, notwithstanding the existence of workers’
councils, because they know that the apparatus is
based on the principle of collective solidarity, and
that it takes a lot to have a bureaucrat removed by
bureaucrats. Should they, however, know that they

could be removed from below ; nay, should they fear:

that any grave mistake would cause a faction fight
against them on a local and regional scale, with all
its nasty consequences for the national party, then
such a risk would already be a very powerful
check, a powerful means of debureaucratizing the
party itself and causing it to adopt a strictly prin-
cipled attitude of proletarian democracy. “Paradoxi-
cally” (but this is one of those dialectical truths
which appear paradoxes only to people who have not
learned to think), the proclamation and effective ap-
plication of the right to build factions and other
working-class parties would be, in practice, the best
means of reducing to the utmost the likelihood of
really witnessing a multiplication of either such fac-
tions or such parties.

As for the argument that such a multiplication of
factions or parties would weaken the workers’ state,
the Jugoslav communists themselves have answered it
in advance when they state that economic decentrali-
zation, while somewhat weakening the state appara-
tus, has immensely strengthened society, for it has al-
lowed the workers to identify themselves with it and
to participate more actively in the adminstration of
their own affairs. Why should that argument, correct
in the field of economics, suddenly cease to be true in
the field of politics?
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THE WITHERING AWAY OF THE STATE

The question of the party leads to the question of the
state. On this question also Jugoslav communists have
made a good step forward, by abandoning the incor-
rect and crassly hypocritical theory of the “imme-
diate withering away of the state” in Jugoslavia to-
day. Basing himself on Lenin’s State and Revolu-
tion, Kardelj correctly points out the dual nature of
the process : in the transitional period between capit-
alism and socialism, society, the proletariat, still need
the state ; but that state is a state of a specific type,
at least if it is of legitimate origin. It is a state which
begins to wither away from the day of its birth, in-
asmuch as it tends to draw greater and greater mas-
ses of toilers into the immediate day-to-day process
of (self)-administration of the economy and of socie-
ty as a whole. The withering away of the state is
thereby neither postponed into the far distant future,
nor established as a definite goal which can be
reached in a short time, within a single country. It
is an aspect of the growth of socialist forces within
the transitional period itself, a proof of the consolida-
tion of socialist elements within the workers’ state,
the surest sign that the process is an unequivocally
progressive one, heading ' towards the victory of
socialism.

This thesis is correct, and is on a much higher level
than the primitive apologies of Stalin (“the state
becomes stronger and stronger even after the victory
of communism in one country”) or than the petty-
bourgeois anarchistic fancies of Djilas. When the Ju-
goslav communists add that they openly proclaim the
right to control key functions in that state for a long.
period, we are inclined to approve them, under one
condition:

THAT THEY CONVINCE THE MAJORITY OF THE
JUGOSLAV WORKERS OF THE NECESSITY FOR THAT
CONTROL, ON EVERY IMPORTANT ISSUE DEBATED
BY SOCIETY, IN OPEN IDEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION.
Only under these conditions is that control healthy
and progressive, Only under these conditions are the
communists leaders and not tyrants, do they convince
and educate instead of commanding, are they fol-
lowed instead of being obeyed.

With all the criticism that can be made of the rem-
nants of Stalinist ideas in the Jugoslav communist
programme, which are only the ideological counter-
part of the remnants of bureaucracy in Jugoslav so-
ciety, it is easy to understand after this analysis why
the Kremlin’s henchmen are out to “get Tito” and
launch their new slander campaign against socialist
Jugoslavia. For the idea of the socially privileged and
parasitical nature of the bureaucracy, the idea of the
workers’ councils and the democratic self-administra-
tive organs of the toilers which do not weaken but
strengthen the workers’ state — these ideas are today
dynamite within the realm of the Soviet bureaucracy !
It is because they tremble lest these ideas undermine,
not the “unity of the socialist camp,” nor the “purity
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of Marxism-Leninism,” but their own power and
privileges, that these bureaucrats try to prevent by
all means a discussion of “Jugoslav subversion” in the
Communist Parties of the world.

They cautiously opened the doors for a little bit of
discussion after 1953 ; they even proclaimed that “all
flowers were allowed to flourish.” They thought in
that way to canalize dissent; but they could only
stimulate social criticism which, on the waves of re-
bellion against exploitation, oppression, police tyran-
ny, and violation of national freedom, had to advance
towards the inevitable political revolution. In Poland
and in Hungary they got a first taste of things to
come ; they didn’t like it a bit. So they are now try-
ing to sweep back the tide with the iron broom of
“fighting revisionism.” But the attempt is vain ; it
is even slightly incongruous. One cannot denounce
Stalin’s crimes in February and apply Stalin’s most
bloody repression methods in November, and hope
the party will remain silent ! One cannot first explain
calmly that the Kominform condemnation of Jugo-
slavia was “a product of the treacherous activities of
those arch-enemies of the people, the imperialist spies
Beria and Abakumov,” and three years later explain
with equal calm that this same Kominform resolution
in fact... was substantially correct, without sowing
doubts and debates in one’s own ranks,

The attempt to “liberalize” the bureaucracy’s govern-
ment started with a new approach towards Tito’s
Jugoslavia ; it ended, for the time being, at least on
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the political field, with the Polish and Hungarian
revolutions. But the attempt to reéstablish a new kind
of Stalinist monolithism failed because of the coura-
geous resistance of the Jugoslav communists. They
have a right to the full and enthusiastic support of
all revolutionary Marxists, because by that resistance
they have for a third time in one generation served
the best interests of thé international labor movement
and of mankind. Their ideas today are a powerful
ferment in all Communist Parties. Their ideological
progress, with all its contradictions and shortcomings,
corresponds to the objective progress of their admir-
able revolution. And so, once again, Marx’s great
prediction has come true :
[...] proletarian revolutions, like those of the
nineteenth century, criticize themselves con-
stantly, interrupt themselves continually in their
own course, come back to the apparently ac-
complished in order  to begin it afresh, deride
with unmerciful thoroughness the inadequacies,
weaknesses, and paltrinesses of their first at-
tempts, seem to throw down their adversary
only in order that he may draw new strength
from the earth and rise again, more gigantic,
before them, recoil ever and anon from the in-
definite prodigiousness of their own aims, until a
situation has been created which makes all turn-
ing back impossible, and the conditions them-
selves cry out :
Hic Rhodus, hic salta !

L
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II
From the Qutbreak of the War (Sep-
tember 1939) to the Assassination of
Leon Trotsky (August 1940) [continued]

DIVERGENCES IN THE INTERNATIONAL

The declaration of war and the new crimes and be-
. trayals of Stalinism subjected the International to
enormous pressure and to a decisive test. Would it
capitulate in its turn to social-patriotism or to anti-
Soviet hysteria ? Would it change course by reversing
its fundamental positions about the war, the USSR,
and Stalinism ?
The quality of a revolutionary movement is tested by
the most decisive events of history, wars and revolut-
ions, which raise class tensions to the pitch of parox-
ysm, With the declaration of war, the Fourth Inter-
national began to live in a growing isolation — as
it had foreseen — from mass trends.
News arriving about the activities of the sections indi-
cated an almost desperate struggle against the stream,
and reflected the first measures of repression taken
precisely against the revolutionary Marxists who were
fighting against the imperialist war. In September
1939, the Belgian police arrested Walter Dauge, se-
cretary of the Parti Socialiste Revolutionnaire, the
organization of the Fourth International, for his acti-
vity against the war.
In Canada the Trotskyist militant Frank Watson ex-
perienced the same fate, as well as several militants
in France.
The declarations of the organizations of the Fourth
International against the deepening imperialist war,
appealing to the proletariat to take action, were mul-
tiplied : in Belgium, France, Greece, Denmark, Eng-

land, Canada, Australia, the United States, China,

and in several countries of Latin America. At the
same time, while criticizing Stalin’s action, the organ-
izations of the Fourth International energetically made
a distinction between the Kremlin, political represen-
tative of the bureaucracy, and the USSR as a social
state ; they stood up against the anti-Soviet hysteria
encouraged by Stalin’s crimes and called for the un-
conditional defense of the USSR against imperialist
plots.

With courage, lucidity, and cool heads, the Fourth

International fought on every front to defend its line,
that of revolutionary Marxism applied to a given
situation. It was a splendid struggle, carried on by
forces which, though limited, saved the honor of the
revolutionary proletarian movement and prepared
with absolute confidence for the future.

The Fourth International, however, forms an integral
part of the social context, and the pressures that were .
being exercised on the working class also ran through
its own ranks, though in an inevitably deformed way.
A serious ideological struggle soon took place in its
ranks, centred around its policy toward the war, and
more particularly toward the USSR. The centre of
this struggle was the Socialist Workers Party, the
Trotskyist organization in the United States, the coun-
try which, by the evolution of circumstances, was at
the heart of the resistance against the fascist coun-
tries and which encouraged and was soon to lead the
camp of the “democracies.”

. It is not by accident, furthermore, that the divergen-

ces crystalized around the question of the USSR and
Stalinism. This question had occupied a key place, a
central place, in the ideological formation of our
‘novement, whose origins go back to the struggle
following Lenin’s death inside the C P of the USSR
and the Third International against the rising Stalin-
ist bureaucracy. Furthermore, the years 1936-1939
marked the Peak of Stalinist Thermidorian reaction :
the Moscow Trials ; the defeat of the Spanish revol-
ution ; the reactionary reversal of the situation in
France ; the Hitler-Stalin Pact ; the unleashing of the
war ; the Soviet invasion of Poland and Finland.

In face of such a development in the situation, it was
almost inevitable that voices, even within our own
ranks, should rise up to cast doubt on our positions
about the USSR and Stalinism, The revisionist trend,
of which there had already been some manifestations
before the outbreak of the war, was taking root in
the specific context of the evolution of Stalinism and
the international situation. It took on its most highly
developed expression within the American organizat-
ion, which played, beginning with the formation of the
Fourth International and up to the end of the war,
a central role in the life of the International.

This is explained both by the fact that it happened
to be located outside the zone of military operations
and Stalinist repression, and by the importance of its
human and material means.
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Between August 1939 and April 1940 there occurred
within the SW P an important ideological struggle
which had consequences in the entire International
and which in every way raised basic questions on the
theoretical and political as well as on the organi-
zational plane for the whole of our movement. The
results of this struggle were later incorporated in a
durable and organic way in the formation and devel-
opment of the Fourth International — whence the
need to insist upon it in a more detailed way.

The divergences which had been for some time ripen-
ing within the S W P leadership burst out on the
occasion of the signature of the Hitler-Stalin Pact of
22 August 1939. The very day the pact was signed,
Max Shachtman, at that period one of the leaders
of the SW P, declared : “The next meeting of the
Political Bureau [of the S W P] must begin with a
discussion of our evaluation of the Hitler-Stalin Pact
with regard to our characterization of the Soviet state
and future perspectives.” On 5 September 1939, James
Burnham, another leader of the S W P at that period,
submitted to the Central Committee a document on
“the character of the war,” in which he brought into
question the evaluation of the USSR as a workers’
state “in any sense whatever.”

Burnham considered that the involvement of  the
USSR in the imperialist war would not create any
distinction concerning the particular case of the
USSR, and declared himself to be opposed to its un-
conditional defense, i e, independently of this or that
policy of the Kremlin, of Stalin.

From then on, the struggle in the S W P was opened
up. Leon Trotsky soon (25 September 1939) re-
plied to Burnham’s document by his article, “The
USSR in the War,” whose importance in the ideolo-
gical history of our movement could not be minimized
even today. From the theoretical and political point
of view, the struggle against the Shachtman-Burnham
revisionist tendency was carried on almost exclusively
by Leon Trotsky, who found the occasion to reaffirm
and deepen his former conceptions about the USSR
and Stalinism *. His behavior in the course of this
struggle, furthermore, is highly interesting from the
viewpoint of the conceptions he developed concerning
the way of treating divergences in an organization of
our movement and on the organizational level, prop-
erly speaking — hence the need to draw all the les-
sons from this experience; which is among the most
important and richest in the history of the Fourth
International.

On the theoretical and political plane, the ideological
struggle inside the S W P quickly raised all the most
fundamental questions : the dialectical materialist es-
sence of Marxism’s method of analysis ; the character
of the social regime of the USSR ; the character of the
period ; perspectives.

1) The collection of all Leon Trotsky’s writings during this
struggle have been published in English with the title In De-
fense of Marxism by Pioneer Publishers, New York.
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THE METHOD OF MARXISM

In a given political context, characterized by the out-
break of an imperialist war in which the USSR would
soon be involved, in alliance with Hitler or, once
more, with the “democracies,” it was a question of
grasping once again the social character of the USSR
and of determining the line and the tasks of the re-
volutionary proletariat toward both the war and the
USSR. How to proceed in this difficult and complicat-
ed matter ? with what criteria ? with what method ?
The discussion quickly turned on the bases, the struc-
ture, and the functioning of the analysis itself. Was
it possible, in defining the special character of the
USSR, to start out from the “concrete political quest-
ions” of the Hitler-Stalin Pact, of the invasion of Po-
land or of Finland by the Kremlin, political acts car-
ried out in a style related to that of fascism and im-
perialism ? Or was it necessary rather to start out
from class criteria, from the class definition of political
phenomena, so as to arrive at valid conclusions ?
Let us take for example the war question. War is a
political phenomenon, a function and not a charac-
teristic constitutive organ of society. To understand
war, its “just” or “unjust,” progressive or reactionary,
character, and to define a correct line toward this
political phenomenon, one must start out from, not
the function, but the state and the society of which
it is a function. In other terms, a far-reaching class
analysis is needed in order to determine the character
of this or that war.
At the given conjuncture of the period, only such a
dialectical materialist method could permit of getting
away from the dangers of pragmatism and eclecti-
cism and taking a correct position toward the war
carried on by the “democratic” allies and their fas-
cist adversaries, toward the “defense” of Finland,
toward the USSR’s “aggression” against it, toward the
resistance of the colonies against the homelands. In
what case was it a.question of an imperialist war, of
an “unjust war,” and in what case was it a question
of a “just war”? By starting out only from the “con-
crete facts,” from the “circumstances,” from the forms
of the war, it was easy to end up for example by
endorsing the cause of the “democracies” against
fascism, or of the “defense” of “poor little Finland”
against the “aggression” of the USSR. But the con-
clusions might be quite different if one looked upon
the war -as a political phenomenon, as a function of
states and societies of a different class character.
The first way of proceeding was that of Burnham,
an open adversary of the dialectic, and of Shachtman.
The second was that of Leon Trotsky. In a famous
passage of his article, “From a Scratch to the Danger
of Gangrene” (24 January 1940), Trotsky defined
in an epigrammatic way the' divergences about the
conception of method. Here is the passage :

In Marxist sociology the initial point of analysis

is the class definition of a given phenomenon,

e.g., state, party, philosophic trend, literary

‘
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school, etc. In most cases, however, the mere
class definition is inadequate, for a class consists
of different strata, passes through different stages
of development, comes under different conditions,
is subjected to the influence of other classes. It
becomes necessary to bring up these second and
third rate factors in order to round out the ana-
lysis, and they are taken either partially or com-
pletely, depending upon the specific aim. But
for a Marxist, analysis is impossible without a
class characterxzatlon of the phenomenon under
consideration.

The skeletal and muscular systems do not ex-
haust the anatomy of an animal; nevertheless
an anatomical treatise which attempted to “ab-
stract” itself from bones and muscles would
dangle in midair. War is not an organ but a
function of society, i. e., of its ruling class. It is
impossible to define and study a function without
understanding the organ, ie., the state; it is
impossible to gain scientific understanding of the
organ without understanding the general struc-
ture of the organism, 1. e., society. The bones and
muscles of society consist of the productive forces
and the class (property) relations, Shachtman
holds it possible that a function, namely, war,
can be studied “concretely” independently of the
organ te which it pertains, i. e., the state. Isn’t
this monstrous ?

This fundamental error is supplemented by an-
other equally glaring. Aftersplitting function away
from organ, Shachtman in studying the function
itself, contrary to all his promises, proceeds not
from the abstract to the concrete but on the con-
trary dissolves the concrete in the abstract. Im-
perialist war is one of the functions of finance
capital, i. e., the bourgeoisie at a certain stage of
development resting upon capitalism of a specific
structure, namely, monopoly capital. This definit-
jon is sufficiently concrete for our basic poli-
tical conclusions. But by extending the term
imperialist war to cover the Soviet state too,
Shachtman cuts the ground away from under his
own feet. In order to reach even a superficial
justification for applying one and the same de-
signation to the expansion of finance capital and
the expansion of the workers’ state, Shachtman is
compelled to detach himself from the social struc-
ture of both states altogether by proclaiming it to
be -—— an abstraction. Thus playing hide and seek
with Marxism, Shachtman labels the concrete
as abstract and palms off the abstract as con-
crete ! '

THE SOCIAL CHARACTER OF THE USSR
The question of method, once settled, naturally does

not give a master-key for solving the problems raised

by the war and the behavior of the Kremlin. For
even while admitting that the character of the war
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must in the final analysis be determined by the social
character of the state and the society that wage it,
that does not solve the problem of grasping whether
the USSR might be considered a workers’ state, even
a degenerated one. And even though Shachtman in
particular did not dare to bring directly into question,
during the August 1939 - Aprll 1940 discussion, the
Fourth International’s position on the social character
of the USSR 2, this question in reality lay behind
the whole discussion and determined the positions of
the revisionist tendency. :

During this discussion Trotsky was led to specify,
for a last time, almost on the eve of his death, the
organic whole of the reasons which justify the F ourth
International’s position on the social character of the
USSR as a degenerated workers’ state. Here is an
example of applying the dialectical materialist me-
thodology of Marxism to a given social phenomenon,
grasped in its history, its birth, its evolution, its con-
tradictions, its perspectives, i. e., grasped in its con-
crete dialectical totality.

Those who — like the Burnham-Shachtman revisionist
tendency during the’struggle within the SWP —
have struggled or are still struggling against the de-
finition given by the Fourth International to the
social character of the USSR generally err by prag-
matism or eclecticism or by a combination of both,
by attacking this or that separate aspect of the con-
ception of our definition of the USSR and showing
themselves unable to grasp it, we repeat, in its con-
crete dialectical entirety.

To understand the USSR and its definition, there
must be taken into account : its birth, through a pro-
letarian revolution that overturned old property re-
lations and installed new relations based on a statified
and planified .economy ; its evolution, always on the
basis of these relations, despite the expropriation from
government and political power that the proletariat
had undergone in the maantime, and consequently
despite the contradiction set up between production
relations, fruits of the Revolution, and political power
in the hands of a privileged bureaucracy ; and its
historic perspectives, as a transitional formation set in
the dynamic of our period, which is that of the ir-
resistible and irreversible development of the world
revolution, destined to put an end to the isolation of
the USSR within what is historically a relatively brief
time.

The revolutionary birth of the USSR is important
as an argument against those who pretend to forget
or want to forget that the new property relations
established in the USSR (statified and planified eco-
nomy) are not the attribute of a sort of peaceful and
organic evolution of capitalism toward a “state capi-
talism” or a “bureaucratic collectivism,” but the re-
sult of the struggle of concrete social forces, a struggle
2 As contrasted with James Burnham, who at this period af-
firmed that the USSR was neither a “capitalist” nor “workers’ ”
state.
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culminating in the proletarian revolution. That is to
say that these relations prove to be the fruit of a
proletarian revolution, without which it is practi-
cally impossible to arrive at such relations.

In practice, furthermore, in the concrete historic case
in which the proletarian revolution is developed by
means of nationally limited victories, beginning by
backward countries on the periphery of the capita-
list system, the beginning also of the socialist recon-
struction of society must inevitably pass through the
establishment of such relations. History has given no
proof that it is possible to proceed otherwise, through
other relations.

This last argument is of value against those who, for
example, while assigning primacy to the character
of the political power, minimize the importance of
production relations as the decisive criterion for cha-
racterizing the social nature of a regime.

Since the proletariat in the USSR has been expro-
priated from political power, which is held by a pri-
vileged bureaucracy, reason the adepts of “state capi-
talism” or “bureaucratic collectivism,” production re-
lations are not sufficient to characterize the USSR as
a workers’ state, even a degenerated one.

Let us recognize first of all that these relations are

those by which the reconstruction of the society that-

follows the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism, of
imperialism, in a given country, inevitably begins.
That is a historical fact. Another historical fact, al-
ready proved by an experience of some 40 years, is
that these relations constitute an immense progress
over capitalism from the viewpoint of the development
of productive forces. This aspect of the question has
long remained covered up by the enormous diffi-
culties that the USSR, which was among the most
backward countries in the world, had to overcome
before laying the foundations for a modern economy,
and by the monstrous errors and deformations arising
from Stalinist administration.

Despite that, the new property relations have success-
fully passed all the tests of isolation and war, have
grown stronger, and are at present expanding with
a rapidity, a strength, and a brilliance, which in the
coming years will toll the knell of capitalism, includ-
ing on the economic plane.

But can one not conceive, on the basis of these
relations, of the consolidation of an intermediate social
regime, for example, between capitalism and socialism,
not foreseen by the classics of Marxism ? To this
question also the only satisfying answer is that which
Leon Trotsky gave at the time of the struggle inside
the S W P. Writing to James Cannon on September
12th 1939, he specified :

The USSR question cannot be isolated as unique
from the whole historic process of our times.
Either the Stalin state is a transitory formation,
it is a deformation of a worker state in a back-
ward and isolated country, or “bureaucratic col-

FOURTH INTERNATIONAL

lectivism” (Bruno R., La Bureaucratisation du
Monde; Paris, 1939) is a new social formation
which is replacing capitalism throughout the
world (Stalinism, Fascism, New Deal, etc.). The
terminological experiments (workers’ state, not
workers’ state ; class, not class ; etc.) receive a
sense only under this historic aspect. Who choos-
es the second alternative admits, openly or silent-
ly, that all the revolutionary potentialities of the
world proletariat are exhausted, that the socia-
list movement is bankrupt, and that the old capi-
talism is transforming itself into “bureaucratic
collectivism” with a new exploiting class.

The tremendous importance of such a conclusion
is self-explanatory. It concerns the whole fate of
the world proletariat and mankind. Have we the
slightest right to induce ourselves by purely ter-
minological experiments in a new historic con-
ception which occurs to be in an absolute con-
‘tradiction with our program, strategy and tac-
tics ? Such an adventuristic jump would be
doubly criminal now in view of the world war
when the perspective of the socialist revolution
becomes an imminent reality and when the case
of the USSR will appear to everybody as a tran-
sitorial episode in the process of world socialist
revolution.

In his writings against the revisionist tendency, Trots-
ky found the occasion for a broad development of this
argumentation, obviously of extreme importance. The
events of the war and later developments only jus-
tified the general significance of this argumentation.
The war ended, not with a decline of the proletariat
and of the revolution, but with the opening of a long
revolutionary period, in which the relationship of
forces between capitalism and the revolution changed,
and in which also the relationship of forces between
the bureaucracy and the proletariat is more and more
changing in the latter’s favor.

That is the general meaning of events both in the
capitalist world and in the USSR and the “people’s
democracies.”

It is true that this whole process has taken and is still
taking the most sinuous and complicated forms, as
well as a longer time than that foreseen by Leon
Trotsky. It could hardly be otherwise, given the depth
and breadth of the overturns that have occurred in
the world situation since the outbreak of the war, the
multitude and complexity of the factors involved
therein, factors themselves modified in the course of
events. But the general line of developments is follow-
ing the perspective sketched by Leon Trotsky, and
fully justifies his revolutionary optlmlsm

On the scale of history, the time elapsed since then
is still only a moment, which has yet been filled with
tremendous revolutionary gains, and which stores up
a revolutionary dynamism destined to shake “heaven
and earth” from top to bottom.
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THE SOVIET BUREAUCRACY AND THE
“UNCONDITIONAL” DEFENSE OF THE USSR

The problem of the class nature of the USSR is ob-
viously connected with that of the class nature of
the Soviet bureaucracy which assumes political power
in the USSR. A new social class or a parasitical and
temporary social caste ? — that is the whole question,
and not only from a purely terminological point of
view. )

Leon Trotsky tried to clarify it, at the time of the
struggle within the S W P, from a scientific and poli-
tical point of view. Once more he analyzed the for-
mation of the Soviet bureaucracy historically, noting
that it was a question of a social stratum in evolution,
not yet having reached stable forms. He posed the
question in these terms: “does the bureaucracy re-
present a temporary growth on a social organism or
has this growth already become transformed into an
historically indispensable organ ?” 3.

The convulsions, the permanent crisis, in which the
Soviet bureaucracy keeps Soviet society, demonstrate
that this organ, before stabilizing itself and becoming
historically necessary, has in reality entered into a
deep contradiction with the interests, the aspirations,
and the needs of that society. From this viewpoint it
appears to be rather a temporary parasitical ex-
crescence than a stable class having a historic function
to fulfil.

As was the case with the class nature of the USSR
as a state, so with the class nature of the Soviet
bureaucracy, the definitive answer can be found only
by adopting a historical perspective. If the proletariat
should in the long run show itself unable to take
political power in the USSR back into its own hands,
and if in the advanced countries the revolution should
also end up with the abdication of proletarian power
to the profit of that of the bureaucracy, it would be
necessary to conclude that capitalism would be follow-
ed internationally by a new social regime of exploit-
ation assumed by the bureaucratic class (and not
caste), as it is currently being formed in the USSR.
A few decades, however, do not constitute a histori-
cally conclusive experience — all the more so in that
there is still no valid reason to suppose that the inter-
national proletariat has exhausted its revolutionary
capacities, or that the regime of the Soviet bureau-
cracy has been able to achieve a lasting stabilization.
All post-war experience is there to demonstrate the
contrary, the world as a whole having entered into
a stage, of deep revolutionary transformations, the
most dynamic and radical in the whole history of
‘humanity. How, under these conditions, can conclu-
sions be drawn about processes in full development ?
The most controverted point of this class analysis of
the USSR and the Soviet bureaucracy in reality was
— and in one sense still remains — the “uncondition-

8 »The USSR in War.”
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al” defense of the USSR, i e the defense of the basic
social and economic structures of the USSR against
imperialism and internal reaction, independently of
this or that policy of the Kremlin, of the political
leadership of the Soviet bureaucracy.

That is a key position of our movement, which has
distinguished us from all the other currents of the
communist movement and which we have maintained
inflexibly throughout the worst difficulties.

The “unconditional” defense of the USSR is not a
slogan, but a political line subordinated to the de-
fense of the interests of the world revolution. The con-
fusion that exists around this question arises from
the confusion about the methods and means of this
“defense.” This nowise means any embellishing of
the Kremlin bureaucracy, or any rapprochement with
it, acceptance of its policy, or conciliation with the
policy of its bourgeois or other allies.

The defense of the USSR coincides for us with
the preparation of world revolution. Only those
methods are permissible which do not conflict
with the interests of the revolution. The defense
of the USSR is related to the world socialist re-
volution as a tactical task is related to a strategic
one 4, ’

The defense of the USSR — as, now, of the other
workers’ states — takes on meaning in case of an at-
tack by imperialism or native reactionary forces, or
of a war involving workers’ states and capitalist states.
In such cases our movement, independently of this
or that policy of the Kremlin, would stand for and
put into practice revolutionary defeatism in the capi-
talist camp, but would be for a sort of united front
with the leadership of the workers’ state against im-
perialism. In no case would we write an equal-sign
between a capitalist state and a workers’ state, or
adopt an equally “neutral” line toward both, or leave
to imperialism the task of overthrowing the bureau-
cracy.

Naturally, even in such an extreme case, our move-
ment would not abandon its revolutionary propaganda
against the political regime of the bureaucracy, pre-
paring for its overthrow, but, for the “next immediate
period,” subordinated to the interests of the immedi-
ate military fight in common- against imperialism.
The complexity of such a line, which remains to be
concretely defined in each case, is caused by the
complex and contradictory dialectical nature of the
USSR and the bureaucracy. Questions which history
has made complex cannot be solved by simplistic for-
mule, without thereby falling into a pragmatism
that imperceptibly carries us far from a correct class
line. The experience of both the “neutralists” toward
both camps and the adepts of. the “third camp,” has
clearly demonstrated their- practical and objective
slide into one single “camp,” that of imperialism.

4 Ibid.
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HOW TO HANDLE DIVERGENCES
WITHIN THE PROLETARIAN PARTY ?

The struggle carried on by Leon Trotsky against the
revisionist tendency within the S W P and the Inter-
national possesses even today another important as-
pect for us: that concerning the way of handling di-
vergences arising within a section of the International,
There is, first of all, the need to allow to tendencies
that may arise the possibility of expressing clearly and
freely, in writing, in documents, their exact political
positions, without hasty characterizations of their pos-
sible class nature, and without organizational restrict-
ions or threats.

The ideological struggle, however implacably it must
be waged on the strictly theoretical and political
plane, must at the same time be paralleled by “very
cautious and wise organizational tactics.” 5

Majority and minority must accept free political dis-
cussion and the verdict of a democratic-centralist
organization.

After several months of discussion, Trotsky had
reached the conclusion that the revisionist tendency
within the S W P had strong petty-bourgeois charac-
teristics. But he hastened to add that these charac-
teristics were neither the only traits of this tendency
nor definitively crystalized. In another conjuncture
this tendency might possibly put forward other char-
acteristics.

There is no fatal predestination in political struggles,
which develop in a moving social and political context,
in which the subjective factor, the maturity, the ef-
forts, and the tact of the truly revolutionary Marxist
tendency can have much influence on the final result.
Trotsky raised the question whether the then domi-
nant petty-bourgeois character of the revisionist ten-
dency excluded their living together in the same orga-
nization with the “proletarian” tendency. He answered
his own question in the negative, and he even
considered the possibility of the “proletarian” tenden-
cy’s being a minority and remaining disciplined within
an organization led by the revisionist tendency. He
naturally foresaw that such an eventuality would .in
any case have only a provisional character, but one
that would permit a better political clarification.
In order to avoid a split, Trotsky went to the length
even of accepting the publication of the internal dis-
cussion documents before the general public. Trots-
ky’s organizational flexibility, however, was not suf-
ficient to outweigh the centrifugal forces that were
precipitating the revisionist tendency outside the
Fourth International.

The national conference of the S W P, held from 5
to 9 April 1940, after an ample and democratic dis-
cussion of several months’ duration and the publi-
cation of some 13 internal bulletins, ended in a fac-
tual split, the revisionist tendency categorically re-

5 Letter of 19 December 1939 from Leon Trotsky to John
G Wright.
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jecting the democratic-centralist functioning of the
organization.
Trotsky drew the final political conclusions from the
split that occurred in the SW P in his 23 April 1940
article titled “Petty-Bourgeois Moralists and the Pro-
letarian Party.” He noted therein that the revisionist
minority, despite the serious organizational concessions
granted it by the majority, wanted to break the de-
mocratic-centralist framework that characterizes every
revolutionary proletarian organization, The minority,
an intellectual “aristocracy,” felt that it was rendered
inferior in a proletarian organization that it did not
lead. But the basis for this capricious, undisciplined,
and irresponsible attitude was obviously to be found
elsewhere. Trotsky wrote:
The petty-bourgeois minority of the S W P split
from the proletarian majority on the basis of a
struggle against revolutionary Marxism. Burnham
proclaimed dialectical materialism to be incompa-
tible with his moth-eaten “science.” Shachtman
proclaimed revolutionary Marxism to be of no
moment from the standpoint of “practical tasks.”
The minority grouped itself under the banner of the
“third camp.” *“What is this animal ?” Trotsky ironi-
cally asked. “There is the camp of capitalism ; there
is the camp of the proletariat. But is there perhaps
a ‘third camp’ —a petty-bourgeois sanctuary ?”
“Advanced workers !” Trotsky concluded. “Not one
cent’s worth of confidence in the ‘third front’ of the
petty bourgeoisie !”
Scarcely a month after the split, James Burnham, co-
leader with Max Shachtman of the revisionist ten-
dency, abandoned that tendency as well, his ideas
having already developed toward those contained in
his well-known book, The Managerial Revolution
which appeared a few months later.
Shachtman in his turn soon adopted Burnham’s thesis
on the USSR as a “bureaucratic collectivist” state,
neither capitalist nor proletarian, and naturally gave
up the “unconditional” defense of that state, already
involved in the war.
The split in the S W P was followed by a split, al-
though a very small one, in the International, where
a series of elements like Lebrun, Johnson, Trent, and
Anton, who had seats on the International Executive
Committee, had in reality adopted the political and
organizational positions of Shachtman.

THE ASSASSINATION OF LEON TROTSKY

Scarcely had the struggle within the S W P and the
International been closed than a fateful date ap-
proached : that of the assassination of Leon Trotsky
by the agents of Stalin. As Victor Serge wrote quite
correctly :
Beginning with the Moscow Trials, the assas-
sination of Leon Trotsky became both a political
and a logical necessity, It is of no use to shoot
tens of thousands of men if the loftiest head of
the revolutionary generation, the one that it will
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be impossible to strike out of history, freely sur-
vives.
And it is obvious that against Trotsky, denounced
as the most diabolical character in history, any-
thing is permitted in the eyes of the Russian
world poisoned by the frame-up trials.
It was the declaration of World War II and the pro-
spect that the USSR would be involved in the conflict
that speeded up Trotsky’s assassination. The frantic
campaign of the Mexican Communist Party against
Trotsky’s presence in Mexico was preparing the
ground. In March 1940 the Hernan Laborde leader-
ship of the Mexican C P, accused of being “pro-
Trotskyist,” (!) was purged by the G P U, and the
campaign against the right of .asylum and against
Lazaro Cardenas, President of Mexico, Trotsky’s
“protector,” redoubled in violence.
In May 1940 Trotsky’s fortified house at Coyoacan,
in the suburbs of the capital, was attacked by 20
Stalinists armed with machine-guns, who had suc-
ceeded in tying up the police who were guarding the
house, and in carrying off Trotsky’s bodyguard, Ro-
bert Sheldon Harte, a young American militant of
the S W P. 6
Comrade Natalia Trotsky relates:
They had fired on us, in our bedroom, sixty
bullets in cross-fire aimed from four different di-
rections. It was precisely this excess in machine-
gunning that saved us. The killers had no doubts
about getting us by these combined salvos, and
they were afraid of killing one another. 7
The Mexican police soon got their hands on several
of the organizers and executants of the attack, all
members and sympathizers of the Mexican Communist
Party. But those who were principally responsible,
foreign agents of the G P U, remained in the shadows.
Trotsky engaged in great activity to denounce Stalin’s
role in the outrage and to unmask in the eyes of
international public opninion the way the G P U
functioned inside each Communist Party, prepared
and introduced its crimes. He was convinced, further-
more, that there waquld soon be a new attempt to
assassinate him, Stalin having decided on his death.
In his 8 June 1940 article, “Stalin Seeks My Death,”
he wrote with cool lucidity :
The accidental failure of the assault so care-
fully and so ably prepared. is a serious blow to
Stalin. The G P U must rehabilitate itself with
Stalin, Stalin must demonstrate his power. A
repetition of the attempt is inevitable.
Indeed, his physical extermination had for a very
long time already become an imperious necessity for

6 Suspected of Vhaving betrayed Trotsky, Sheldon Harte was
found dead on June 25th 1940, killed during his sleep and

buried in an isolated cottage in the mountains, at Talminalco,.

in the Desierto de los Leones, rented by the brothers-in-law of
David Alfaro Siqueiros, Leopoldo and Luis Arenal.
7 Life and Death of L. Trotsky, by Victor Serge.
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Stalin. Trotsky knew that he was condemned and
destined to die from one day to another, for the im-
mense means at Stalin’s disposal must in the long run
prove more powerful than whatever measure of pro-
tection taken by himself and his friends. Reasoning
with his usual serenity, he concluded in this same
article : “I can therefore say that I live on this earth
not in accordance with the rule, but as an exception
to the rule.”
The new attack, this time fatal, occurred during the
day of 20 August 1940. Leon Trotsky got up that
day-in excellent humor, Natalia Trotsky relates. “A
double dose of barbiturates had assured him of a
sleep that had done him good. Not for many days .
had he felt so alert. ‘Ah, I'm going to work well,’ he
said.”
Toward five o’clock that afternoon he received in his
study one Jacson Mornard, a self-styled Belgian, son
of a diplomat, who had been introduced into the cir-
cles of several close friends of Leon Trotsky by Syl-
via Ageloff, a member of the American Trotskyist
organization. Jacson Mornard, who had succeeded in
winning the affection of Ageloff and the unanimous
sympathy of other people close to Trotsky, came,
so he said, to present an article. Natalia Trotsky re-
ports what then followed :
Not more than three or four minutes had elasped
when I heard a terrible, soul-shaking cry and
without as much as realizing who it was that ut-
tered this cry, I rushed in the direction from
which it came. Between the dining room and the
balcony, on the threshold, beside the door post
and leaning against it stood... Lev Davidovich.
His face was covered with blood, his eyes, with-
out glasses, were sharp blue, his hands were hang-
ing.
“What happened ? What happened ?”
I flung my arms about him, but he did not im-
mediately answer [...]
And he said to me calmly, without any indig-
nation, bitterness or irritation, “Jacson.” L. D.
said it as if he wished to say, “It has happened.”

Jacson Mornard had struck him on the head with
a short mountain-climbing pick hidden under his rain-
coat. The murderer had tried to hit a second blow,
but Trotsky had hurled himself on him. Meanwhile
Trotsky’s bodyguards, Comrades Charlie Cornell, Joe
Hansen, and Harold Robbins, who had run in, had
roughly overcome the assassin, who was shouting :
“They forced me to strike him !... They're holding
my mother !... They’ve imprisoned my mother !...”
Despite rapid treatment by doctors and the extra-
ordinary resistance of his organism, Leon Trotsky
died calinly on August 12st 1940 at 7:25 p.m. He
was 60. Before he underwent trepanning, he called
Joe Hansen to him and dictated a few words by way
of a political testament. They were these: “Say to
my friends, please, that I have no doubt about the
victory of the Fourth International. Go forward !”
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The Mexican government took charge of the funeral.
For five days, the body, with an honor guard of
militants, was shown to the public in a hall in the
Calle Tacuba ; about 100,000 persons, mostly simple
Mexican workers and peasants, paid silent homage
to the heroic and exalting life of the revolutionary.
“Jacson Mornard” was quickly identified as a false
name hiding an authentic G P U agent. All the de-
tails of the organization of the outrage, the internatio-
nal figures who contributed to it, and even the exact
identity of the assassin, are still not entirely known.
According to the revelations of General Sanchez Sala-
zar, former chief of the Mexican Secret Service, who
“carried out the investigation of the murder, the real
name of “Jacson Mornard” is Mercader, he is of
Catalan origin, and his mother, who lived in France
and Belgium, had gone over to the service of the
G P U during the Spanish Civil War.

The death of Leon Trotsky occurred at a moment
when the international situation was dominated by
the resounding victories of Hitler in Europe. The
campaign of France had just been victoriously ended

[In the next issue:
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by Hitler, and England’s turn was awaited, Italy,
speculating on the eventuality of a rapid ending of the
war, had decided to enter the conflict. Hitler seemed
to be at the apogee of his power. 7
Under these conditions, Stalin’s crime was not force-
fully brought into question either in the fascist coun-
tries, which were still treating Stalin carefully, or in
the “democratic” countries, which were speculating
on a possible break between Stalin and Hitler.

Only vanguard revolutionary militants had painfully
felt this terrible blow. The most powerful head of
the world revolution had just been fractured by the
Thermidorian reaction. The richest and most living
contemporary Marxist thought, the most indomitable
revolutionary character, a stimulus and example for
all, had just disappeared. Thenceforward it was neces-
sary to find the path alone, it was necessary to carry
on the struggle by forging in action the intelligence
and characters of those who would keep high the

_banner of the Fourth International.

In spite of everything, it was indeed necessary to go
forward !

The Fourth International during the Second World War]



THE THIRD EXECUTION
OF THE HUNGARIAN COMMUNE

By P RICHARDS

It was no accident that, after the victory of the Oc-
tober Revolution, the first European country where
the Commune triumphed was Hungary. The soviets
which were set up at Budapest scarcely a year after
the Russian Revolution were not only an echo there-
of but also the heralds of a great revolutionary wave
in Europe. The credit for this belonged above all to
the Hungarian working class, which had alfeady
trained itself earlier in powerful strike movements
and by playing the leading role in the great popular
uprisings for Hungary’s national freedom, in the
struggle against the magnates and capitalists. The
Hungarian proletariat’s enormous determination to
be free was already shown almost 40 years ago in the
victory of the proletarian revolution in Hungary.
This success was to be attributed, to a considerable
degree, to the wonderful cadres of the Hungarian So-
cialist (later Communist) Party. Lenin and the lead-
ers of the Bolshevik Party spoke of their merits with
great admiration.

When the Hungarian revolution was crushed by the
intervention of the armies of neighboring countries
(especially Rumania and Czechoslovakia), the Soviet
Union opened its doors to the revolutionary refugees
who succeeded in escaping from the savage White
terror. During the ’20s, there could be seen in Mos-
cow and other cities of the Soviet Union many Hun-
garian political refugees who, together with the Rus-
sian proletariat, were wholly sacrificing themselves to
consolidate socialist power and participate in the be-
ginnings of socialist construction. They were excep-
tionally active and held important posts, including in
the Red Army. The building of a true and fine social-
ism in the Soviet Union — that was the ideal that
spurred them on and meant for them not only the
continuation of their previous revolutionary activity

in Hungary but also a serious preparation for a re--

newed struggle for socialism in their own country.

A Hungarian revolutionary, a Hungarian communist,
would have been unable to conceive that in the Soviet
Union — which was for him the very substance of
workers’ solidarity and genuine comradeship — any-
thing bad could happen to him as a political refugee.
Yet it turned out otherwise. Already in the first stages

of the inner-party struggle, which began in the *20s, -

the elementary laws of hospitality and of the right of
asylum were rudely violated. The clique led by Stalin,
stimulated by egoism and the desire for power, found
that among the Hungarian political émigrés (as well
as, incidentally, among the Poles and Italians espe-

cially) there were too many Trotskyists, and, later,
supporters of the Leningrad Opposition.

Petty chicanery and reprisals against the Hungarians
in the Soviet Union began already in the *20s : these
proletarians of “the old school” wanted worker’s de-
mocracy, they wanted freedom of thought, especially
in the party, they protested against the steady lower-
ing of the working-class masses’ living standards on
the one hand, and against corruption and arbitrari-
ness on the other.

Stalin’s attempts to stimulate a Great-Russian chauv-
inist tone and to push the Soviet Union’s foreign
policy toward imperialist channnels roused indignat-
ion among the Hungarian communists, and especially
among the best of them.

Already at the beginning of the ’30s a large number
of active Hungarian political émigrés had found
themselves removed from their posts and sent to dis-
tant regions; secret arrests and sentences by the
G P U, which already existed, began ; neither the
comrades in question nor the closest relatives of those
who were arrested knew why and to what punish-
ments they were sentenced, or even of what they
were accused. :

In the mid-’30s, when the reprisals against the Bolsh-
evik Old Guard took on a mass character, the perse-
cution of political émigrés, especially the Poles and
Hungarians, became general. Since the veterans of
the October Revolution themselves were being sacri-
ficed to a regime that was becoming more and more
cruel, why should consideration be paid to the sur-
vivors of the Hungarian Commune ? What was really
the most tragic aspect of this matter was that at this
period the fascist regimes in Europe, especially Hitler,
were reaching the full developiment of their repressive
activity : the European proletariat and, so to speak,
the best and best-formed of its representatives, could
not believe that Stalin was using precisely this mo-
ment to make a bloody liquidation of the victims of
teaction and fascism who were within the frontiers
of the Soviet Union. .

And a highly developed blockade of the frontiers
aimed at not allowing a word about these crimes to
be known abroad, completed the disorientation of the
masses throughout the world.

When, in 1937-1938, the police measures to guarantee
what in today’s official documents is called the Stalin
personality cult, but which was in fact his autocracy,
reached its highest pitch, the series of persecutions of
the political émigrés was topped by two crimes of
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particular enormity : one was the dissolution of the
Polish Communist Party and the execution of its lead-
ers’; the second, the arrest and physical liquidation
of the Hungarian communists, with, at their head,
the president of the first soviet government there,
Bela Kun. k

All this took place on Stalin’s personal orders, and
was carried out — long before Befia appeared in
Moscow — by N Jezov, a quite insignificant person
who effectively executed the orders given by Stalin
in the name of the Central Committee of the Com-=
munist Party of the US S R.

In the press there appeared only reports full of insults
and calumnies. About Bela Kun it was said that “his
hands were stained with workers’ blood.” He himself
tried till the last moment, at the seat of the Executive
Committee of the Communist International, of which
he was a member right up to the moment of his arrest,
to appeal to Stalin, for that was the only — and, ‘as
events proved, the vain — hope of the man literally
hunted for months by all the running-dogs of the
regime. It was only in his prison cell, when he was
sick and helpless, in filth -and stink, amid an ever-
changing public of prisoners, awaiting his last minute,
that Bela Kun expressed the opinion that if he had
fallen into the hands of Horthy or Goemboes, they
would surely also have killed him, but less cruelly
than Stalin did.

Today it is established by the Soviet judicial autho-
rities, solemnly stated by party authorities, and offi-
cially published in the Soviet press; that, in the case
of the Polish party, of many thousands of political
€émigrés, of Bela Kun and other leaders of the first
Hungarian Commune, it was a question of provoca-
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tion, of banditism, of (White, counter-revolutionary)
terror, carried out, not by them, but. against them by
Stalin and his henchmen !

It took more than twenty years for the truth about
the crime committed against Bela Kun and the Hun-
garian communists of the “first” generation to come
to the light of day. But in the meantime, Stalin had
continued his work of destruction against the Hun-
garian communists : he sent Laszlo Rajk and — with
him, before him, and after him -— many other Hun-
garian communists, to the gallows. Whatever may
have been the role of Rakosi and his group in these
trials and shameful executions, they were — as has
been established — like Jezov formerly, only moment-
ary tools in carrying out Stalin’s orders.

The authorities of the state and the party, the official
press of the Soviet Union and of the “people’s demo-
cracies,” have in the meantime stated that here again
it was a question of counter-revolutionary provocat-
ions. That was the second execution of the Hungarian
Commune.

It is only logical, and shows the inexorability of his-
toric laws, that more than five years after Stalin’s
death there took place for the third time the execut-
ion of the Hungarian Commune in the person of
Imre Nagy and his comrades. As the memory of
Stalin has not been stigmatized by the publication of

" the truth about his wretched crimes, and the people

around him — his henchmen, pupils, and police —
remain at their posts just as before, they are continu-
ing the same practices in similar conditions,

And only a genuine rebirth of the workers’ move-
ment throughout the world can put a stop to their
work.



THE UNITY OF THE ARAB EAST

By MK and J A

The real development of the Arab East during these
last years, and particularly. during the most recent
phase, brings evidential proof that the unification of
the Arab nation, its liberation from direct or indirect
foreign domination, and the raising of its economic
and social level, do not form mutually distinct stages,
but are intertwined in one and the same process of
development. It cannot be a question of first com-
pleting liberation before then going on to unity. Every
bourgeois national movement puts first the question
of the unification of the nation’s parts into a state,
in order to be able to develop itself.

We do not in this article propose to take up the state
of the peoples who were living in the Near East be-
fore the VIth and VIIth centuries, any more than
the spread of the Arab nation in the Middle Ages,

beginning from the Hejaz northward toward what is

now the Turkish frontier, then eastward in Iraq, and
finally over all North Africa. At that period the exis-
tence of an Arab nation — and not Arab nations —
from the Persian Gulf to the Atlantic and from Aden
to the Turkish frontier and the Euphrates, became
a historical reality, which has not been able to be
destroyed in spite of its division into separate states
in modern times. When we witness nowadays the
. unheard-of enthusiasm of the masses in all the Arab
countries for Nasser, it is not a question of “love” for
a mystical personage. It is a question of a personality
who expresses the Arab people’s determination to
unify.

Ask a Europeanized inhabitants of Lebanon of a semi-
barbarian of the Hejaz to what people he belongs ; he
will not answer Lebanese or Hejazi, but will proudly
proclaim that he is an Arab. Arab national conscious-
ness is deeply anchored in the masses.

The national question cannot be treated according
to a pedantic schema. History shows that peoples
have dissolved, that others have split up ; great mi-
grations have destroyed some peoples and created
others ; the artificially created state frontiers of today
give less than ever a true picture of national limits.
In the US A there was formed, and there is still
being formed today, a new nation which results from
the mixture of all the nationalities of the earth. There
are peoples whose constituent parts are not homo-
geneous ; there are differences in economy, mentality,
etc.

In his explanation of the concept “nation,” Stalin
stated that four points characterize a nation : lan-
. guage, territory, economy, and the psychic formation
that is translated by community of culture. The sche-
matic and pedantic use of this definition allows both
the Kremlin “specialists” and the leaders of the Com-

munist Parties in the Arab countries to speak of
Arab peoples and not of the Arab people. They have
not grasped that a people is the result of a certain
historical development, of historical factors, which
bring the human masses to a national common deno-
minator.

THE ARAB NATIONAL MOYEMENT

At the time of the decline of the Arab empire, its
people fell under the horribly oppressive and rough
domination of the Turks. The former Arab empire
was divided up according to administrative needs into
provinces and sanjaks. It was often -a case of regions
and even countries being dominated by feudal suzer-
ains, who were subjected to the central power of
Constantinople and paid taxes to it.

It was only the partition of the world among the
Western powers at the end of the First World War
that parceled up the Arab East into states by the
tracing of artificial frontiers : separate states saw the
light of day under the names of Syria, Lebanon, Iraq,
Transjordan, Palestine, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Yemen,
and the various little English-controlled principalities
along the Persian Gulf on the Arabian peninsula.
These designations as countries have no relation with
what nation their inhabitants belong to ; it is a case
of exclusively geographical names: Lebanon is the
name of a mountain ; the name of Syria has remained
in memory of the Assyrian people, who disappeared
millenia ago ; Transjordan means the other side of
the Jordan ; etc.

In this field it was the French who pushed furthest.
They created within the frame of present Syria two
midget states — the Allaouites and the Jebel Druze
— in order to be able thus to insert a wedge in the
Arab national movement. They did not succeed, how-
ever, seeing that it was absurd to speak of an Alla-
ouite or a Druze people, just as it is absurd to speak
of a Coptic, Maronite, or Ismaélian people. These
are religious minorities that formed within the Arab
people. Among these minorities, furthermore, there
is no separatist movement, as many an interested per-
son in the world would like to have it believed.
Already well before the First World War — properly
speaking with Napoleon’s invasion of Egypt — West-
ern imperialism began to install itself in the Arab
East. Indeed, beginning with the last decades of the
last century, the English were already dominant in
Egypt, even if it was formally attached to the Turk-
ish Empire and became a British colony only after
the First World War. The national movement there-
fore had to fight not only against the Turks, but
also against the growing political, economic, and fi-

\
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nancial influence of the English in Egypt. At times
these battles took the form of sanguinary combats.
The most serious uprising was that of the Egyptian
peasants in 1881 under the leadership of the intelli-
gentzia and the army officer Ahmed Arabi, an up-
rising that the British army crushed in blood.
In Turkey there was born the bourgeois-democratic
movement generally known under the name of “the
Young Turks” ; the young Arab intelligentzia took an
active part in this movement. But after having over-
thrown the sanguinary Sultan Abd-ul-Hamid, the
“democratic” masters of the power turned with all
the more violence against their former Arab colla-
borators. After the vistory of the “Young Turk”
bourgeois revolution, not only did the Arabs not win
their freedom, but national oppression was to become
. still more intense.
During the First World War the Arab leaders placed
their hopes in “liberation” by the Western democratic
imperialisms, and some of them made contacts with
England and France. Many of them were arrested
and hanged by the Turkish - commander in Syria,
Jamal Pasha. :
At the same period, England was negotiating with
Hussein, Emir of Mecca, future king and founder of
the Hashemite dynasty. At no moment did this man
dream of national liberation. On the contrary. He
allied himself with the English in order to avenge
himself for the minimum reforms of the “Young
Turks.” For him, the Young Turks were “revolution-
aries” ; that the Arab leaders had been hunted down
by them interested him very little. He was hoping to
create, with the alliance of the English, a sufficiently
strong reactionary power against the national-re-
volutionary aims of the movement ; besides, the Eng-
lish paid well. In 1916 began the so-called “Great
Arab Revolt,” and with it the alliance of the Hashe-
mite dynasty with British imperialism that still exists.
Domination over an independent Arab kingdom,
promised to Hussein, was never attained. British im-
perialism was engaged in an imposture. Indeed, at
the same moment it was signing the famous Sykes-
Picot Agreement, which settled the division of spoils
between British and French imperialisms, And there
was much more. The security of their zone of domi-
nation against the impetuous Arab national move-
ment was not sufficiently guaranteed by the Hashe-
mite feudalists and conservatives, That is why the
British Minister of Foreign Affairs, Balfour, in No-
vember 1917 transmitted to the future President of
the State of Israel, Dr Weizman, the “Balfour De-
claration,” which has become famous. This promised
the Zionist organization a *“Jewish National Home” in
Palestine ; i e, the creation of a useful tool of impe-
rialism against Arab independence.

When, by the publication of the archives after the
October Revolution, the secret Sykes-Picot Treaty
was divulged, that was the end of the Arab national
movement’s friendship with England and France. The
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hatred became terrible. But meanwhile there had
occurred the partition of the Arab East. After Hus-
sein’s son Feysal had been chased out of Syria by
the French, he was, thanks to British imperialism,
crowned king in Iraq, as was his brother Abdullah
in Transjordan, almost exclusively inhabited by Be-
duins.

With the dislocation of the Arab world into states, a
new situation arose for the national movement. First,
it found itself faced, no longer by one great adversary,
but partly by the English and partly by the French.
To that was added the fact that the two imperialist
powers set up in their respective zones of domination
little state entities which in their turn produced a
further dividing up of the movement ; then the big
Arab feudal landowners, compradores, and reaction-
ary politicians, who were interested in the mainte-
nance of foreign domination, also began to cling to
the maintenance of particularism, since this permitted
them to enjoy their privileges and guaranteed their
social, economic, and political positions.

This new state of affairs, however much a handicap

" it might be for the development of the atomized

national movement, could not, however, stop it. At
varying rhythms, it made its way in all the Arab
countries, with still more power than under Turkish
domination. The limited industrialization permitted
by imperialism created a proletariat which began to
set its mark on the national movement. Whereas in
its beginnings the movement had been represented by
a circle of “enlightened” rich men, it became more
and more a movement of the masses.

The hindering factor of the Church and of the strong-
ly religious state of mind withdrew more and more
into the background. The founder of the Egyptian
Wafd party, Sa’id Zaglul, who played an important
revolutionary part at the beginning of the ’20s,
launched the slogan : “Addin I'Allah, w’al-utan I'dja-
mie [Religion for God, and the Fatherland for every-

. body].” A series of scholars began to demand the

separation of church and state. The audacity of ex-
pressing such an aspiration in an Islamic state in it-
self signified a genuine revolution."

During and after the Second World War legal left
organizations appeared for the first time. Trade-union
associations were set up everywhere. New cultural
forces and progressive publications developed. The
idea spread that a low material level is the result
of national oppression. In 1916 there burst out in
Egypt a wave of dem