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THE NEW INTERNATIONAL SITUATION

So there is to be a “summit” conference next
May, after all. On top of one postponement after
another, a date has now been fixed at last.

But we are already warned that the match in
May will not be a pushover; that rather modest
results are to be expected, that this will be in
reality more of a prelude to other “summit” con-
ferences than a meeting which will settle any-
thing.

The positive aspect of developments, more
particularly since Khrushchev’s journey to the
United States and the conversations at Camp
David, consists apparently in the renewed East-
West contact, the suspension of ultimatums, the
relaxation of tension and the continuation of
talks.

This attempted “détente” is in reality based on
some kind of mutual misunderstanding which
threatens to vanish more quickly than might be
supposed.

The Kremlin continues to believe that the su-
periority acquired by the USSR in the field of
atomic weapons, which will increase still more
in the years to come, cannot but oblige the im-
perialist camp to consent to a reduction of arma-
ments; and, above all, to the neutralization of
Berlin, now an imperialist outpost in the Soviet
zone. This would consolidate the division of Ger-
many in east Germany’s favor.

Khrushchev counts on coming to Paris in May
to obtain a compromise on Berlin in accordance
with this point of view, without this question be-
ing linked with the unification of Germany. It is
not excluded, however, that he will again fail
before de Gaulle’s refusal to yield on Berlin (sup-
porting Adenauer), and the Americans, who other-
wise fear the dislocation of the Atlantic alliance.
Then it will be up to the Kremlin to make up its
mind on the course to follow in the face of this
impasse: whether to grant the Atlantic powers

further time to reflect, or to proceed to a separate
peace treaty with east Germany.

In the latter case, the stormy summer feared
for 1959 should arrive a year late.

In spite of that, the imperialists are counting
on being able to keep up the dialogue with the
Kremlin thanks to proposals on the reduction of
armaments. The insane competition which is now
being carried on in this field, if it endangers the
economic plans of the USSR and its ability to
help the other workers’ states and the under-
developed countries, is also beginning equaliy to
jeopardize the financial capacity even of a coun-
try like the United States, and to swallow up the
sums remaining at its disposal for ‘“peaceful
competition” in the under-developed countries.
But it remains to been seen whether the Kremlin
will accept that disarmament take precedence
over, or be granted instead of, the compromise it
wants on Berlin.

In the meanwhile the laborious “summit” pre-
parations have revealed some very interesting in-
dications of certain new realities in the interna-
tional situation which are going to characterize
the decade into which we are now entering. The
decade just ended, initiated by the historic defeat
of American imperialism in Korea, and ending
with the obvious superiority of the USSR in
inter-continental and even inter-planetary atomic
weapons, has to some extent set the seal on the
decay of the formerly indisputable supremacy of
the U S. ‘

This supremacy is now challenged right inside
the Atlantic “partnership” by the new, rising
capitalist power: the Franco-German alliance
which dominates the Common Market.

The relative decline in American power is re-
flected on the economic as well as the military
and international planes.

The United States’ share in world trade is de-



2

creasing, to the benefit of Germany, Japan and
the workers’ states.

Certain exports have gone into a marked de-
cline since 1958, especially cars, steel, planes,
ships — cut out by the products of other capitalist
countries, or even by those of American firms
based in Europe or Japan.

But most of all it is the financial situation
which is beginning to exercise the American
leaders, and which reflects the relative decline in
the field of economic productivity properly so
called and, at the same time, the boundless ex-
tension of the unproductive economics of arma-
ments and military expenses in general.

Since the last quarter of 1957, the US A has
been running a deficit in its balance of payments:
$3 billion in 1958: more than $4 billion in 1959.
Its foreign liabilities, on the other hand, rose to
some $15 billion: a sum which, when added to
the deficit in the balance of payments, about
equals the total reserves of the country.

At the beginning of the past decade, moreover,
the reserves exceeded by about $15 billion the
total liabilities of the country. In 1955 the sur-
plus was of the order of only $10 billion, and in
1959 it was almost nothing.

Under these conditions it becomes impossible
even for the United States to be at one and the
same time the “banker” and the “arsenal” of the
capitalist world.

Whence the severe and oft-repeated warnings
from Washington to its Atlantic partners to con-
tribute more military expenditure, and to make
plans to pool the resources at their disposal for
the “help” of the under-developed countries. For
the United States to maintain the armaments race
and its international obligations, it will be forced
to make severe cuts in the living standards of the
American masses.

The titanic struggle at present being waged
against the solid ranks of the steelworkers falls
into this pattern.
: *

On the strictly military level, the advance
achieved by the Soviet Union in the field of guid-
ed missiles, submarines, and even anti-aircraft
defense is already big and quite probably irrevers-
ible.

In these circumstances it is no wonder that
other, developing capitalist powers contest the
supremacy, until recently well-established, of the
United States within the Atlantic alliance. The
main challenger is now the Franco-German
partnership which dominates the Common Market,
and whose ambition is to become the spokesman
for the whole of continental capitalist Europe.

Whatever the future of this partnership and
of the Common Market, it is a fact that we now
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have to deal with a new capitalist power in the
full course of its dynamic expansion. The Com-
mon Market is already the greatest exporter of
finished goods and the greatest consumer of agri-
cultural products in the world.

Inside the Six, trade has already doubled over
the past five years, which cannot be said of any
other region in the world.

On the other hand, from 1953, the output per
head in this region increased two and a half times
as much as in Britain, and much more rapidly
than in the United States.

To this actual and potential power they plan
to associate France’s African empire, loosened
and formally “de-colonized,” which is the basis
for French claims for an Atlantic triumvirate, a
readjustment of N AT O, and a firm policy on
Berlin. Franco-German codperation in all these
fields, including Europe’s acquisition of its own
atomic striking-power, is now close, in spite of
differences, which still remain, between Paris
and Bonn on their international economic orient-
ation and their military obligations flowing from
the Atlantic alliance. The French and the Ger-
mans want a deciding voice on all the issues con-
cerning Europe, and as a consequence on Berlin.

They also want military integration into
N A T O to be total, that is to say that decisions,
including the deployment of the US Strategic
Air Force, should be taken with their effective
participation.

For the risk threatening the European power is
to see itself exposed to atomic destruction, with-
out American striking-power being completely
committed in the battle, for fear of courting Sov-
iet reprisals on the very soil of the United States.

De Gaulle has already argued this hypothesis
clearly: however far-fetched, not to say absurd,
it might seem at the present time.

But the decision, which now seems irrevocable,
of the Franco-German alliance, to provide itself
with its own atomic power, far from diminishing
this danger, will only render the international
situation more explosive, justifying all the fears
and eventual steps of the US SR.

In this new relationship of forces now in pro-
cess of being established within the capitalist
world, it is Britain which risks being relegated
progressively to the third, if not the fourth, rank,
coming after the United States, continental Eu-
rope and even Japan.

The painful choice forced upon her with the
creation of the Common Market and its growing
attraction for the zone of the Seven in the Free
Trade Area, is illustrative of the long-term de-
terioration in British power. While the Six “Eur-
opeans” trade more with each other than with
the Seven, the latter export more to the Six than
among themselves.
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It is hardly probable that Britain will be able
for long to sustain an economic war against the
Six, especially in the event of a heightened com-
mercial offensive from the United States, deter-
mined to arrest the deterioration in its balance of
payments and the beginning of its eviction, still
however slight, from foreign markets.

In the equally probable event, on the other
hand, of a new rise in the prices of raw materials,
Britain could find that it is the first to suffer and
is in the most unfavorable position to compete
with the other capitalist powers.

For all these reasons efforts are now being
made to avoid an economic war to the death with-
in the Atlantic alliance, which, added to the ex-
isting political differences, could very well pro-
voke a de facto dislocation of the alliance.

Imperialism, moreover, cannot now permit it-
self this luxury, without running the certain risk
of a still more serious defeat in face of the grow-
ing strength of the U S S R, China, the other wor-
kers’ states and the colonial revolution.

-

The decade now opening will prove much more
decisive so far as the competition between the
two systems is concerned.

Imperialism enters this period in a condition
characterized by the rebuilding of its economic
power. This has even largely surpassed the pre-
war level — thanks to the tremendous techno-
logical progress; to the stimulants to accumulation
provided by European reconstruction; the ad-
vanced industrialization of the huge under-dev-

== €loped areas, in the dependent and colonial coun-

tries as well as in Europe itself; and by the im-
measurable extension of the armaments economy,
especially in the U S.

It is now possible that these stimulants are de-
clining, and that capitalism will, in the decade
now beginning, have to confront the classic dif-
ficulties of the past: relative saturation of the
market in the face of new progress in productiv-
ity; increased competition between the capitalist
powers; recessions and crises more frequent and
more profound. But as it will have, on the other
hand, to face the more rapid, and especially the
continuous, economic development of the wor-
kers’ states and increasing economic competition
from them in the field of the under-developed
countries — that is to say the most vital market
for capitalism — it will be compelled constantly
to find compromise inter-capitalist solutions to
safeguard some reasonable chances for survival.
Since the stimulant, both of European reconstruc-

=+=tion and the armaments economy seem now to be

largely exhausted, there remains in reality only
the way out of so-called “aid” to the under-
developed countries on a large scale and in a
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semi-planned way. Besides, this enterprise does
not have an exclusively economic aspect.

It represents at the same time the only theo-
retical chance for capitalism to prevent these
countries in the coming years from exploding in
revolution under the pressure of their growing
population and their economic development, in-
sufficient to keep pace with this increase in po-
pulation. It should be recognized that the com-
petition into which capitalism is forced when con-
tfronted by the dynamic development of the so-
cialist world system, acts at the same time as a
stimulant prolonging its survival. This is thanks
to some tentative attempts at a certain co6rdina-
tion of its action on a world plane, to an increased
productive effort, to the acquisition of a measure
of supranational class consciousness. But it re-
mains to be seen to what extent this kind of inter-
capitalist economic and political “planning” will
be in a position partially to overcome the structur-
al contradictions and antagonisms of the system,
and show some practical effectiveness.

What is certain is that capitalism in the coming
decade will not be decisively beaten only by eco-
nomic competition. The revolutionary ~ strength
of the colonial and dependent peoples and the
awakened proletariat of Europe and the U S could
alone overcome the resistance of capitalism and
dam the stream of its lifeblood at its very source.
Only the extension of the victorious socialist re-
volution into new regions really deprives capital-
ism of its economic and productive resources,
drives it into an impasse and suffocates it.

On the other hand, so long as competition is
limited to the exclusively economic plane, in the
highly theoretical eventuality of the maintenance
of an international and social status quo, the
danger of war would remain equally real and
enormous.

We must categorically reject the myth criminal-
ly propagated by the professional opportunists of
the labor movement, according to which the
“balance of fear” preserves peace, or that war
has now become ‘“‘unthinkable.”

In reality, not only is there no reduction what-
soever of armaments, but on the contrary “new”
powers, like France and Germany, are in the
process of endowing themselves with atomic arms.

The increased mechanization and automation
of atomic war and of “defense” against surprise
attack, terribly increases the danger, including
that from “accidents.”

It can easily be imagined, on the other hand,
that the only practical result of the “balance of
fear” — and that in the best case — would be
to neutralize the use of atomic weapons on the
part of the principal belligerents, or to limit their
use, and to conduct the war with the rest of the
gamut of armaments, abundant and terrifying,
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now possessed by one or the other.

As far as war is concerned, also, the only
guarantee against its outbreak was and remains
the disarmament of capitalism by the revolution
victorious in each country.

The IVth International resolutely rejects all
the affirmations of the opportunists — reformists
and so-called “Communists” — in the interna-
tional working-class movement, each of whom for
different reasons peculiar to their special interests
foster pacifist illusions combined with a policy of
class-collaboration, and maintenance of the status
quo and of capitalism.

For peace and capitalism are as irreconcilable
as in the past.

The IVth International, on the threshold of

Editoria

I Notes
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the new decade which is opening, appeals to the
workers and the colonial peoples of the whole
world to exploit to the full the growing dif-
ficulties of imperialism. By acting in this way,
they will extend the basis of socialist revolution
in the world: and thus beat back the danger of
war; help the workers’ states to overcome the
economic obstacles which stand in the way of a
real socialist democracy in those countries; and
lift the whole of humanity to the level of the
wonderful, fantastic material and cultural pos-
sibilities that science and technique have already
assured, for the wellbeing and genuine civiliza-
tion of an organized socialist society.

January 1, 1960

BRITAIN VOTES RIGHT, LABOUR VEERS LEFT

The Labour Party lost another round in the
elections last October.

Despite more than 12 million votes and a loss
of 1.2% at the most, the L P found itself wiped
out by majority of over 100 Tory Members, de-
termined to maintain themselves in power till
the very end of their mandate.

In spite of the undoubted effects of the favor-
able new turn of the economic conjuncture and
the Tories’ clever exploitation of the masses’ de-
sire for peace, the Labour Party’s usual specific-
ally working-class clienttle remains faithful to
it, and in places (such as Scotland) was even re-
enforced.

The L P seems to have lost out mainly among
the petty-bourgeois layers won over by the “pro-
sperity” — salary-earners and civil servants; on
the other hand it does not seem to have been able
to make an impact on the new generation of
electors, who for the most part voted Tory.

The defeat of the L P, a parliamentary reform-
ist Party, is almost normal under conditions of
capitalist euphoria however limited and ephemer-
al the latter may be. At no time did the Party’s
Rightist leadership seek to differentiate itself
from the Tories in a clearcut way on any fun-
damental issue, for example on nationalization
or disarmament. It wished to compete with the
capitalist Party par excellence, the Tories, in
claiming to be able to improve the welfare state
services within the framework of an unchanged
social system. Thus it succeeded at one and the
same time in deceiving the predominantly work-

ing-class block of its voters, that would be
drawn by a bold, class program, and in appearing
to be demagogic to other layers, having a “sober
sense of reality.”

Even admitting that in a period of economic
upswing the broad petty-bourgeois layers would
vote for the Tories anyway, it remains true that
even now there are in Britain several million wor-
kers, not in the unions, who still do not vote
Labour.

A consistent class policy on the part of this
Party, over a period of years, could well win these
layers for the Party.

But in reality it would be fruitless to demand
such a consistent policy from a parliamentary,
reformist Party, within which a faction of the
leadership operates the whole time on a firm
bourgeois ideology.

It would be equally fruitless to concede that,
even in Britain, any Party proclaiming itself to
be working-class, could in truth conquer and keep
the power, with the goal of a radical social trans-
formation, exclusively by the parliamentary road,
and without mobilizing and organizing the masses
outside of this arena.

As expected, the third consecutive electoral
defeat of the L P has provoked an acute crise de
conscience in the Party, and the beginning of an
ideological differentiation of great importance,
without precedent in this Party’s history.

The victorious bourgeoisie was waiting for its
ideological agents within the ranks of the L P
and the trade unions to profit from their defeat
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in order to carry through the same operation as
various other social-democratic Parties in con-
tinental Europe: to free themselves of all “social-
ist” vestiges, in particular the principle of nation-
alization and the class character of the Party.

Certain well-known lieutenants of Gaitskell
have, in effect, sounded out the ground, before
clinching such an operation.

But by contrast with what has just happened
in the German, Austrian and Dutch social-demo-
cratic Parties, the great majority of the British
Labour Party and trade unions has reacted to the
Left, literally routing the planned offensive of
the Right.

The special conference held in Blackpool in
November has confirmed that the dominant
trend of the present moment, alike in the con-
stituencies and in the trade unions affiliated to
the Labour Party, holds solidly to the principle
of nationalization and the class character of the
Party.

In reality, owing to some tactical mistakes made
by the Rightist Gaitskell clique, the latter are
virtually a minority in the leadership, faced by
a centrist coalition extending from Bevan through
Wilson to Cousins, which exercises the effective
control. The Left finds itself reénforced by the
support of certain trade unions which, frightened
of otherwise seeing an anti-trade union offensive
of the bourgeoisie gain ground with the help of
the out-and-out bourgeois wing of the L P, are
now backing it.

While ideological life in the continental wor-
kers’ Parties lies dormant or is sucked into the
swamp of the most vulgar opportunism, in Britain
the most vital and pregnant doctrinal and polit-
ical discussions are now taking place.

The Left-wing press, from ﬁibune and The
New Left Review (child of the marriage of The
New Reasoner with Universities and Left Review)
right up to the numerous publications of the dif-
ferent Marxist groups and tendencies active in
the labor movement, reflects an intense ideolog-
ical interest in the content, prospects and tactics
of socialism, and in present political events on a
world scale. The issue of nationalization is
strongly debated, as an economic essential of the
socialist substructure at least in its initial phase.

Certain reformist and centrist gentlemen main-
tain the most equivocal silence on this question
of capital importance.

The bourgeoisie has centered its attacks on the
nationalized industries, well aware that, if its
operation were to succeed, it would destroy there-
by the class doctrine of the Labour Party and
transform it into an ordinary bourgeois Liberal
party, incapable of endangering the bases of the
present social régime in years to come.

The more so in that these years threaten to see

53

the decisive confirmation of the advantages of
the planned and statified economies of the wor-
kers’ states over that of competitive “free enter-
prise.” '

Equally, the British bourgeoisie wishes to lift
the mortgage which lowers the flow of new fo-
reign investments, north American in particular,
as long as the Labour Party adheres to its doc-
trine of nationalization.

In the lively competition now being waged be-
tween Britain and continental Europe as to who
can attract the best foreign capital, the threat re-
presented by the Labour Party’s position on this
question is a serious handicap for London.

The pro-bourgeois wing of the Labourite leader-
ship, which is opposed to the extension of nation-
alization and in favor of a mixed economy, large-
ly private and competitive, is exploiting the lack
of interest, if not the hostility, that the partial
nationalizations under the control of the capital-
ist state, carried out immediately after the war,
have provoked — with good reason — among
the workers.

The Labour leadership has never waged a
systematic campaign to popularise the socialist
content of statification of the economy, to wit:
that to obtain a planned national economy, wor-
king not for capitalist profit but for the collect-
ive and private needs of society, it is necessary
to nationalize all the main means of produciion,
banks, insurance companies, big industrial firms
and capitalist commercial enterprises, and trans-
port, and to administer them under the demo-
cratic control of the working class and the people.

It is this which makes the whole qualitative
difference from partial nationalizations admin-
istered by the capitalist state in a bureaucratic
way for the benefit of capitalism.

- It is for the unified revolutionary Marxist ten-
dency working within the Labour Party to define
and clarify the doctrinal program and the pre-
sent policy around which it is possible to regroup
the basic forces of the British workers and to open
the prospect of a decisive victory over reaction.

Profiting from the present ideological ferment
oriented toward the Left which reigns in the labor
movement, the unified revolutionary Marxist
tendency must set out to build from the grassroots
a serious Left-wing which holds firm and from
now on struggles in a practical way for such is-
sues as: a nationalized and planned economy; a
policy of peace by unilateral disarmament; a
trade-union tactic guaranteeing full employment
and an improvement in the purchasing power of
the masses, thanks to the united struggle for the
progressive reduction in working hours and the
constant adjusiment of wages to the cost of living
and to the advance in productivity,
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1960 - YEAR OF THE GREAT TURN IN AFRICA

At the beginning of 1958, there was only one
really independent African country: Ghana (Li-
beria being in fact an American protectorate, and
Ethiopia a British one). In the beginning of 1959,
Guinea joined Ghana. But in 1960, it will be a
landslide. Nigeria, Somaliland, the Mali Federa-
tion (Senegal and Soudan), the Belgian Congo,
will each attain independence in one form or an-
other; Tanganyika will get self-government with
a single voters’ roll, which means government by
the Africans. In Kenya, Nyasaland and Northern
Rhodesia, the pressure of the African masses for
an application of universal franchise, which will
place political power in the hands of their organ-
izations, will become irresistible.

As the British weekly The Economist bluntly
stated in its issue of December 19, 1959, from
1960 on the overwhelming majority of the Afri-
cans, 180 million out of a total of 240 million
inhabitants, against only 70 millions today, will
rule themselves.

For several years we have noted the penetra-
tion of the colonial revolution into Africa. The
Mau-Mau uprising in Kenya was a sign of the
coming storm; the revolution in the Arab coun-
tries has been its main motor. From the Maghreb
in revolt, the sparks of the revolution have spread
throughout the French and Belgian empires,
combining in British East and Central Africa with
sparks from independent Asia.

The movement towards political independence
of all nations thereby becomes universal. Hardly
ten years ago, Africa was still considered the last
bastion of colonialism. To-day this bastion is at-
tacked on all sides and starts to crumble. Already
the Afro-Asian and Latin-American countries
represent the absolute majority of the independent
member states of the United Nations; very soon,
the majority of the sovereign nations of the earth
will be colored.

The first result of this gigantic transformation
is to undermine still further the last positions of
colonialism and racialism in Africa, i e the Por-
tuguese colonies, the Central African Federation,
Kenya, South Africa. The Central African Feder-
ation will not be able to resist for long the inter-
nal and external blows which will provoke its dis-
integration. Only Southern Rhodesia could re-
main for some period a state with “white pre-
dominance,” this is to say a second South Africa.
As for the “Franco-African Community,” it will
dislocate more and more under the pressure of
the examples of Guinea and the Mali Federation.

The independence of the Belgian Congo, and
especially of its province of Lower-Congo, will
have powerful echoes in Angola, where part of

the population has the same nationality as the
Bakongo people. 1960 will therefore be a year of
crisis for Salazar’s African empire. It will threaten
to overthrow the whole of that Empire as well
as the fascist dictatorship of Portugal, stimulating
in the same way a new upsurge of mass action
against the Franco régime in Spain.

The progress of the colonial revolution in A-
frica thereby contributes powerfully to under-
mining the two last fascist dictatorships in Eu-
rope. It contributes also powerfully to the dev-
elopment of the Negro people’s struggles against
racial and social discrimination in the U S A, un-
dermining thereby one of the pillars of American
imperialism’s political stability, and assisting also
in the revival of the trade union movement, faced
with an overall attack by Big Business. ’

As for the infamous apartheid régime in South
Africa, the progress of the African revolution
renders its survival more and more precarious.
South Africa is slowly being transformed into a
tremendous powderkeg. The myth of the white
man’s superiority and of the black man’s socalled
incapacity in building modern civilized nations
is everyday contradicted by developments all over
Africa. The self-confidence of the South African
masses will thereby constantly increase; they will
answer more and more courageously the bloody
provocations and reprisals of the Afrikaaner
masters. By maintaining themselves more and
more exclusively by open terror, these masters
can only prepare a terrible explosion and a civil
war which will be all the more violent as the
humiliations, oppression, exploitation and viol-
ence imposed on the African masses become un-
bearable. '

In 1960, the majority of the African nations
will arrive at some status of political independ-
ence. One should not, however, misunderstand
the situation: for them it will be a change from
the status of colonial to the status of semi-colonial
country. There will be no genuine liberation from
all the economic chains of imperialism.

As before, Unilever remains the real master
of Ghana’s economy; Péchiney hasn’t lost any
strength in independent Guinea; the Société Gé-
néral will continue to dictate the law on a broad
scale in the independent Congo; and when Tan-
ganyika, Nyasaland, Northern Rhodesia and Ken-
ya will pass under African rule, four big British
companies will remain there, the real masters of
the economic situation.

For in general, the conquest of political in-
dependence takes the form of a compromise be-
tween imperialism and the national bourgeoisie
(or layers of educated functionaries and intellect-
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uals, who become a hotbed for breeding a native
bourgeoisie, e g by systematic pillage of the public
budget, as has occurred for ten years in Indo-
nesia). The national bourgeoisie gets bigger re-
sources and the possibility to bargain from a more
favorable position for a major part of the colonial
companies’ incomes. But these companies con-
serve a big part of their profits. Their exploita-
tion of the African wage earners becomes even
more stable than during the troubled period which
generally precedes the conquest of political in-
dependence.

The new independent states lack the necessary
resources and especially the favorable social con-
ditions for a big upsurge in the fight against
poverty, ignorance and bad health. Independence,
it is true, generally means an acceleration in the
process of economic growth, contrary to the al-
legations of the apologists for colonialism. But it
does not yet mean the beginning of real recon-
struction of the Black Continent which, for four
centuries, has been really martyrized by capital-
ist exploitation.

Such a broad scale reconstruction implies first
of all an end to the balkanisation of Africa,
which results from its having been carved up by
European colonialism in the 19th and the beginn-
ing of the 20th century. The present African
boundaries do not correspond to any ethnic re-
ality whatsoever. The Socialist United States of
Africa will constitute the real framework of in-
dustrialization of the African continent.

7

This reconstruction needs in the second place
a real banding together of all existing economic
resources and planned development. If the
international working class is able to safeguard
large financial and technical help to the young
African states, without political conditions or
strings, this development could become very rapid.
Africa could jump directly from the iron age to
the age of electronics, of automation and of nuc-
lear energy. But even if this help remains in-
sufficient, planned economy, investment in the
country itself of all the colonial companies’ in-
comes as a result of their nationalization, and the
cooperative development of agriculture, will be
indispensable trump cards for tomorrow’s in-
dependent Africa.

To pass from purely political independence to
real independence from imperialism, the develop-
ment of an autonomous labour movement will
show itself to be indispensable. The African trade-
union movement has undergone a tumultuous up-
surge for several years. Three international con-
federations vie with each other for regrouping
the young African trade union movement.
Whether it appears out of this union movement
or whether it differentiates itself as the extreme
Left-wing of the national movement, a political
labor movement basing itself on the ancient col-
lectivist tradition of Black Africa will be able
to play a more and more important role in the
young African states, and will stake its claim to
lead the African nation into being.

TO THE AID OF THE CEYLONESE REVOLUTION

The parliamentary elections in Ceylon, fixed
for March, 1960, are being fought in the context
of dark intrigues, plots and even crimes of the
imperialist and native reactionary forces, and of
the feverish expectations of the masses who are
filled, according to their social layer (workers,
peasants, Sinhalese and Tamil petty-bourgeois)
with impatience for action, unrest and even con-
fusion.

Elsewhere we publish detailed news of the
events which have led up to the assassination of
Prime Minister Bandaranaike and the dissolution
of parliament.

*

From the confused and constantly changing
picture which the political situation in the country
has presented since then, certain traits emerge
clearly, however: the country is going through a
prerevolutionary crisis which is rapidly maturing
and which will soon attain a radical conclusion,
one way or the other. The social forces are being
polarized around the most dynamic represent-
atives of the extreme Right and the extreme Left,

leading to the virtual disappearance of inter-
mediary formations.

In such a climate the parliamentary way, even
if it proves to be respected, could be only a stage
in the search for a power resting on extra-
parliamentary forces. Reaction, imperialism and
the compradore bourgeoisie are still hesitating be-
tween holding the elections and staking every-
thing on a victory of the United National Party
and the temptation of a final coup d’état, con-
solidating the de facto dictatorship of the present
government over which Dahanayake, the latest
“strong man” in process of being built up, pre-
sides. The results of the partial local elections
held recently in Colombo and elsewhere seem to
favor the prospect of a possible victory of the
UNP.

But how complete would such a victory be?
Only a crushing victory of the Party in question
could permit reaction to base itself on a power
which, though with a parliamentary fagade,
would be sufficiently strong at a later stage to
break the working-class organizations,



If reaction comes to doubt such a possibility in
the course of the elections, it would be able to
inflict anew its choice in favor of a coup d’état
installing an openly dictatorial power.

The revolutionary Opposition must be seriously
prepared for all eventualities both before and
after the eventual elections. For in any case the
days of bourgeois parliamentary democracy are
henceforward numbered in this island, the “Swit-
zerland of the Far East.”

This Opposition is represented basically by the
Lanka Sama Samaja Party, Ceylonese Section of
the IVth International.

With the de facto disappearance of the centrist
Party of Bandaranaike, and the marked setbacks
both to the Philip Gunawardena group and to the
Communist party, the LSS P becomes the pole
of attraction, organization and activity of the
revolutionary forces of the country which are
lining up against the threatening reaction.

It is to be hoped that the organizations claiming
to represent the working class will make a Front
with the LSS P to ward off this danger.

The victory of the revolutionary opposition
will be the result of a mobilization and an organ-
ization of the masses, both on the parliamentary
and the extra-parliamentary field, for the aim
of a workers’ and peasants’ government applying
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a bold class program and inaugurating thus the
Ceylonese social revolution, proletarian and so-
cialist. Never was the stake in the struggle taking
place more clearly defined objectively: a pro-
imperialist and capitalist dictatorship, or a wor-
wers’ and peasants’ government.

The revolutionary opposition will not fail to
clarify for the masses this meaning of the struggle,
and appeal to them to mobilize and organize in
every way to confront reaction and beat it.

Organization of the masses, including their mil-
itary organization into workers’ militia and pea-
sant corps which could eventually begin a guerilla
war in the event of a reactionary coup, becomes
an imperious necessity.

In the decisive fight in which the LSSP is
now engaged, it benefits from the active solidarity
of the whole international revolutionary Marxist
vanguard, and particularly of the IVth Interna-
tional.

The International Secretariat of the 1Uth In-
ternational renews its appeal to the whole inter-
national Marxist proletarian vanguard, and part-
icularly to the sections of the International, ma-
terially and morally to aid the struggle of the
LS S P for workers’ and peasants’ power in Cey-
lon. Let our international solidarity show itself
in action, full and prompt!

A NEW TURN TO THE RIGHT IN POLAND

During the last months the situation in Poland has
again significantly worsened. The mistakes of bureau-
cratic planning have created a serious shortage of
meat; assisted by a surprise offensive from General Win-
ter, they have caused Warsaw to fall without heat, light
and even water on tap! Clamoring for discipline, Go-
mulka has told the grumbling but despairing Polish
masses that the time has come for a regime of austerity
and tightening of belts.

It was in these circumstances that the Polish workers,
students and intellectuals received the startling news
of important changes in the leading personnel of the
United Workers” Party. Edward Ochab was to be re-
placed as Minister of Agriculture, to become propaganda
boss. Jerzy Morawski, the most faithful of Gomulka’s
lieutenants and — apart from Matwin, who had already
been “disciplined” earlier — the most “Leftist” of the
central committee members, who played a decisive réle
in October 1956, was dismissed as secretary of the C C
in charge of propaganda. An old-time Stalinist and
“Natolinist”, Szyr, who favors developing huge heavy-
industry projects, was put in charge of the Central
Planning Board. One of the most hated Stalinists, ex-
Minister Tucharski, who by his bureaucratic despotism
towards the workers of the Ciegielski Plant had caused
the general strike and uprising in sping 1956 at
Poznan, was taken back into the government. General
Witaszewski, another Stalinist henchman, responsible for
the repression of the Poznan uprising, was named head
of the political department of the army. Julian Hoch-

feld, a leader of the Left-wing social-democats who
went over to the Stalinist party in the post-war fusion,
but who had played an intellectually leading réle in the
“thaw” of 1956—1957, lost his position in the Institute
of Foreign Affairs, though still a deputy in the Sejm.
Two explanations are offered for these startling changes.
According to one version, the serious meat shortage has
forced Poland to call for Soviet help, and the Soviet bu-
reaucracy has imposed on Gomulka, as the price of this
help, a rehabilitation of the minor “Natolinists.” There
is, however, little reason to accept this version of events.
All the signs indicate that Khrushchev has fully made
his peace with Gomulka and regards him — in the same
way as he regards Kadar in Hungary — as the only
possible leader of the Polish party under present con-
ditions. The strong attack made by Khrushchev on
“Rakosi and his clique” at the second congress of the
Socialist Workers” Party of Hungary indicates that the
Kremlin has no love lost for its former agents who,
through their “excesses”, are considered mainly respon-
sible for the 1956 events in Poland and Hungary.
The other explanation of these astonishing changes
in the Polish party leadership seems to us much more
plausible. As we already indicated before the third
congress of the Polish United Workers’ Party (in the
spring 1959 issue of Fourth International) Gomulka is
driven by the terrible logic of his purely pragmatic
approach to the problems of Polish society. “Yesterday
a victim of the bureaucracy, he has become in a few
years its instrument and its main support”, we wrote
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in May 1959. The logical final stage of this evolution,
the end of the 180-degree turn, is precisely his becom-
ing convinced that his former main enemies, the ultra-
Stalinist diehards of the “Natolinist” school, are the best
leaders for Poland under present conditions . . .

In a typically bureaucratic, Stalinist way, Gomulka
has amrived at the conclusion that all the decisive pro-
blems of Polish economy can only be solved through
“discipline”. There is a clear inflationary trend in the
country? In order to do away with it, workers must be
“disciplined” (i e, not receive any more big bonuses),
and farmers must be “disciplined” too (in the first place,
they must pay at once the huge arrears of taxes and fines
which have accumulated in the countryside.) There is
an evident and desperate distrustfulness inside the Party?
In order to eliminate it “liberals”, “doubters”, “devia-
tionists,” must be disciplined, and the seeds of “excessive
liberalism” stamped out right inside the central commit-
tee and its secretariat. There is a terrible mood of in-
difference and hostility towards the Party in the coun-
try? To do away with it, people must be “disciplined”,
must be prevented from reading “anti-Party literature
and newspapers”; newspapers must be straitjacketed
again. The Writers’ Union itself, that fortress of “rotten
liberalism”, must be “disciplined” too, as was done at
its recently-held congress, when its president, Slonimski,
was replaced by the official candidate of the Party for
this job.

And who are more capable of doing an efficient job
of “disciplining” than those very people who amassed
a huge body of experience in this field during the years
1944—1956, “disciplining” thousands of men and women
to death and prison, as they unfortunately did with
Gomulka himself?

Social and economic problems, however, cannot be
solved by “discipline” if the basic facts of life are not
taken into account. It is sufficient to compare the Po-
land of today with Jugoslavia in order to discover the
tremendous chance Poland missed in 1957 when, under
Gomulka’s pressure, the Party stopped short on the
road towards workers’ management, and a new and less
rigid approach towards central planning.

There is no better “discipline” than the discipline of
good results. Productivity of labor and economy of re-
sources have tremendously increased in Jugoslav facto-
ries as compared with Polish factories — not because
Jugoslav managers are better, or less bureaucratic, than
their Polish colleagues, but because the workers’ say
in management, and their direct stake in the financial
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results of the plants, have taught them a lesson which
they will never forget. It now depends on their own
output whether they get a thirteenth or fourteenth
month of pay a year, whether their apartments can be
repaired, or whether a new block and a new school can
be built in their quarter. The direct link between in-
creased production and increased wellbeing for the
people, on the spot, has done more to further produc-
tivity than a million motions on “discipline” and a
million speeches in favor of “socialist competition”. The
Poles were rapidly learning the same lesson in 1956—
1957; when it was brutally interrupted, their leaders
courted disaster. Disaster has now overtaken the United
Workers’ Party.

The same is true of the countryside. An increased
flow of consumer goods to the farmers, coupled with
big investment in agriculture and the development of
model state farms which can compete with the private
sector, control prices and force them down, has helped
Jugoslavia to solve within a few years the basic pro-
blems of the transition period in the village. For the
first time since Stalin’s catastrophic experiment with
forced collectivization, there now exists an example of
a successful socialist policy in agriculture. Gomulka did
not fail to try to seduce the peasant. But he failed to
develop at the same time the parallel pressure of huge
investments in efficiently-run state farms. As a result,
the private farmer became the master of the market in
agricultural goods. Again disaster was courted; again
disaster overtook the Polish party.

There is no chance that the inner resources of the
Polish vanguard, or of the Polish working class — terribly
demoralized by the abrupt end of their “October” hopes
— will be able to force a change of line in the coming
months. If a positive solution of the Polish crisis could
be brought about, it would be only through an inter-
national development: a new stage in the “de-Stalini-
zation” of the Soviet Union itself, or a big upheaval, e g,
in eastern Germany. But at least the scattered vanguard
elements, who are all that remains from the October
upsurge, can ponder the political lessons implicit in this
terrible experience. These lessons can be summarized in
one sentence: the bureaucracy is a social force which
can be neutralized and overcome only through increased
power, freedom and liberty of action for the working
class as such. Any other approach to the problem
remains pragmatic, and leads inevitably along Gomulka’s
road — back to Natolin!

OLD-LINE STALINISTS CHALLENGE TOGLIATTI LEADERSHIP

At the end of January the Italian Communist Party will
hold its IXth national congress. Three years have passed
since the VIIIth congress, which met in December, 1956
under the direct influence of the Stalinist crisis and the
Hungarian events. On that occasion the leading group
succeeded in maintaining its control of the Party in spite
of the latterly widespread feelings of dissatisfaction. The
main trends of the economic and political situation, then
frankly unfavorable to the workers’ struggles, aided the
leading bureaucracy in two ways: by limiting the discus-
sion through the absence on Party work of many rank-
and-file militants (undoubtedly the majority of the member-
ship), who became disillusioned and collapsed in passivity;
and, on the other hand, by favoring the acceptance of and
-giving apparently some foundation to Togliatti’s new

theories about the “democratic way to socialism.”
The objective situation favoured at any rate a principle
of political differentation in the leading bodies; so, to the

‘Right of Togliatti, a Right-wing composed mainly of in-

tellectuals and of petty bourgeois elements revealed itself.
This tendency, after some months of disorganized struggle,
dissolved and most of its adherents joined the Socialist
party. But the most important dissensions arose in the
inner leading group. A tendency of old Stalinist dichards
opposed Togliatti’s “new course” in the leadership of the
Party, demanding the continuation of the old methods of
bureaucratic, Stalinist management. Togliatti’s “new course”
was in no way an advance toward Party democracy: it
was only an intelligent, neo-Stalinist method, securing the
political monopoly of the party machine through some
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forms of constitutionality, some verbal guarantees of po-
litical dissent, a new style of dealing with party members.
The old Stalinist wing, reflecting in its positions some of
the views of the French Stalinists like Thorez, opposed
Togliatti’s course as too advanced; it did not dare to bring
these dissentions into the open, and so Togliatti was able
to evict its members from the leading Party bodies, con-
fining them to a body of resounding name but till then
of no practical importance, the Central Control Commis-
sion. But the group of the “elders” — as they are aptly
named — gave new impulsion and activity to the sleeping
machine of this Commission, and succeeded in running it
as a second Party leadership, so counteracting the power
of Togliatti’s group. This situation is now approaching a
showdown: the Togliatti group is instancing its successes
of recent years, which have brought the Party out of the
difficult and menacing situation of three years ago. In
spite of the fact that these successes are due to the ob-
jective course of events far more than to the merits of
Togliatti’s political mind, his group now finds itself strong
enough to eliminate his opponents.

So the main theme at the central committee meeting
preparing the Congress, and in the documents proposed
by it, is the struggle against “sectarianism and dogmatism”
which “countermanded” the full development of the Party’s
new policy, and “retarded” the realization of the VIIIth
congress resolutions, both in inner-party life and in po-
litical action within the country. This is really a declara-
tion of war against anortymous people, who, however,
every Party member with some information is able to
identify as the “elders” of Scoccimarro (their outstanding
political figure). In any event the differences will not
openly explode; Togliatti has no interest in this, and the
“elders” will be faithful to their ultra-bureaucratic mental-
ity. Moreover, they could not find any support among
the rank-and-file: Togliatti and his main assistant, Amen-
dola, are launching a campaign for the ‘“renovation” of
the Party, with the object of gaining the enthusiasm of
the rank-and-file and of isolating their enemies.

Thus the Congress will presumably be controlled by
the group of Togliatti, who will carry out a “renovation”
of the party, that is, some democratic new concessions
within the limits of the survival of bureaucratic rule. To-
gliatti and Amendola think that in this way they will give
some courage to the membership, and will avoid the spread
of critical thinking about the uncertainty of their political
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perspectives; and, at the same time, resolve the inter-
bureaucratic dissension with Scoccimarro.

But what are the general perspectives of the Party in
the Italian situation? The documents, merely exaggerating
the successes of the party in the last period, and present-
ing its situation in a propagandistic and distorted manner,
contain nevertheless important admissions: thus it is re-
vealed that the membership has been reduced by 247,000
(from two millions to 1,750,000 in round figures); that the
militancy of the rank-and-file is now lower than three
years ago, when this question was already grave; that the
strength of the Party in industrial activity has been still
further reduced (in reality there are no party cells in most
industrial establishments). As to future activity, the do-
cuments reveal that the party has not succeeded in carry-
ing on its “anti-monopolist” policy, and has not sufficiently
counteracted the social and political pressure of the dy-
namism of the big monopolies. These are precious ad-
missions, because,  with these negative remarks, the great
victories claimed are reduced to a pretty poor show.

But nowise is the policy of the “democratic way” under
discussion. The Togliatti leadership will move even further
along this road than in its position of 1956. Now the main
perspective hinges on “broad alliances” of the middle class
with the workers’ Parties, on a program of anti-monopol-
istic policy. Big “democratic steps forward” are announced
in this way. In reality there are no symptoms of such
developments, nor in a theoretical analysis can Togliatti’s
forecast be maintained. Togliatti is theorizing from a
particular experience, that of the regional government of
Sicily, where a group of dissident Christian-Democrats,
leaning towards the Right, is in power with the votes of
the Left. This is a very complicated situation, which can-
not be analyzed here, but which is evidently possible only
in the peculiar political terms of a backward country such
as Sicily. The theories and the forecast of the Stalinist
leadership have no place in Italian national reality, and
will serve no purpose except to cover the lack of real
political perspectives and the opportunistic maneuvers with
which Togliatti seeks to get out of his impasse. His political
formulas already came under fire at the last central com-
mittee meeting, where some of his firmest associates have
denounced their imprecision — a well calculated impreci-
sion. The Congress will deal with Togliatti’'s program —
and undoubtedly will accept it. But reality will soon de-
monstrate its deficiency.

TOWARD THE SIXTH WORLD CONGRESS OF THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL

As announced elsewhere in this number of Fourth Inter-
national, the recent plenum of the International Executive
Committee reached the decision to hold next year the
Sixth World Congress of our International, and to open,
as from now, the preparatory discussion for this Congress.
This discussion has for its scope supremely important sub-
jects which at present preoccupy the vanguard of the in-
ternational workers’ movement, and concern at its highest
point the future of this latter: the situation and prospects
in western Europe; the unfolding, the problems and the
prospects of the colonial revolution; the economic prospects
for the workers’ states and for capitalism; a platform for
the political revolution in the workers’ states dominated
by the bureaucracy.

The discussion has already opened on the basis of a first
document, whose general line was adopted by the recent
plenum of our I E C, bearing on the European perspectives
— of which we are publishing large extracts in this number
of Fourth International.

We shall shortly publish, in like manner, the other do-
cuments which must serve as the basis for the discussion.

The revolutionary Marxist vanguard will thus have the
opportunity to become familiar with the present stage in
the thinking of our international movement.

As always, this thinking continues to be guided by the
principles, the traditions and method of revolutionary
Marxism, and is nourished by the living revolutionary ex-
perience of our epoch.

As a result, it is separated fundamentally from the vulgar
opportunism in which, more than ever, the traditional
social-democratic and so-called “Communist” leaderships
delight. While the former, under the effects of the eco-
nomic conjucture of a passing euphoria which has for some
years already characterized the capitalism of the advanced
countries, are in haste to rid themselves of all “Marxist”
vestiges, the so-called Communist leaderships seem to be
drawing the ultimate conclusions from the theory of “so-
cialism in one country” which Stalin put forward from
1924. After the fashion of pragmatists, the social-demo-
cratic leaderships theorize on a phase of the cyclical evolu-
tion of post-war European and north American capitalism,
ephemerally dominated by the expansion and the “miracles”
of “free enterprise.” This phase they extrapolate into the
entire foreseeable future, and so doing seem to forget not
only the immense problem of the under-developed coun-
tries but also the lagging behind of the capitalist countries
by comparison with the expansion in the workers’ states.
The so-called “Communist” leaderships theorize onthe in-
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terests, no less ephemeral, of the Soviet bureaucracy for
an international agreement and “peaceful coéxistence.”

If we are to believe them, the world victory of socialism
will prove to be in practice the result of the building of
socialism in the USSR in the first place, and of the
universal and irresistible contagion of her example. Whence
follows in practice, no less inevitably, an interim policy
of ultra-opportunism, with the sole aim of preserving
“peaceful coéxistence.” The communicative “optimism” of
Khrushchev about the economic development of the USSR
in the years to come is responsible for much of this mystic-
ism tending to liquidate the international revolutionary
movement. .

The thinking of the IVth International has nothing in
common with these pragmatic theories, which are deter-
mined by very precise social and political interests.

The preparatory discussion for the Sixth World Con-
gress will pose and clarify from the vantage point of re-
volutionary Marxism the fundamental questions so complet-
ely avoided, so entirely warped by the traditional leader-
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ships: What are the causes, the limits, the prospects of the
present relative stability of European and north American
capitalism? What are the economic prospects of the evolu-
tion of capitalism and the workers’ states and of their
competition in the decade to come? What are the problems
and the prospects of the colonial revolution? What are
the balance-sheet and the prospects of the Khrushchevite
policy in the USSR and the European “people’s demo-
cracies?” Where is China going? Whither the European and
world workers’ movement? etc, etc. To all these questions
the forces of the IVth International working in the mass
movements in the capitalist countries, the colonial and
dependent countries, as well as the militants in the workers’
states, will try to give the reply most in conformity with
living revolutionary Marxism.

Both the preparation and the holding of the Sixth World
Congress will brilliantly underscore the ideological and
organizational advance of the IVth International, World
Party of the Socialist Revolution.



"IN DEFENSE OF
THE CHINESE REVOLUTION

By MICHEL PABLO

Since the events in Tibet last spring, there has
been an incessant stirring of the reactionary cam-
paign against the Chinese revolution, which tends
to undermine its influence among the Asian
masses and colonial people in general.

In this campaign, the Asian capitalists are in
obvious connivance with imperialism, only too
happy to justify the scandalous prolongation of
the international blockade against the great Chin-
ese revolution. The Indian bourgeoisie first of
all found in the demagogic exploitation of the
events in Tibet, and then in what it calls the
“frontier incidents,” an opportunity to turn the at-
tention of the Indian masses from their growing
misery towards an exacerbated nationalism, and
to set them up against China, chief catalyst of
the revolutionary potential which is growing and
threatens to explode in India.

For People’s China, from all the evidence, re-
presents objectively enemy number one of the
Indian bourgeoisie, to the extent that its economic
and cultural progress contrasts more and more
with the stagnation, if not retrogression, in India
under the bourgeois régime of the Congress party
and Nehru.

The “friendship” which the latter had pro-
claimed over quite a long period was only making
a virtue of necessity. This “friendship” was in
reality the price paid in exchange for the ultra-
opportunist attitude of the Chinese leadership in
regard to the Indian bourgeoisie; the former
having, with the connivance of the Kremlin, or-
dered the Communist Party of India to guarantee
“social peace” and support Nehru.

But class realities and demands are, in the final
analysis, more decisive than any calculated
“friendship.” The necessity for turning the atten-
tion of the Indian masses from the revolutionary
experience of China and for setting them against
her has become all the more urgent since the
situation in India continues to deteriorate.

A part of the Indian bourgoisie, which is be-
coming more and more important, can see no so-
lation other than making an approach to Ameri-
can imperialism, an approach which goes along
with the reappraisal of foreign alliances and
friendships and a harder internal policy. The
current reconciliation with Pakistan and the visit
to New Delhi announced by Eisenhower are typ-
ical operations which enter into this range of
ideas.

Nehru, a more subtle and equally more con-

scious representative of his class, is in reality the
author of the present changeover of the foreign
policy of India and of its internal climate.

“To slow down People’s China and set public
opinion against her is a prerequisite for this oper-
ation. Nehru, pretending to yield unwillingly to
the pressure of public opinion, has hypocritically
continued to undermine the friendship towards
revolutionary China and its popularity. He has
put it in the dock on account of the events in Tibet
and those which followed on the frontiers.

Let us get this last question clear. This is all
the more necessary since the Communist party,
as well as Khrushchev himself, have not hesitated
to dissociate themselves from China, and to in-
criminate her indirectly as chiefly responsible for
the “frontier incidents.”

The Indian Communist Party, roused in a fer-
vour of patriotism, not to say chauvinism, and
with the blessing of the Indian bourgeoisie and
its “hero” Nehru, suffers manifestly at the pre-
sent moment from the pressure of “public opinion”
and has shamefully capitulated before this pres-
sure. This is the inevitable ransom for its ultra-
opportunist policy, to which Pekin as well as Mos-
cow has greatly contributed. As for Khrushchev,
who generously proclaims an equal “neutrality”
towards China, a workers’ state in full revolu-
tionary development, and to India, a bourgeois
state, fighting desperately against the revolution
which is ripening and threatens to explode, he
manifestly obeys the demands of his policy of
“peaceful coéxistence” and of compromise with
imperialism.

What counts now for him is to give proof that
he remains loyal to the spirit of his talks with
Eisenhower.

It is this loyalty which leads him now to dis-
cover, for example, the “historic bonds” which
have enchained Algeria, colonised by French im-
perialism, but ignore the rights which revolu-
tionary China has reasons to consider to be really
valid historically in regard to the delimitation
of her frontier with India and Pakistan. In the
case of Algeria, it is a question of Khrushchev
coming to an agreement with de Gaulle to the
detriment of the Algerian revolution. In the case
of the “frontier incidents,” it is a question for him
of safeguarding Indian “friendship” to the de-
triment of the Chinese revolution.

Naturally, everyone can fairly deduce that such
an attitude towards the latter betrays a state of
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affairs between Pekin and Moscow which is at
present rather strained, for reasons which go far
beyond the Indo-Chinese dispute. The near future
will throw more light on this question for us.

We come back to the essence of the Indo-Chi-
nese frontier dispute. It is a fact accepted by all,
that revolutionary China has never accepted the
frontier line with India and Pakistan, drawn in
the past by British imperialism (the McMahon
line) and reclaimed by New Delhi and Karachi:
on the contrary she has declared that this question
must be settled amicably “through friendly nego-
tiation conducted in a well-prepared way step
by step.” * The frontier points and regions at pre-
sent in dispute are shown on Chinese maps as
forming part of China, and have been since the
Liberation under the effective administrative and
military authority of China. It is in such a region
controlled by China since the Liberation that the
recent incidents of October 20 occurred, when an
Indian patrol came into conflict with the Chinese
forces which had been installed there for a long
time.

The revolutionary Marxists have no special
reason for according more credit to the assertions
of the bourgeois government of Nehru than to
those of the Pekin workers’ government. The
latter declares that all the incidents of the past
month were provoked by the incursion of Indian
forces into territories controlled by China since
the Liberation and that “although the Chinese
government cannot recognise the illegal Mc-
Mahor;' line, guards have never crossed this
line.”

Better still, if the points and regions of the
frontier zone between China, India and Pakistan
are in reality still undetermined and require fix-
ing, clearly the revolutionary Marxists can only
favor the Chinese point of view without com-
plications, that is to say, the point of view which

1 Declaration by the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
October 26, 1959.
2 Ibid.
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conforms most to the strategic interests of the
Chinese state and the Chinese revolution.

The entire frontier dispute is concerned with
a desert mountain region of the Himalayas, but
of very important strategic interest. It is really
the hinge between the three countries and com-
mands China’s access to India and Pakistan, and
vice versa (the access of these countries to China).
There is absolutely no reason why the Chinese
workers’ state should show itself “generous” and
give away gratuitously these very important
strategic positions to the bourgeois states, India
and Pakistan, allies of imperialism.

The revolutionary Marxists, including those of
India and Pakistan, placed in a similar position,
begin first of all by giving more credit and even
favoring the point of view of the workers’ state,
and not of their own bourgeoisie, and by resisting
the current chauvinism that the bourgeoisie will
not hesitate to arouse in order to undermine the
prestige and influence of its revolutionary neigh-
bour. The revolutionary Marxist certainly cannot
forget that the Chinese workers’ state is now gov-
erned by a bureaucratic administration brought
up in the school of Stalinism. But this bureau-
cratic leadership in questions of frontier disputes
defends fundamentally the interests of the wor-
kers’ state and of the revolution, independent of
the possible criticisms of certain of its actions.
Between it and the national bourgeoisie, the Marx-
ist revolutionaries are neither “neutral” nor in-
clined to yield, for the strongest of reasons, to
any kind of insidious form of nationalism. They
are resolutely opposed to the chauvinist current
in"their own country, they unmask the hypocritic-
al and reactionary campaign by their own bour-
geoisie and subordinate the possible future critic-
isms of the bureaucratic leadership of the workers’
state to the defense of this state. It belongs quite
naturally to the IVth International to hold high
the flag of defense of the great Chinese revolu-
tion, which is now so much embarrassing the
Kremlin and the Indian Stalinists.

November 10, 1959

INDIA AND CHINA

By MICHEL PABLO

“It is a part of historical fact that the center
of gravity of conflict is shifting from Europe to
Asia,” declared Nehru on the same day he re-
ceived Eisenhower in New Delhi. '

- “For the first time,” he added, “a would-be
world Power is sitting on our border. Two mighty

armies are facing each other across 2,500 miles
of the Himalayas, and today they are facing each
other’in anger . .. Mighty changes are converging
on the 600 million Chinese. The 400 million In-
dians are also changing, but not in that violent
and abrupt way. If two mighty countries face each
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other in an armed way, it is a major world
event.” *

For nine whole years, Nehru admits, he avoided
raising the question of China, despite the fact
that he was aware that “Communist China was
making some kind of claim on Indian territory,” *
and that she had even established administrative
and military control over the territories appearing
as Chinese in her maps.

Why, then, does Nehru now change his attitude,
and even go so far as to allow himself to fore-
shadow the menace of a possible war between
[ndia and China?

The main explanation for this significant about-
face is in reality to be found in the consequences
which the events in Tibet this year are beginning
to bring.

The “friendship” of India and China during
these last nine years was based in large part on
the existence of a barrier — the feudal régime
embracing the whole Himalayan region which
separates the two countries.

This barrier to some extent dammed up the
dynamism of the Chinese revolution and consider-
ably lessened the danger of its contaminating
feudal-capitalist India. The Tibetan events, forc-
ing the Pekin government to proceed with a rad-
ical social transformation of the Himalayan zone,
busted the dam. Henceforward the torrent of the
expanding Chinese revolution will come bursting
thr(ﬁ_lgh the mountains, overflowing into India
itself.

This is the fundamental reason now impelling
Nehru to hover between alarums and threats. Al-
ready the question has gone far beyond a dispute
over some frontier positions, never clearly defined
historically — though certainly of very consider-
able strategic interest — and situated in a deserted
area. It is now becoming an extremely serious
affair: concerning the revolutionary infection of
all the buffer territories stretching over 2,500
miles, which should form a barrier to the Chinese
reg}olution — Bhutan, Sikkim, Nepal, Tibet, Kash-
mir.

For so long as this danger did not exist, Nehru

avoided raising the question of the control es--'-
tablished by the Chinese over the territories

figuring on their maps.

For example Nehru admits that he knew, two
years ago, that the Chinese were solidly installed
in Ladakh and that they had even built a road.
“In order not to stir up Indian national feeling,”
he claims, he witheld the information from par-
liament.

Really he avoided for a long time negotiating
the delimitation of frontiers, as the Chinese had

1 New York Herald Tribune, December 10, 1959,
2 Ibidem,
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never ceased from requesting, knowing that, even
from the historical and juridical points of view,
his case was not so solid.

“The quarrel with India is about frontiers
which were fixed by British imperial power,” the
British Observer frankly admits (November 22,
1959). It adds:

Britain, having conquered India, pushed out
her frontiers as far as they could be carried
without a major war. In doing this, Britain
occupied a border area much of which was
inhabited by non-Indian peoples. The frontier
with China, where demarcated at all, was
fixed arbitrarily and surreptitiously, or by
treaties which Pekin now denies were cor-
rectly negotiated with the Chinese central
government of the time. (Emphasis added.)

The frontier incidents of this year did not oc-
cur as a result of a so-called recent incursion of
the Chinese into Indian territory, but on the con-
trary as a result of the entry of Indian patrols
into regions and strongholds controlled adminis-
tratively and militarily for a long time by the
Chinese.

END OF “BUFFER” ZONE

This is a point which generally escapes the
hasty critics of Pekin. But then why, after being
uninterested for so long in the presence of the
Chinese in these regions and strongholds, does
Nehru decide so late in the day to dislodge them
by military force?

That is the question to which an answer must
be given.

Let us listen to the voice of the London Times
(November 28, 1959), which no one could very
well suspect of particularly friendly sentiments
towards Pekin. In a leader of very great conse-
quence, the organ of the British big bourgeoisie
made some extremely significant and important
confessions. We cite them almost in full:

Ever since Chinese power was reasserted in
Tibet, the whole Himalayan region has been
given a new importance. At times, in the past,
this area may have served as a buffer zone.
But it has also been for long periods under
the influence of either India or China. ...
Now Chinese influence could return again to
Nepal, Bhutan and Sikkim. All these ter-
ritories have at times recognized some kind
of shadowy authority in Pekin. To say that
Chinese power threatens to spread in the area
is not to impute any present aggressive de-
signs to the Chinese. They have, indeed, been
expressly denied in Pekin. But the steady
transformation of Tibet cannot go on in total -
isolation. Change will always filter through
these high wvalleys and across these bleak
plateaux where most of the inhabitants are
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Tibetans by race. This is true of Ladakh, of
parts of Nepal and Sikkim, of most of Bhutan
and of some pockets along the McMahon
Line. For the moment the rulers and the
priests in these territories have reacted sharp-
ly against Pekin and its works. But absolute
rule is being questioned even in these remote
places and those who question it may not be
so ready to abhor the changes going on across
the frontiers. The long-term possibility is
therefore quite simple. Either progress in
Tibet — ruthlessly imposed maybe, but vis-
ible in its material change — will slowly
draw the people of these other territories
into its orbit or India must make a move to
assure her own northern frontiers from this
possibility as well as reaffirming lines on
maps. The buffer state can survive only so
long as the Powers on each side respect and
value its position and its own internal de-
velopment proceeds in the same relative isol-
ation. That can no longer be true of these
Himalayan territories. In Mao Tse-Tung’s
phrase, they must lean to one side or the
other. The shift may not come about im-
mediately; a certain neutrality can and
should survive. But to the question: on which
side are you neutral? Mr Nehru has now
stated the Indian answer. (Emphasis ours.)

It is impossible to be more clear on the revolu-
tionary consequences of the events in Tibet, and
on the profound reasons for the new attitude of
Nehru, conscious representative of the threatened
Indian bourgeoisie.

Recent events perfectly underline these conclu-
sions.

Nehru is in process of applying pressure on
Nepal to align this state with New Delhi against
Pekin. He has gone so far as to declare in par-
liament that “any attack on Nepal or Bhutan
would be regarded as aggression against India”!

But the masses of these areas are far from wel-
coming Indian “friendship” and “protection.”
Obviously the language of the Chinese revolution
emanating from Tibet suits them much better.

“The land of Gurkha warriors surrounded by
mountains and sandwiched between Red China’s
Tibet and the Ganges plain, is determined not to
get dragged into Delhi’s squabbles with Pekin,”
writes the correspondent of The News Chronicle
in Khatmandu. (November 30, 1959.)

So determined, that its inhabitants openly revolt
against Indian officers who try bard to utilize
these Gurkha warriors to exterminate the sup-
porters of unification of Nepal with Tibet and
China!

“India has withdrawn almost all its crack Gur-
kha troops,” writes the correspondent of The
Daily Express in Calcutta (December 2, 1959),
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“from the two vital strategic areas of Sikkim and
the North-East Frontier Agency, and replaced
them by Punjabi regiments of Sikhs.

“The move follows repeated reports of disaffec-
tion and intensive political activity among the
Gurkhas, the hardy hill fighters from Nepal and
the surrounding districts. An organization called
the Gurkha League has been active among Gurkha
troops.” Members of this League “talk of a Mon-
gol Brotherhood in which Nepal, Tibet and China
would be ‘blood brothers.’

“When the Gurkha troops,” commanded by
Indian officers and destined for the repression
of such League members, “found that the people
they were supposed to shoot at were exactly like
themselves, some units became completely demo-
ralized.”

NEHRU’S HYPOCRISY UNMASKED

Thus the hypocrisy of Nehru in accusing China
of having suppressed the ‘“national revolt” in
Tibet is completely unmasked by his own attempt
to crush the national and social revolt in Nepal.
The revolutionary infection originating in China
and Tibet is penetrating ever more profoundly
into Indian territory.

Despite the shameful attitude of the Commun-
ist Party of India to the frontier incidents, and
in spite of the nationalist propaganda which the
Indian bourgeoisie is spreading among the masses,
and particularly the petty-bourgeoisie, of the
country, the peasants of India, hungry for land
and justice, are interpreting the Chinese “pro-
vocations” after their own fashion: they continue

in some regions to vote in massive proportions

for the Indian Communist Party.

The same correspondent of The Daily Express
in Calcutta cables (December 3, 1959):

The Communist Party of India has just won
a crucial by-election in a constituency of
Assam on the edge of the North-East Frontier
Agency. Previously the seat had been won
twice by Congress. They had confidently
raised the Chinese border issue during the
campaign.” (Emphasis added.)

When Nehru speaks of the new “historic” fact
constituted by Sino-Indian relations at the pre-
sent moment, which he wishes to present in terms
of nationalist tension, this should deceive nobody.

It is the expanding Chinese revolution, “brus-
que” and ‘“‘violent,” which is threatening the rot-
ten feudal-capitalist régime of India. The pea-
sants, serfs and share-croppers of the Himalayas,
and beyond the Himalayas deep into Indian ter-
ritory, are beginning to cock an ear to the power-
ful echo sounding out of rumbling Tibet and from
the revolutionary Chinese countryside. The Indian
bourgeoisie and imperialism have instantly under-
stood the danger. The Eisenhower visit, the con-
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versations which have taken place, the agreements
reached, have sealed the rapprochement between
New Delhi and Washington now under way,
which has no other aim than to try to consolidate
a lasting feudal-capitalist reactionary bastion “as
a counterweight to China” (Le Monde, Decem-
ber 11, 1959.)

Imperceptibly the “neutralist” régime of Nehru
and his “socialist” economy — so-called, presum-
ably, because of the preponderance of the public
over the private sector — are sliding into alliance,
including military alliance, with imperialism, and
the sudden and swift enlargening of private, in-

December 15, 1959
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cluding foreign, enterprise and capital. The Third
Five-Year Plan, in preparation, is based more
particularly on the more or less concealed con-
tribution of the latter (foreign capital.) For “de-
fense,” in case of need, “both guns and butter are
equally useful,” declares Nehru, counting on the
comprehension, already attained, of Eisenhower.

But it will not be long before the Indian bour-
geoisie understands that such a “defense” against
the revolution will only have the effect of ac-
celerating the irrepressible advance of the latter.

Rolling round the Himalayas, already thunder
sounds the coming of the storm.



GODESBERG - A VICTORY FOR THE LIQUIDATORS
By G GERBEL

German social-democracy adopted a new pro-
gram at the Godesberg Party congress. The gist
of this document is its clear and unequivocal
adaptation to bourgeois society, the capitalist
state and its military defense. All changes in the
social situation, all reforms of state and society,
are conceived strictly within the framework of
capitalism and have as their goal its protection
from the consequences of crises and class strug-
gles.

The program is an equivocal abjuration of the
remainder of the stock of Marxist ideas tolerated
until now in the S P D. In the best case, Marxism
is granted a historical place in the history of the
workers’ movement of a time ‘“when there were
still class struggles.” The authors go back to the
compost of pre-Marxian ideologies, including the
Sermon on the Mount, apparently not yet rotted
by the passage of history. At the same time the
“socialist goal,” the rudiment of which till now
still glimmered in festive speeches has been
abandoned in favor of formal democracy. Instead
of the old, reformist way to socialism through
democracy, bourgeois democracy itself has ap-
peared. In reality the new program does not re-
veal any new discoveries. It is composed of waste
products of the most various schools of bourgeois
ideology, of which the alien class wing is the
active representative inside the S P D. This ideol-
ogy has already been for years the spiritual basis
of a deciding part of the SPD (the NATO
wing, the fraction in the Bundestag, the Rightists
under the leadership of Erler, Schmidt, Arndt and
Deist.) This liquidationist clique deemed it timely
to make its ideology the official spiritual basis of
the Party, giving thereby a programmatic legality
to deeds already done.

Even though Bernsteinian revisionism is high
as the sky compared with what Godesberg has
allotted the German workers’ movement, yet this
program is an important station on the revisionist
track, if not yet the terminal. This is the road
from a false and erroneous class policy to a full
capitulation to the bourgeois class and its most
reactionary ringmasters. This road is marked by
the milestones of August 1914, the November
1918 days, the January 1919 murders, the rdle
of doctor at the sickbed of capitalism during the
Weimar republic, the capitulation without a
fight of 1930-1933. Already in this period the
SPD had ceased to be a socialist Party. In all
difficult moments of social upheaval it has saved
bourgeois society from collapse and from socialist
revolution; but time and again it has, in such
periods, hidden behind some washed-out socialist
phrases — even they were abused by the then
Right-wing. The Right had to commit this abuse,

paying lip-service to the ideas, in order partly to
maintain the Party’s proletarian basis. This it was
necessary for it to do, to be able to play its role,
as the guarantee against proletarian revolution,
at all.

Today the influence of anti-socialist, of alien
and hostile class elements inside the Party is so
strong, and the political consciousness of the
working-class rank and file so much weakened by
historical, actual objective and subjective factors,
that they can take the liberty of dropping the
“socialist” masquerade. In addition to which, the
S P D apparatus, up to now always a buffer be-
tween the Right and the working-class rank and
file, has fully subordinated itself to the will of
the liquidators.

No one can be surprised by Godesberg and the
preparatory “‘discussion” who has watched the
political situation of the workers’ movement in
the Federal Republic and the practise of the
leaderships of the workers’ organizations — as
well as the sporadic activity of the Leftist forces
during these last years, especially after the
strangulation of the movement against remilitar-
ization. It would have been an illusion to believe
that this Party would still be able to work out
even a reformist program by a political discus-
sion. When events like the First World War,
the revolution and counter-revolution of 1918-
1923, the victory of fascism in 1933, the Second
World War, and the collapse of fascism and Ger-
man capitalism have not succeeded in driving
social-democracy back on to socialist positions, it
were illusory to attribute this task to a pro-
grammatic discussion.

It should be added that for a long time social-
democracy has not been ideologically in a posi-
tion to carry on such a discussion. The sham fights
in Uorwirts served only to preserve the pretense
of Party democracy. This “democracy” showed
its real face when about 240 proposals from the
basic organizations were wiped out with a flick
of the wrist on the “advice” of the Party com-
mittee.

In its overwhelming majority the membership
has shown no interest whatsoever in this discus-
sion. In view of the ideologically low level at
which the Party organizations are maintained, the
members are scarcely capable of participating.
But organizational democracy begins with the
ability to codperate in the elaboration of prin-
ciples, strategy and tactics; this ability is more
important than statutary “rights.”

The composition of the party congress, at which
25 °/o of those qualified to vote had not been elect-
ed, but possessed delegates’ rights on the strength
of holding an office, shows another side of the
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Party’s “democracy.” The other delegates were
sifted out by a voting system which works like
a sieve: in the Party units, scarcely 10 % of the
members were present at the meetings in which
the program and the extraordinary Party congress
were discussed — so that the vote at Godesberg,
and all commanded and consecutively arriving
declarations of consent cannot be considered as
the decision of the membership. The greater part
of the elected delegates came from the Party,
trade-union, laender and municipal bureaucracy.

Only 16 delegates summoned up enough
courage to vote against the whole program. This
dwindling minority demonstrates the weakness of
the Left among the middle layers of social-demo-
cratic functionaries, and shows the present narrow
basis of a Left-wing inside this Party. These 16
votes represent, in the best case, a socialist
nucleus.

A more particularized picture was given by the
clause-by-clause voting. Thus 99 delegates voted
against the decisive clause on economic policy.
This figure comes closer to the real division of
votes and the real influence among the member-
ship. It is very significant that the largest number
of opposition votes should have been recorded on
this clause. This was a last endeavor to cling to
the old goal of socialization. Exactly at this point,
and more than on foreign or cultural policy, the
Party members see through the total adaptation
of the SPD to the existing property relations.
Therefrom comes the influence of the Munich
basic program of the D GB (trade unions) and
the exploitation of the Ahlen program in the
struggle against the “Christians” and the CD U.

By far the greatest part of the delegates, how-
ever, capitulated on the final vote under the
massive pressure of the praesidium and the Party
leadership. After voting against an important and
decisive clause, they gave their votes to the whole
program. That was a capitulation before the
massive unity of the Right plus the Party ap-
paratus. The apparatus did not, as many Left-
wingers had hoped, combine with the working-
class rank and file against the Right — as it did
some years ago against the ballast-throwers —
but exercised, together with the Right which it
found far more congenial, exerted pressure on the
“Left” and consciously pushed it in the desired
direction.

ROLE OF HERBERT WEHNER

The most important rdle in the demoralization
of the Left has been played by Herbert Wehner.
He not only defended the draft program in the
discussion before and after the Party congress,
but, in a steam-rollering and Stalinist way, tried
to unleash a pogrom against the critics. That is
the practice of a real renegade, who wants to
liberate himself from even the pretense of a past.
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Not even a glorious past, however, is in question.
His way to the Communist Party of Germany and
his comet-like rise therein took place at a time
when this Party had degenerated, emasculating
thereby both itself and the working class. By a
false perspective (fascism was already in power
with Briining, von Papen, etc, exhaustion of the
Nazis within a short time); a false strategy and
tactics (splitting the trade unions by means of
the RGO — Red trade-union opposition, the
SPD viewed as the Left-wing of fascism, the
theory of social-fascism, the concept of the united
front from below, the common struggle with the
Nazis in the Prussian ‘“Red referendum” against
the SPD government); and by the complete
Stalinization of the Party organization, the KP D
leadership cleared the road for the victory of fasc-
ism. Wehner’s activity against the Left-wing rank
and file in 1959 was in no way different from
his role, as part of the Stalinist bureaucracy,
against every critic during the years 1928-1933
and during the first years of the emigration who
had the courage to warn against the fatal develop-
ment of the KP D. At that time he denounced
these comrades as agents of social-fascism. Today
he insinuates that those who warn against the
fatal development of the SP D are agents of the
Socialist Unity Party (east German Stalinists.)
When, at the Party congress, appearing in the
character-part of a repentant Marxist, he warned
against the totality of Marxism, he forgot that
he has never been a Marxist, that in the KP D
he embraced “Marxism” in a Stalinized form. His
personal characteristics — egocentrism, disdain
of people and of the masses — which at one time
drove him into the arms of the anarchists, have
eased his path in the Stalinist as well as in the
social-democratic bureaucracy. The example of
Wehner shows the inherent evolution of the bu-
reaucrats of various hues.

The capitulation at the final vote will con-
tribute to a deepening of the apathy among the
proletarian base of the SP D, which as a result
of the Godesberg program is perceptibly extend-
ing. A still smaller number of workers will take
part in the internal life of the Party; to a still
greater extent the influx of fresh, activist elements
into the Party will dry up.

The Godesberg program is absolutely nothing
new. It is the programmatic legalization of a pol-
icy practised for years by the alien-class elements
working within the Party leadership, but above
all by the Bundestag leadership. On the basis of
this legality, these forces will develop a still more
capitulatory policy in the wake of the CD U gov-
ernment.

Their appetite and eagerness for office will
grow continually. This will find its clear expres-
sion in the coming elections and in the electoral
program for 1961. The spirit of this program is
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not the “will to power,” which anyway was still
extant with Schumacher, but the basis for part-
icipation in office on the basis of bourgeois so-
ciety. In the event of this wishful dream being
fulfilled, the German social-democracy will show
in practice that it has “learned” from the fate of
the Weimar republic to trample still more upon
the historic and immediate interests of the work-
ing class. To that extent the Godesberg program
can introduce a new phase in the development of
the German workers’ movement: the phase of the
differentiation between the working class and the
S P D. The workers do not evaluate the SP D on
its program, but they will recognize and rate at
their true value its policy and its practice.

It is the task of the socialist nucleus inside the
S P D to see that this recognition does not demo-
ralize the workers completely, leading to a passive
acceptance of the situation. In the clear realiza-
tion that along the road of the SP D there is no
return from the bourgeois morass, but that a class
differentiation must and will come, this nucleus
must not allow the Right and the apparatus to
separate it completely from the workers organized
in the SP D. Without the slightest theoretical
concessions, and without accepting any respons-
ibility for this (Godesberg) program, all the ex-
isting possibilities must be utilized fully to begin
a struggle within the framework of this program,
and to extend it beyond the program over the
whole field of the Party’s theoretic and political
life (control of “abuses” of economic power, so-
cialization as a “last resort,” etc.) This is no re-
cognition of the program, but a tactical attitude
on the basis of the situation created after Godes-
berg.

The real Left inside the SP D must, by un-
compromising criticism of the program, forge the
ideological weapons which will enable it, in the
course of the coming process of differentiation,
to become the nucleus of a widely-based Left-
wing which, in the practical daily struggle, pushes
out beyond the program.

As a result of the Godesberg decisions, the
S P D stands today on programmatic questions to
the Right of the D G B (even the Ahlen decisions
of the CD U are to the “Left” of Godesberg.)
In the long run it cannot tolerate such a correla-
tion. Before the great mass of trade-union officials
the decision is posed thus: to stand on the Munich
basic program or on that of Godesberg.

At the Stuttgart congress of the D G B a Rosen-
berg-inspired “improved” program was already
circulating. At the next D G B congress it will
be lying on the table of the house. In the mean-
time the S P D leadership, supported by the Right
in the D G B, will develop an increased activity
in support of an equivalent program of class col-
laboration. Here the Left has a new chance to
defend the basic questions of the reconstruction
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of society from a socialist point of view. From this
point of view the Left must devote more atten-
tion to developments in the trade unions. But here
also a point is valid which has already been de-
monstrated by the programmatic discussion in
the SP D. The defence of the Munich basic pro-
gram, also, cannot be carried on abstractly by
participation in a program discussion. The start-
ing points for this are to be found in an active
and intensified work in the trade unions and in
the shops.

The colourful picture presented by the “wild-
cat” strikes, which have been taking place con-
tinuously for some weeks, shows that, in contra-
diction of the spirit of the Godesberg program,
even in time of boom the working-class struggle
exists. That this movement does not carry an
extraordinarily high level of class consciousness,
that it does not reach out immediately to the great
political and social questions, is the product not
of the boom but of the treacherous class réle of
the leadership of the workers’ movement during
the whole of the last decade. But these movements
can become schools for class consciousness pro-
vided the conscious socialist forces not only sup-
port them but, after careful study of all the con-
ditions, become their initiators.

Here the Left strikes layers which were “ab-
sent” during the program discussion in the SP D.
Experience has proved that precisely the working-
class youth, devoid of any experience of the class
struggle, untouched by the history of the workers’
movement and by its theories, take their first steps
in the class struggle. In their great majority they
are sceptical of the older generation and of the
past of the workers’ movement, but also of the
bureaucratic machinations of the apparatuses of
the SP D and the trade unions, and of the com-
plete passivity of the SP D.

All this is the first stage of their class-struggle
activity, which they themselves often do not re-
cognize as a class struggle, the abstract concept of
which has no attractive power for them. On this
basis of a new activization of older and politically
disillusioned, and younger and illusion-less, layers
of the workers, new forces for the Left inside the
S P D and the trade unions can develop from the
great differentiation within these organizations
brought about by the developing class struggle.
The discussion around the Munich basic program
can become a connecting link between elemental
Left movements and a conscious Left-wing. This
development will then supersede Godesberg,
leaving the representatives of the bourgeoisie and
the petty-bourgeoisie in the SP D, and the class-
collaborationist elements in the trade unions,
isolated on the Right, and constituting from the
dynamism of the movement a new leadership on
the basis of a socialist program and a revolution-
ary practice.
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THESES ON THE TASKS OF
INTERNATIONAL SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY

By ROSA LUXEMBURG

A large number of comrades from different
parts of Germany ! have adopted the following
theses, which constitute an application of the Er-
furt program to the contemporary problems of
international socialism.

1. The world war has annihilated the work of
40 years of European socialism: by destroying the
revolutionary proletariat as a political force; by
destroying the moral prestige of socialism; by
scattering the workers’ International; by setting
its Sections one against the other in fratricidal
massacre; and by tying the aspirations and hopes
of the masses of the people of the main countries
in which capitalism has developed to the destinies
of imperialism.

2. By their vote for war credits and by their
proclamation of national unity, the official leader-
ships of the socialist parties in Germany, France
and England (with the exception of the Indepen-
dent Labour Party) have reinforced imperialism,
induced the masses of the people to suffer patient-
ly the misery and horrors of the war, contributed
to the unleashing, without restraint, of imperialist
frenzy, to the prolongation of the massacre and
the increase in the number of its victims, and as-
sumed their share in the responsibility for the
war itself and for its consequences.

3. This tactic of the official leaderships of the
Parties in the belligerent countries, and in the
first place in Germany, until recently at the head
of the International, constitutes a betrayal of the
elementary principles of international socialism,
of the vital interests of the working class, and of
all the democratic interests of the peoples. By
this alone socialist policy is condemned to im-
potence even in those countries where the leaders
have remained faithful to their principles: Rus-
sia, Serbia, Italy and — with hardly an excep-
tion — Bulgaria.

4. By this alone official social democracy in
the principal countries has repudiated the class
struggle in war time and adjourned it until after
the war; it has guaranteed to the ruling classes
of all countries a delay in which to strengthen,
at the proletariat’s expense, and in a monstrous
fashion, their economic, political and moral posi-
tions.

5. The world war serves neither the national
1 On January 1, 1916, they formed the Spartacus League.

defense nor the” economic or political interests
of the masses of the people whatever they may be.
It is but the product of the imperialistic rivalries
between the capitalist classes of the different
countries for world hegemony and for the mono-
poly in the exploitation and oppression of areas
still not under the heel of capital. In the era of
the unleashing of this imperialism, national wars
are no longer possible. National interests serve
only as the pretext for putting the laboring masses
of the people under the domination of their mortal
enemy, imperialism.

6. The policy of the imperialist states and the
imperialist war cannot give to a single oppressed
nation its liberty and its independence. The small
nations, the ruling classes of which are the ac-
complices of their partners in the big states, con-
stitute only the pawns on the imperialist chess-
board of the great powers, and are used by them,
just like their own working masses, in wartime,
as instruments, to be sacrificed to capitalist in-
terests after the war.

7. The present world war signifies, under these
conditions, either in the case of “defeat” or of
“victory”, a defeat for socialism and democracy.
It increases, whatever the outcome — excepting
the revolutionary intervention of the international
proletariat — and strengthens militarism, national
antagonisms, and economic rivalries in the world
market. It accentuates capitalist exploitation and
reaction in the domain of internal policy, renders
the influence of public opinion precarious and
derisory, and reduces parliaments to tools more
and more obedient to imperialism. The present
world war carries within itself the seeds of new
conflicts.

8. World peace cannot be assured by projects
utopian or, at bottom, reactionary, such as tribun-
als of arbitration by capitalist diplomatists, di-
plomatic “disarmament” conventions, “the free-
dom of the seas,” abolition of the right of ma-
ritime arrest, “the United States of Europe,” a
“customs union for central Europe,” buffer states,
and other illusions. Imperialism, militarism and
war can never be abolished nor attenuated so long
as the capitalist class exercises, uncontested, its
class hegemony. The sole means of successful re-
sistance, and the only guarantee of the peace of
the world, is the capacity for action and the re-
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volutionary will of the international proletariat
to hurl its full weight into the balance.

9. Imperialism, as the last phase in the life, and
the highest point in the expansion, of the world
hegemony of capital, is the mortal enemy of the
proletariat of all countries. But under its rule,
just as in the preceding stages of capitalism, the
forces of its mortal enemy have increased in pace
with its development. It accelerates the concentra-
tion of capital, the pauperisation of the middle
classes, the numerical reinforcement of the pro-
letariat; arouses more and more resistance from
the masses; and leads thereby to an intensified
sharpening of class antagonisms. In peace time as
in war, the struggle of the proletariat as a class
has to be concentrated first of all against im-
perialism. For the international proletariat, the
struggle against imperialism is at the same time
the struggle for power, the decisive settling of
accounts between socialism and capitalism. The
final goal of socialism will be realised by the in-
ternational proletariat only if it opposes imperial-
ism all along the line, and if it makes the issue:
“war against war”’ the guiding line of its practical
policy; and on condition that it deploys all its
forces and shows itself ready, by its courage to
the point of extreme sacrifice, to do this.

10. In this framework, socialism’s principal mis-
sion today is to regroup the proletariat of all coun-
tries into a living revolutionary force; to make it,
through a powerful international organization
which has only one conception of its tasks and
interests, and only one universal tactic appropriate
to political action in peace and war alike, the
decisive factor in political life: so that it may ful-
fil its historic mission.

11. The war has smashed the Second Inter-
national. Its inadequacy has been demonstrated
by its incapacity to place an effective obstacle in
the way of the segmentation of its forces behind
national boundaries in time of war, and to carry
through a common tactic and action by the pro-
letariat in all countries.

12. In view of the betrayal, by the official re-
presentatives of the socialist parties in the prin-
cipal countries, of the aims and interests of the
working class; in view of their passage from the
camp of the working-class International to the
political camp of the imperialist bourgeoisie; it
is vitally necessary for socialism to build a new
workers’ International, which will take into its
own hands the leadership and co-ordination of
the revolutionary class struggle against world
imperialism.

To accomplish its historic mission, socialism
must be guided by the following principles:

1. The class struggle against the ruling classes
within the boundaries of the bourgeois states, and
international solidarity of the workers of all coun-
tries, are the two rules of life, inherent in the

21

working class in struggle and of world-historic
importance to it for its emancipation. There is
no socialism without international proletarian
solidarity, and there is no socialism without class
struggle. The renunciation by the socialist pro-
letariat, in time of peace as in time of war, of
the class struggle and of international solidarity,
is equivalent to suicide.

2. The activity of the proletariat of all coun-
tries as a class, in peace time as in war time, must
be geared to the fight against imperialism and
war as its supreme goal. Parliamentary and trade
union action, like every activity of the workers’
movement, must be subordinated to this aim, so
that the proletariat in each country is opposed in
the sharpest fashion to its national bourgeoisie,
so that the political and spiritual opposition be-
tween the two becomes at each moment the main
issue, and international solidarity between the
workers of all countries is underlined and practis-
ed.

3. The centre of gravity of the organization of
the proletariat as a class is the International. The
International decides in time of peace the tactics
to be adopted by the national Sections on the
questions of militarism, colonial policy, commer-
cial policy, the celebration of May Day and, final-
ly, the collective tactic to be followed in the event
of war. -

4. The obligation to carry out the decisions of
the International takes precedence over all else.
National Sections which do not conform with this
place themselves outside the International.

5. The setting in motion of the massed ranks of
the proletariat of all countries is alone decisive
in the course of struggles against imperialism and
against war.

Thus the principal tactic of the national Sec-
tions aims to render the masses capable of po-
litical action and resolute initiative; to ensure the
international cohesion of the masses in action; to
build the political and trade union organizations
in such a way that, through their mediation,
prompt and effective collaboration of all the Sec-
tions is at all times guaranteed, and so that the
will of the International materialises in action by
the majority of the working-class masses all over
the world.

6. The immediate mission of socialism is the
spiritual liberation of the proletariat from the
tutelage of the bourgeoisie, which expresses itself
through the influence of nationalist ideology.
The national Sections must agitate in the parlia-
ments and the press, denouncing the empty wordi-
ness of nationalism as an instrument of bourgeois
domination. The sole defense of all real national
independence is at present the revolutionary class
struggle against imperialism. The workers’ father-
land, to the defense of which all else must be sub-
ordinated, is the socialist International.



TOGLIATTI CONDEMNS THE POLICY OF “SOCIAL-FASCISM”

30 YEARS LATE!
By HENRI VALLIN

The theoretical magazine of the Italian Communist
Party Rinascité published in its issue of July — August
1959 an article by Palmiro Togliatti, entitled “Some
problems of the history of the International”. A long
summary of the same article appeared in the interna-
tional Stalinist magazine World Marxist Review (our
quotations are from the French edition of that magazine:
La Nouvelle Revue Internationale, No 15, November
1959). Many things stand to be corrected in this article.
We shall however concentrate our attention, for the time
being, on only one of the problems it touches on, a
problem which was of decisive importance for the fate
of the German and Austrian working class, nay of the
working class of the whole of Europe and of the Soviet
Union: the attitude of the Communist International and
the Communist Parties towards the rise of Nazism, on
the eve of the conquest of power by the Hitler gangs
on January 30, 1933.

Togliatti’s article offers us in reality a self-criticism in
his capacity of member of the Excutive Committee of the
Communist International of that period. This self-criti-
cism is at the same time a criticism of the policy
followed by all the Communist Parties during Hitler’s
rise to power. We translate the most important para-
graphs from the French edition of the magazine:

The worst mistake, said Togliatti, consisted in
treating social-democracy as social-fascism; no less
mistaken were the conclusions which followed
from that definition. It is correct to say that the
social-democratic leaders had gone so far as to
struggle against the revolutionary mass movement,
and to suppress it even by arms, exactly as did
the fascists. It is also correct to say that there are
points of encounter between reformist ideology,
defending class collaboration, and certain aspects
of the ideology defended by the fascists. But the
social nature of both these movements was dif-
ferent. The fascist were supported by the most re-
actionary layers of Capital; the reformist leaders
were linked with entirely different groups, which
had broken neither with a certain democratic tradi-
tion, nor with bourgeois pacifism. The basis of
both movements was also different: in many coun-
tries, the majority of the workers and of the toil-
ing masses were in the organisations led by the
reformists; and fascist violence attacked those or-
ganisations and tried to destroy them.

But it was above all important to understand in
time the perspective created by the progress of
fascism: a perspective of destruction of all demo-
cratic institutions and liberties. To talk about
social-fascism meant fundamentally to state that
the reformist leaders and social-democracv as such
pursued the same goal, which was obviously wrong.
For it had to happen — and in fact it did happen
— that a (not negligible) part of social-democracy
was ready to defend the democratic institutions
[....] On this basis, the unity of action with the
social-democratic masses and their organisations
became naturally much more difficult; it had only
a sporadic character and could not influence the
situation (pp 157-8 of the French edition)

Some paragraphs further, on p 159, Togliatti states

openly that the absence of this unity of action had
decisively contributed to the victory of Nazi fascism.

We shall not analyze here the opportunist deviation
which is contained in this self-criticism. Instead of
regarding the antifascist united front as a form of the
proletarian class struggle, which would have made it
possible (as the French and Spanish examples of 1934 —
36 have shown) to pass from the defensive against
fascism to a general attack against the capitalist eco-
nomy and state, till the point where a revolutionary
situation is created which puts the conquest of power
on the agenda, Togliatti limits this united front to all
extent and purposes to the defence of bourgeois demo-
cracy, arm in arm with layers of the “liberal bour-
geoisie”. He cannot understand that it was precisely the
crisis of bourgeois democracy and of. the capitalist eco-
nomy which drove hundreds of thousands of desperate
and pauperised petty-bourgeois and unemployed into
the arms of fascism. To limit the united front to purely
defensive purposes, to fail to open socialist perspectives
to the toiling masses, meant to prepare by a detour the
very same victory of fascism (as the tragic example of

Spain 1936 -9 and of France 1934 —40 have also

shown).

But we want to concentrate not upon Togliatti’s
present errors, but upon his self-criticism, ie, upon his
errors of 30 years ago. In this context, a misunderstand-
ing must be eliminated. One could think that Togliatti
has honestly made a mistake, that in the years 1930 —
1933 he had really thought the policy of social-fascism
to be correct, and that it was only after Hitler’s victory
that he "saw the light” and penitently beats his breast
now.

TROTSKY — AND TOGLIATTI —
ON THE UNITED FRONT

Unfortunately, such a hypothesis is untenable for two
reasons. First of all, Togliatti has correctly understood
the fundamental social differences between fascism and
social-democracy already before 1930, as indicated in
an article he published in the magazine Communist
International, an article which in broad lines gave a
correct estimation of fascism Nevertheless, he kept silent
between 1930 and 1933, when the whole international
communist movement had become a gigantic factory
for mass production of “social-fascist” theory and prac-
tice. Secondly, during these decisive years for the
destiny of the German and European proletariat, Leon
Trotsky and the International Left Opposition (fore-
runner of the IVth International), analysed and denoun-
ced in all countries, but especially in Germany, in hun-
dreds of articles, appeals, speeches, pamphlets and
books the folly of this theory and practice of “social-
fascism”, warned the German workers that it would
lead to Hitler’s coming to power, and showed them at
the same time the road towards the proletarian united
front which could prevent disaster. To all these warn-
ings given at the crucial moment, Togliatti found only
one argument to oppose: he kept silent.

[
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We could therefore characterize Togliatti’s concep-
tion of Marxism — Leninism in the following way: It is
of vital importance to understand the nature of fascism,
before it becomes an actual threat; it is of equally vital
importance to analyze — in a “critical and selfcritical
manner’ — the nature of that danger, after the fascists
unfortunately have come to power. But while the danger
is urgent, but can still be overcome, one must have the
courage to keep silent, in order “not to break the unity
of the world communist movement”, in order to prevent
the slightest cloud to obscure the blue sky of “complete
solidarity with the Soviet Union” (actually: with the
ruling bureaucracy in Soviet society).

In the light of this self - criticism which comes 30
years too late, we have to ask three questions of Togliatt
and of every honest communist militant.

In the first place, isn’t it necessary to put an end to
the Thilmann myth, which presents the leader of the
German Communist Party in the years 1930 — 33 as a
kind of German Lenin, always correct on all important
political issues, in the forefront of the fight of the Ger-
man working class?

We have of course respect for Thilmann as a victim
of fascist terror, as we respect the thousands of working
class militants who lost their lives through that same
terror. But we should never forget that Thilmann was
the chief person in Germany responsible for the policies
of “social-fascism” and that with his stubborn sense of
bureaucratic obedience, he crushed and neutralized the
spontaneous protest of broad layers of the communist
workers against that mad policy.

We should [....] now especially apply the strategy
of the main attack to be directed against social-
democracy inside the labor movement [....] As
long as they have not been liberated from the in-
fluence of their social-fascist leaders, these mil-
lions of workers (of the SPD and the ADG B)
are lost(!) for the anti-fascist fight,
wrote Thilmann in the July — August 1932 issue of the
official theoretical (!) organ of the German CP, Die
Internationale (p 281). And in the same article — writ-
ten six months before Hitler came to power! — we find
the following “answer” to Trotsky’s warnings about the
urgency of a united front against the Nazi threat:
Mister Trotsky and similar ‘“‘consultants” of the
proletariat want to propose to the working class a
policy which separates (!) the struggle of the re-
volutionary party against fascism from that against
social-fascism, the struggle against the Hitler party
from that against the social-democracy, and opposes
these struggles to each other. Following their re-
cipe, the CP G should abandon today its struggle
against social-democracy, and form a block with
the party of the Hindenburg socialists, with “Noske
and Grzesinski,”” in order to “fight” in this way
against Hitler (p 283.)

Trotsky, of course, never proposed to stop the struggle
against social-democracy. He only stated the cruel fact
that if this struggle was not subordinated to the com-
mon struggle against Nazism, it would have to be pursu-
ed under the quite uncomfortable conditions of a con-
centration camp. Explaining things in this way would
create, by the way, the necessary conditions for being
listened to by the social-democratic workers, ie, for an
efficient struggle against reformism. Thilmann obstina-
tely refused to understand this, and found a tragic
death in a concentration camp, together with hundreds
of “social-fascists” and thousands of communists.
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STALIN’S RESPONSIBILITY FOR NONSENSE OF
SOCIAL FASCISM

In the second place, it is necessary to state openly
that if Thilmann bears the main responsibility for the
madness of “social-fascism” being applied to the un-
fortunate German labor movement, the main respon-
sibility for putting this madness over the international
and German communist movement in general undoubt-
edly lies with J V Stalin. In the theoretical organ of
the German C P Die Internationale, there appeared in
February 1932 (p 68) the following significant quotation
from J V Stalin:

Fascism is a combat organization of the bour-
geoisie, which supports [!] itself by the active
collaboration of the social-democracy. Social-demo-
cracy is objecively the moderate wing [!] of
fascism. There is no reason to suppose that the
combat organization of the bourgeoisie could ob-
tain decisive successes in the struggle for the gov-
ernment [!] of the country without the active sup-
port of social-democracy [....] There is equally
little reason to suppose that the social-democracy
could obtain decisive successes in the struggle for
the government of the country without the active
support [!] of the combat organization of the bour-
geoisie. These organizations do not exclude [!]
each other, but are of a complementary nature.
They are not antipodes but twins. Fascism is a
formless block [!] of both these organizations.

To continue in Stalin’s style: There is no reason to
suppose that without the pressure of the Comintern’s
apparatus, the German C P would have obstinately
clung for three long years to this mad policy. There
is equally little reason to suppose that without that
pressure, the united front between social-democracy
and the CP could actually have been prevented.
There is therefore no reason to suppose that without
the “ideological activity” of J V Stalin, Hitler could
have come to power.

In the — for this moment — current version of the
History of the C P S U, Stalin is represented as having
been “basically right in his struggle against the
Trotskyists and the Right-wing deviationists.” His “er-
rors” only begin to appear in the thirties, more exactly
in the purges of 1934, which also start the “personality
cult.” Our second question therefore runs as follows:
Does Palmiro Togliatti agree with this latest version of
the History of the C P SU?P Is he of the opinion that
Stalin was right against Trotsky on the German ques-
tion between 1930 and 1933, when he defended the
theory of “social-fascism” and its inevitable consequen-
ces, and condemned Trotsky’s urgent appeals in favor
of a proletarian united front against fascism as “counter-
revolutionary”?

Third: Hitler's coming to power threw back the
cause of socialism in Western and Central Europe for
15 — 20 years. It cost the German and the international
working class thousands of its best sons. It led to tre-
mendous destruction in the western territories of the
Soviet Union, took a toll of 20 million deaths from the
Soviet people and probably retarded the economic
growth of the Soviet Union by at least ten years. No
person in his right mind could justify today that it was
“preferable, in the interest of the defense of the Soviet
Union,” to let Hitler come to power, instead of prevent-
ing this conquest of power by the proletarian united
front!

We therefore pose our third question: was it right
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for Togliatti (and many other communist cadres) to
“obey” in the thirties the nonsense of “social-fascism”
notwithstanding their knowing better, in order to remain
“disciplined” and not to “favor Trotskyists and Right-
wing deviationists”? Was it in the interests of the
international communist movement to keep silent on
this crucial issue for reasons of so-called discipline —
bureaucratic discipline, for Leninist discipline is based
on telling the truth to the workers and to one’s own

Party?

Could Togliatti bring himself to a self-criticism on this
point too? To state the question more precisely: Will
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Togliatti criticize the current issue of the History of the
CPSU, at least at those points where it suppresses
Stalin’s responsibility for the theory and practise of so-
cial-fascism, where it suppresses the fact that Trotsky
was the only internationally known leader of communism
who defended a correct position on this crucial issue?

Will Togliatti answer these three questions? If he
doesn’t, one will have to conclude that he lacks, now
as well as in the years 1930—33, the twin qualities of
strength of character and faithfulness to principles. And
without character and principles, no succesful com-
munist policy is possible, no more to-day than 30 years
ago. -



MARXISM AS SEEN BY
BOURGEOIS ECONOMISTS

By ERNEST GERMAIN

For a few years now, Marxist theory, and more
especially Marxist economic theory, has enjoyed
a kind of revival in academic circles. * It is
not that this theory is being studied or lectured
on objectively at the western universities. It is
rather a curious by-product of the economic suc-
cesses realized by the workers’ states, and more
precisely the technical exploits of the USSR.
The most “liberal” spirits of the bourgeois world
again and again ask themselves if these results
are not due, in the last analysis, to the superior-
ity of Marxian theory. To rephrase a famous
sally of Marx: these gentlemen are more ready
to admit the correctness of 38 theses of Marxism
among 39, than to admit the inherent superiority
of a single socialized factory in a planned eco-
nomy compared to a capitalist one.

Nevertheless, each time, these bourgeois eco-
nomists come back disappointed from their
strange queries into the unknown land of Marx.
Their disappointment has a double origin. One,
the (practical and theoretical) models of Stalinism
to which they address themselves mostly in order
to know what Marxism is all about; second, their
own ideological (and in the last analysis, class)
prejudices, which do not permit them fully to
comprehend the particularities, complexities and
remarkable suppleness of the method of invest-
igation and interpretation of economic phenomena
developed by Marx and his disciples.

Jean Marchal and Jacques Lecaillon, two
French University professors of political economy,
have recently published a long book on Marxian
economics. * They have undertaken a doubtless
honest effort of analysis and synthesis. Never-
theless, their results are mostly disappointing, as
much to the well-informed reader as to the
authors, who do not lack information either. The
sources of this disappointment are precisely those
which we have just indicated.

OBJECTIONS TO THE LABOR THEORY
OF VALUE

Whatever may be their goodwill, these two
professors do not succeed in understanding certain

1 Famous bourgeois economists like Joan Robinson, Samuel-
son and Fr Perroux have devoted articles and books to
Marxism recently.

2 La Répartition du Revenu National, tome $: Modéles Clas-
siques et Marxistes — Edition Génin, Paris 1958, pp 393.
Of these 893 pages, only 50 odd treat classical political
economy; all the rest is devoted to Marxism.

NOTE

Unfortunately we received this important
article on Marxism and certain contemp-
orary bourgeois economists too late for men-
tion on the cover page. — Editors.

nuances, certain basic notions, although they are
rather simple ones. They develop a real obsession
for presenting Marxist theory as a closed, abstract
and logical system. There is of course an element
of truth in that; but at the same time, the cate-
gories of the Marxist “system” cannot be simply
understood as pure abstractions. They are always
abstractions which result from an analysis of a
real historical process, which afterwards is “re-
constructed” by thought in a more or less sim-
plified manner, in order to become fully under-
standable.

Let us take the example of the basic notion of
Marxist economic theory: the value (or exchange
value) of the commodity. It is well known that
Marx developed and completed the labor theory
of value first elaborated by the classical school
of political economy (Petty, Adam Smith, Ricar-
do). This theory states, shortly, that the value
(exchange value) of a commodity is determined
only by the human labor necessary for its pro-
duction. Marx made this definition precise by
adding: socially necessary human labor is the
only source of value production.

Our two professors admit that this theory is
correct — but only in the very long run. They
admit, in other words, that in the last analysis
all value can be retraced to the only source: of
human labor. Even if one admits that there are
two “inputs of value”, labor and capital, one has
still to examine whether “capital” (e g, machines)
is a “source of the last resort.” It is clear that
these machines have also been created by labor
and other machines. If one goes back far enough,
one arrives first at raw materials, in which labor
already represents 50—60 %o of the production
costs. Going back still further, one can finally
discover that all man-made instruments received
their original value only from human labor. Add-
ing everything together, one then arrives at labor
as the only source of value.

But our authors go on by stating that this ana-
lysis becomes incorrect if one substitutes a short
period (e g, one year), or a very short period (e g,
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one production cycle, or one month), for this very
long period. For,
the building of equipment implies also
that the builder [?] does not receive im-
mediately [?] a remuneration for this
effort, that he consents not only to work
but also to forego consumption, that he
gives time. Marx poses implicitly that
this time isn’t worth anything (p 88.)

We admit that we do not understand at all the
distinction which Messrs Marchal and Lecaillon
introduce between normal, capitalist production
of equipment, and any other form of capitalist
commodity production.

Between the beginning of any productive pro-
cess and the moment the value of the produced
commodity has been realized there is always some
period of time during which the capitalist “fore-
goes remuneration’’; the only exception is the one
of producing on fixed order and being paid on
delivery. In that case, only during the actual
period of production does the capitalist forego re-
muneration. It is true that it takes quite a bit more
time to build a modern transfer machine than to
produce, say, a table and four chairs. But on the
other hand the transfer machine is nearly always
sold the moment it is produced, whereas the table
and chairs may remain six months in a shop before
being sold. As for the workers, they don’t receive
an “immediate remuneration” either; they are
paid at the end of the week, of two weeks, or of
the month. What qualitative difference there ex-
ists between these situations, and why “waiting”
should “produce value,” we cannot very well
comprehend.

Our authors in reality seem to suggest (p 90)
the case of a handicraftsman, building himself,
with his own means of production, and without
wage-labor, new productive equipment. In this
case, it is quite true that the handicraftsman
“foregoes consumption” by using his revenue for
buying raw materials etc — which is of course not
true at all in the case of a capitalist. * But here
again, it is not a special case of a handicrafts-
man building some productive equipment; this is
the case of anybody engaged in petty commodity
production and not working on orders. There is,
from this point of view, no difference whatsoever
between, say, an independent toolmaker, a tailor,
or a chemist who is launching all by himself a
new beauty product.

Each one of these petty producers runs a terr-
ible risk: his product may not be sold at all; his
sacrifice may have been — commercially — use-

3 Could one seriously say that Lady Docker, who hasn’t
exactly a modest standard of living, “foregoes consump-
tion” when her husband invests his millions? What could
she do otherwise with them? Buy a hundred gold-plated
Bentleys instead of a couple of them?
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less. This risk is implied in any form of com-
modity production for an anonymous market. But
far from being an argument against the labor
theory of value, it constitutes one of its most
striking applications.

Marx did not conceive the labor theory of value
simply as a “logical” explanation of the “my-
steries of the capitalist jungle.” This theory had
to explain also, in his eyes, how exchange, how
the market, could coérdinate and weld together
the seemingly individualistic and disorganized
activities of millions of persons, independent of
each other and following only their “self-inter-
est.” It isn’t the whim, the malice or the relative
skill of thousands of individual producers which
determine the value of their commodities; it is
only that portion of the labor time they spend
which satisfies a valid social need. It is not the
total labor time spent by each producer which
automatically creates new value; it is only the
portion of that time which is socially necessary
dabor. And only the act of selling — or, more cor-
rectly, the act of paying, for beware of insolvent
creditors! — decides which is this portion of so-
cially necessary labor present in each commodity.

To return to our handicraftsman building tools
all by himself: inasmuch as he “has to wait” in
order to sell his product, not only does he not get
the right to impute more ‘“value” to this pro-
duct, but rather the longer he waits, the less the
chance that his commodity incorporates any so-
cially necessary labor, i e any value, whatsoever!
If in the end he cannot sell his commodity, he has
“failed” in the eyes of society, not in contradic-
tion but in application of the labor theory of
value. His labor spent was not socially necessary
but socially wasted labor. And as such it has no
equivalent whatsoever.

If they had approached the question in a histor-
ical spirit, our authors could have easily solved
the problem. In an eleventh-century demesne “in-
come distribution” follows often a very simple
pattern. The peasant serf works three days a week
on his own plot of land, and three days on his
landlord’s. The origin of the landlord’s income is
not hidden by any mystery; it is simply the serf’s
unpaid labor. *

Some people could say, of course, that “in ex-
change” for this unpaid labor, the serf gets the
“protection” of the landlord, and, if his landlord
be clerical, spiritual solace as well. This may be
as it is, but it is clear that the words “in exchange”
are used here in an absolutely non-economic
sense.

1 Sophists say that the serf has to pay the landowner be-
cause otherwise “he couldn’t find access to the land he
needs.” This is of course history turned upside down. In
general, the serfs were living on their land for a long time,
when the feudal lords arrived or arose and took away their
surplus-product.

|
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The same situation applies to the -capitalist
wagearner. To say that profit is not only unpaid
labor of the wagearners, but also the “price,” the
“equivalent,” the “result of an exchange” for the
“waiting” and “foregoing of consumption” by the
capitalist, is simply playing with words. “Wait-
ing” has no more price than the “security” offer-
ed by the manor, or the “spiritual solace” offered
by the abbey. As a matter of fact, the serfs had
to pay specially for each and every mass they
wanted for the “spiritual solace” of themselves
or their families. Under capitalism, the workers
do not “buy” the “waiting” of the capitalists any
more than the serfs “bought” the “protection” of
their robber barons. They are obliged to abandon
their surplus-product to the capitalist entrepre-
neur, in the same way as the serf was obliged to
leave his surplus-product to the landowner: be-
cause otherwise they cannot get their means of
livelihood under the given social setup.

UALUE AND PRICES OF PRODUCTION

But Marx made a very significant amendment
to the operation of the labor theory of value un-
der the capitalist mode of production; this amend-
ment once again stresses the social role of ex-
change. The total mass of surplus-value is distrib-
uted between the different capitalist enterprises
not according to the surplus-value directly created
in each of them — the number of workers they
employ and their degree of exploitation — but
proportionately to the mass of capital each ca-
pitalist enterprise commands. This is the problem
which the theoreticians call the problem of
“transformation of value into prices of produc-
tion,” the price of production of each commodity
being determined by the capital (constant plus
variable) spent for its production, plus this same
capital multiplied by the average rate of profit.

More simply we can call this problem the pro-
blem of equalization of the rate of profit.

Our professors develop a tremendous lot of
difficulties in this respect; they discover a thous-
and “contradictions” which they then set out to
“solve” in the most ponderous manner possible.
And in reality the problem is a rather simple
one...

First objection which they raise: Marx says
that only variable capital (used to buy labor
power) is “productive” of new value. But the dis-
tribution of surplus-value between capitalists, the
equalization of the rate of profit, transfer surplus
value created in one factory to another factory
where it wasn’t created. Isn’t there a contradic-
tion? This is a theme they constantly refer to, e g
on pages 115-6, 119, 122-3, 190-1 etc.

Our authors forget here that accumulation of
capital is not simply the expression of the “thirst

217

for wealth” or the “thirst for power” of the ca-
pitalists, as they somewhere state; this accumula-
tion is forced upon the capitalist class by com-
petition.

In order to succeed in the competitive process,
it is necessary to lower the cost price of the pro-
ducts. In order to lower this cost price, it is in the
last analysis necessary to lower their value, 1¢, to
produce more commodities of a type in the same
length of time. This again means to increase the
productivity of labor, and this is done by develop-
ing equipment, ie, constant capital. Our authors
try to imply that Marx did not consider constant
capital an element of productivity of labor. The
thought is of course ridiculous; Marx stated that
the development of constant capital was the typ-
ical capitalist way to increase the productivity of
labor.

The distribution of surplus-value among va-
rious capitalists is realized through the competi-
tion between various capitals. Through this com-
petition, the enterprises which, thanks to their
bigger constant capital, work above the average
level of productivity, can undersell their com-
petitors while realizing at the same time a profit
above average. The enterprises which work below
the average level of productivity will have to sell
their commodities for a lower profit, or even at
a loss. As a result, there is in fact a transfer of
surplus-value from the last ones to the first ones.
This transfer is no mystery at all; it is a result
of price competition on the market.

But doesn’t that mean that unpaid labor is not
the only source of profit? Our professors now
formulate their second objection, e g on p 124.
Doesn’t that mean that besides unpaid labor, the
very act of exchange can under given conditions
be a source of surplus-value?

Our authors are quite wrong. The transfer of
surplus-value from one enterprise to another,
“through the process of exchange,” is not in con-
tradiction with the labor theory of value. Only
socially necessary labor determines the value of
commodity. But under the capitalist mode of pro-
duction, with the exception of work on order, no
capitalist knows in advance if his commodities
contain only socially necessary labor, and to what
extend they do. It is only after having sold them
that he can establish a balance sheet.

But enterprises which operate below the aver-
age level of social productivity of labor precise-
ly waste social labor, for which they do not re-
ceive an equivalent on the market, in exactly the
same way as a badly skilled or lazy handicrafts-
man isn’t paid for his lost hours under petty com-
modity production. On the other hand, enter-
prises which operate above the average level of
labor productivity receive more than the equi-
valent of the actual labor time spent on pro-
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ducing their commodities; they get exactly the
difference between this actually spent amount of
labor, and the amount which would have been so-
cially necessary, in order to produce the same
quantity of commodities.

Third objection: no equalization of the rate of
profit is actually possible, if the organic composi-
tion of capital is different in the different
branches of industry, while at the same time the
rate of surplus-value is everywhere the same. Our

rate of profit = surplus-value

can thus be written as follows:
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authors arrive at this “penetrating” conclusion
after a long and complicated series of ten equa-
tions. They could have found this truism much
more easily.

The rate of profit is the relation between sur-
plus-value and the total capital spent in produc-
tion, constant as well as variable. Surplus-value,
on the other hand, is the product of variable ca-
pital and the rate of surplus-value. The formula
for establishing the rate of profit,

constant + variable capital

rate of surplus value X variable capital

rate of profit =

which means

rate of profit = rate of surplus value X

In other words: if the rate of surplus-value is
equal in two industrial sectors, the rate of profit
cannot be equal if variable capital is not an equal
portion of total capital or, what is the same, if
the organic composition of capital is different.

Let us state in passing that our authors have
written their book in a very hasty manner (and
probably each of them has written a separate
part). For whereas on some pages we find the
correct definition of the organic composition of
capital (the relation between constant and vari-
able capital), in some passages the author implies
that the organic composition of capital is the re-
lation between variable capital and total capital.
This leads him to the statement that the organic
composition of capital “falls,” when constant
capital increases more than variable capital,
which is quite “unorthodox” indeed (see e g pages
124 and 173).

Is there a contradiction between the theory of
the equalization of the rate of profit, the fact of
the differences in the organic composition of ca-
pital on the one hand and the equal rate of sur-
plus-value on the other hand in various industrial
sectors?

Once again, our authors needlessly complicate
their job. Contrary to what they say (p 118), Marx
never taught that the rate of surplus-value was
identical in all industrial sectors. This would have
been a monstrous statement indeed, completely
contrary to the logic of his “system” and to the
historical evolution of capitalism. Marx simply
stated that he wanted to absiract from the very
real difference in the rate of surplus-value, while
working out his famous schemes of reproduction.
It is necessary to recall here that these schemes
in general abstract from all “laws of motion” of

constant capital + variable capital,

variable capital
constant *+ variable capital

capitalism, and that to try to discover these laws
from the workings of the schemes means to com-
mit a very serious methodological error.

The solution of the “contradiction” is thus very
simple. In different branches of industry there
exist different organic compositions of capital,
and also different rates of surplus-value. In gen-
eral, the higher the organic composition of ca-
pital, the higher the rate of surplus-value. These
two factors cannot, however, increase in the same
proportions. This is the “last resort” reason for
the tendency to a fall of the average rate of pro-
fit, as our authors correctly — and surprisingly!
— state at one stage of their enquiries (p 195),
quite at a loss however in many other passages
of the same book . ..

When the rate of profit is higher in a branch
of industry, new capital tries to break into this
field. This means an increase of competition, an
increase in the organic composition of capital, an
increase in the average level of productivity, and
thereby a lowering of the rate of profit. On the
other hand, when capital leaves a sector where
the rate of profit is below average, production
falls (relatively or absolutely), the socially necess-
ary labor time allotted to the production of that
commodity by socially useful demand is no longer
exceeded (there may even be “under-production”
for a period). Prices rise, and the rate of profit
increases.

In other words: Marx never taught that the
rate of profit was actually always equal in all
sectors of industry. He started, on the contrary,
from the assumption that these rates were dif-
ferent, and that these differences determine the
movement of capital (the processes of investment).
There is thereby a tendency towards equalization,
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but only a tendency, constantly counteracted by
competition between capitals. The “average rate
of profit” is an abstraction; real rates fluctuate
around this average, being below it or above it,
and thereby “guiding” investment movements.

PRODUCTIUE
AND UNPRODUCTIUE LABOR

Another source of difficulties and constant
“contradictions” for our authors is the “lack of
homogeneity” of the working class; the differences
of wages inside this working class; the “diffe-
rence of status” between the productive and the
unproductive workers etc. This is another of the
recurrent themes of the book.

Let us underline, in passing, an incredible pass-
age which shows how the author is hypnotized
by Stalinist influence:

Mao Tse-Tung was probably [!] the first
among the important Marxist authors
who insisted on the contradictions which
can exist “within the working class”
(p 87.)

Without doubt the author of this remarkable
sentence has never heard about Marx’s pamphlet
on the Paris Commune, which dwells on the pro-
blem of bureaucracy, nor about Kautsky’s Origins
of Christianity which ends with a whole passage
on the (possible) contradiction between the mass
of the workers and the workers’ bureaucracy; nor
about Rosa Luxemburg’s articles which treat the
same question in the light of the German labor
movement 1900-1914, nor about Lenin’s Imper-
ialism which treats at length the problem of the
“workers’ aristocracy,” starting from some re-
marks Engels made on that subject 25 years
earlier; nor about the enormous mass of analysis
which Leon Trotsky, the world Trotskyist move-
ment, and later on the Jugoslav Communist Party
devoted to the subject of the “contradiction be-
tween the mass of the workers and the labor bu-
reaucracy.” Or perhaps our author considers
neither Engels, nor Kautsky, Rosa Luxemburg,
Lenin, Trotsky ... or Marx himself as “import-
ant” Marxists, compared with Mao Tse-Tung!

In their treatment of the differences between
productive and unproductive labor, our authors
are confused by an abundant mass of quotations
from Stalinist authors who excel in byzantine
dogmatism on this subject. The confusion is felt
right from the start, for our authors do not under-
stand that Marx discerns three notions which are
not “contradictory” but complementary:

1) Labor which produces surplus-value: this is
all wage labor which creates commodities
owned by a capitalist, be it factory labor, or
home industry labor, or even labor of some
small share-croppers. The only conditions
are that the products must be sold on the
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market and must be — at least in part: this
is true for the small share-cropper — the
property of a capitalist.

2) Labor which produces value but not surplus-
value: this is all labor of petty independent
producers, provided their products are com-
modities (sold on the market), and they do
not employ wage labor. One could, in theory,
add that if such petty producers succeed in
exceeding the average level of productivity
of labor, they could accumulate a (small)
part of the surplus-value produced in the
capitalist sector. Outside of periods of ex-
ceptional shortness of goods, the case has no
practical importance.

3) Labor which produces use-values but neither
surplus-value nor exchange-value. This is
the case with all servants who manufacture
products for their masters, or of all produc-
tion within the household which is not sold
on the market. However, especially in under-
developed countries, quite a part of the ma-
terial wealth of the nation is composed of
these use-values, and they cannot be passed
over if one wants to assess realistically the
national wealth of such a country.

Our authors correctly state that Marx makes a
fundamental distinction between ‘“‘unproductive
labor” (i € labor which does not produce material
goods or commodities) and “socially harmful” (or
unnecessary) . labor. Poisoned food sold in the
market, pornographic literature, armaments, are
all products of “productive labor,” because they
are sold on the market and bring their
owners surplus-value (or only value, if they
are products of petty commodity producers).
But the work of doctors, teachers, scientists
occupied with “pure” research, many artists
not working for the market is “unproduct-
ive” labor, while being socially highly useful and
important. In fact, socialism would have the ten-
dency to constantly increase these ‘“unproductive”
human activities, compared with activities which
“produce value” and which would wither away.

A big part of the book is concerned with the
problem of ‘“absolute pauperization,” drawing
again heavily on Stalinist sources. We shall not
treat this problem here, as we have analyzed it
in a previous article. ®

Let us say simply that when Messrs Marchal
and Lecaillon try to deny “relative pauperization”
of the working class, they do not sound very con-
vincing. They quote some statistics from UN
sources which indicate a rising trend of “wages
and salaries” in the national income. Unfortun-
ately, these statistics do not tell us anything on
the wages of industrial workers, for they lump

5 See Quatriéme Internationale, June-July 1957,
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together these workers with factory directors,
hairdressers’ aides, soldiers and officers drawing
pay, bank administrators and state functionaries
(lower, middle and high) etc. Our authors only
quote a few figures comparing industrial workers’
wages in France, Italy and Norway during the
last 20 years, which don’t tell anything either for
or against the tendency to “relative pauperiza-
tion.” We can assure them that there are many
serious statistics on the subject which quite con-
firm that law.

WHO PAYS FOR THE SERUICES?

One of the most interesting questions posed by
this book is the question regarding the place of
the so-called “tertiary sector” (the “‘services”) in
contemporary economy and in the Marxist “sy-
stem.” Marx often wrote on this subject. But he
considered only “services for the enjoyment of
the capitalists,” as was quite correct in his time.
Can one still defend the same point of view to-
day?

The correct answer is given on page 172 by the
authors themselves, in a confused paragraph how-
over, where they mix together the “wage-earning
bourgeoisie” (?) and the “wagearners working in
the sector of the services.” Nobody could deny
that the needs of the workers have become great-
ly diversified in the course of the last 75 years,
at least in western Europe. In the typical budget
of a western European workers family, the pur-
chasing of such “services” as the barber’s and
hairdresser’s, the cleaner’s and presser’s, not to
speak of the doctor’s, the schoolteacher’s and the
public services (water, gas, electricity, public
transport etc) has become a standard need. In the
US A, Canada, Australia, one should add the
services of garages and service stations inasmuch
as the use of automobiles has become widespread
in the working class.

In other words: services are at present bought
by all incomes created in the production process.
They are being exchanged against wages as well
as against profit and land rent. Certain “popular”
services are mostly exchanged against parts of
salaries; certain “de luxe” services are more ex-
clusively exchanged for surplus-value.

Could one consider that the income of wage-
earners working in the “service” sector is a de-
duction of the industrial wagearners’ incomes
(ie, results in a lowering of the industrial wor-
kers’ real wages)? Messrs Marchal and Lecaillon
examine this question so to say in the light of
Stalinist scholastics and sow thereby a lot of con-
fusion.

The redistribution of national income by
[...] high prices of the services [?][...]
results in a decrease of the real wages of
the workers,
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writes the Handbook of Political Economy, pu-
blished by the Academy of Science of the Soviet
Union. And our authors quote also (on page 144)
a sentence by Maurice Thorez, relative to the
“pauperization” of the working class:

If the working class knows increasing
difficulties, it is also because an always
heavier pyramid of non-producers, from
the yellow press pirate to- the super-
prefect, from the finance inspector to the
priest, weighs down on its back.

These various statements do not resist an ob-
jective inquiry. When a working girl buys the
service of a beauty parlor instead of buying her-
self a new sweater, she isn’t “pauperized” in any
sense whatsoever. She simply replaces one form
of consumption by another. Workers who buy
cars but eat or dress less well than before, do not
get poorer nor do they get richer. Inasmuch as
their nominal wages have not changed, and as
the average cost of living has remained the same,
their real wage has not been modified in any
sense, when the way in which they spend it has
been changed as the result of a diversification of
needs.

One doesn’t understand very well what the
“high cost of services” has to do with it all. If
prices rise without a proportional increase in no-
minal wages, there is of course a decline of real
wages, “absolute pauperization.” But this applies
for any rise of commodity prices exactly as it
does for an increase in the price of “services.”
An increase of 10 % in the price of potatoes has
exactly the same effect on the real wages of wor-
kers as an increase of 10 in the price of the
public transport services, provided public trans-
port represents the same part of the average
working class family’s budget as potatoes do.

Even more confusing is the Stalinist Handbook’s
reference to ‘“redistribution of national income”
in relation to services and their costs. When a
worker buys the services of a cleaner’s, he doesn’t
any more “redistribute” the national income as
when he buys a pound of butter. These are acts
of exchange, of buying and selling, and not of
redistribution of national income. The fact that
in one case a commodity is bought, and in the
other case a specialized labor service doesn’t mo-
dify in the least the nature of the act as an act
of exchange.

This confusion stems from two sources. In the
first place, the Stalinist authors on which Messrs
Marchal and Lecaillon draw so heavily confuse
services paid for by the consumers with public
services paid for by the state (e g, free education).
When such services are handed out free, there
occurs of course a redistribution of national in-
come, for somebody has to pay for this in the last
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resort (either by taxes or by inflation). In order
to find out in whose favor this redistribution is
carried out, it is necessary to analyze first the
class structure of the tax payments, and secondly
the class structure of the beneficiaries of the said
publicly paid service. It is doubtful that this anal-
ysis will prove that there exists any serious re-
distribution of national income in favor of the
industrial workers, contrary to what apologists
of present-day capitalism so loudly claim. But it
is even more doubtful that anybody will be able
to prove that this redistribution of income actual-
ly increases the share of the bourgeoisie. As for
the thesis that the state redistributes income in
favor of the... capitalist entrepreneurs in the
“services” sector, it 1s slightly ridiculous.

The second source of confusion is more serious
but not less false. It is in fact the notion, inherited
from certain 19th-century economists, according
to which there exists a rigid “wage fund” corres-
ponding to each given mass of capital, in each
given period. If this were the case, then of course
the distribution of wages to non-productive wor-
kers automatically would cut down the remnants
of the fund to be distributed among the product-
ive workers. The greater the total wages of wor-
kers occupied in the services, the less the residue
which could be distributed among the industrial
workers. Any increase in the former could only
be realized at the expense of the latter.

But this “wage fund theory” has been discredit-
ed for a long time and proven completely wrong.
It has never been part of the Marxist theory; in
fact, Marx has vigorously polemized against it.
Such a theory not only establishes an antagonism
between workers in the services and industrial
workers. It also establishes an antagonism be-
tween employed and unemployed workers, be-
tween workers asking for higher wages and the
other categories etc. For following this theory,
any advantage in income for any part of the
working class derives always from a disadvantage
for all other parts.

Reality is of course completely different. There
isn’t any preéstablished “wage fund.” There is
only a maximum capacity of productive forces,
a given supply of means of production and man-
power in society, and, in a capitalist society, a
given mass of capital. The way it is divided, be-
tween constant and variable capital (wages), be-
tween the two big sectors of capitalist production,
between totally or partially utilized plants and
idle ones; the way surplus-value is in due course
again divided between the unproductive consump-
tion of the capitalists, the new constant capital
and the supplementary variable capital (wages)
— all this depends on many factors, among which
the relationship of forces between the working
class and the capitalist class is not unimportant.
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It is from this distribution of capital ® between
different branches of activity that one must start
in order to determine the influence of the “ser-
vices” on the whole of the capitalist economic
mechanism. Inasmuch as contemporary, largely
monopolized, industry has a tendency to limit the
fields of new capital investment, the development
of the “service” branch, far from “depressing”
wages, has rather played the historical role of a
“new industry,” ie, has procured supplementary
sources of employment and thereby relatively re-
duced unemployment and pressure on real wages.
It is true that inasmuch as the average product-
ivity in the “services” sector is much lower than
in industry, and capital invested in this sector
must thereby operate with lower wages in order
to enjoy more or less the average rate of profit,
a contradictory tendency has counteracted this
positive effect on the general wage rates.

To state that surplus-value 1nvested in the
“services” sector has been “deducted” from in-
dustrial investment is true, of course, only in a
general abstract sense. Under present-day con-
ditions, industry is suffering in most advanced
countries not from under-capitalization (shortage
of capital), but of over-capitalization. It is not
capital but fields of profitable investment which
are lacking. It is in the light of this obvious fact
that the problem of the development of the “ser-
vices” sector must be seen.

AN OUERALL APPRECIATION OF
MARXIST ECONOMIC THEORY

What is the final appraisal of Marx’s economic
theory by our two professors? Marx succeeded in
integrating political economy and sociological (as
well as juridical) analysis. Instead of reducing
the economic activities to a unique form of human
behavior — as is done by the neo-classical school
which developed the marginal utility theory of
value — he reduced these activities to two kinds
of behavior — the behavior of two social classes
— each determined by specific social conditions
in which it occurs.

On the other hand, instead of considering the
economy’s social framework as stable and eternal
(as the classic school of political economy more
or less implies), Marx tries to integrate the me-

6 It is absurd tp pose the question: are the investments in
the “services” sector deductions from wages or deductions
from surplus-value? In the first place, all surplus-value
is a “deduction” from the wages (i e unpaid labor). In the
second place, all capital derives from surplus-value, ie,
is capitalized surplus-value. In the third -lace, the sums
invested in the “services” enterprises are, directly, neither
a result of the distribution of wages nor of surplus-value.
They do not spring from a distribution of income, but are
a result of the distribution of capital. Only the payment
for services rendered derives from either wages or surplus-
value,
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chanism of the capitalist economy (its laws of
motion) and the evolution of society.

In other words: our authors admit that Marx-
ism tries to reintegrate economy, sociology and
history which were arbitrarily separated from
each other by bourgeois ideology at a given stage
of the class struggle in capitalist society. This
merit is not a slight one.

But Messrs Marchal and Lecaillon oppose to
these merits some “solid” reproaches. The sociol-
ogical analysis of Marx has been “too schematic”
(p 877). Exploitation could operate not only vert-
ically (between workers and capitalists), but also
horizontally (between different industries, be-
tween different groups of workers etc). We have
answered that argument already. At the same
time our authors argue that Marxist analysis gets
further and further from reality, in as much as
capitalist economy becomes more and more com-
plex (and, our authors seem to imply, in as much
as it becomes less and less capitalistic).

As for the historical approach of Marx, which
our authors consider quite valuable in itself, it
seems to them unfit to take into account a gradual
transformation of social structure, ie, it includes
only the possibility of “global reactions” (social
revolution) and not of “partial reactions” (trade
union activities; state intervention; nationaliza-
tion of some branches of industry etc.)

Our professors thus express in a somewhat
learned, nay pedantic manner, a current truism
of liberal bourgeois and petty-bourgeois circles:
Marx’ analysis would apply to the “capitalism of
the 19th century,” but would be more or less use-
less in the “present reality, infinitely more com-
plex than in Marx’ epoch.”

In a general sense, this objection is of course
incorrect; it is a typical expression of ideological,
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ie class prejudices. Even if one were to admit
that Marx “has forgotten” the middle classes, it
would be difficult to deny that the American
economy of to-day: is based fundamentally on the
relations — and the antagonism — of the two
great classes of capital and labor. Even if one
were to admit that Marx “has forgotten the im-
portance of trade-union activity,” it would be
equally difficult to deny that between these two
classes is waged to-day, as it was a century ago,
a class struggle, not only for the distribution of
the industry’s “net product,” but also for the ul-
timate purpose to know who has to be the master
in the shops, i e who has command over the means
of production. During the recent great American
steel strike, this has been openly stated by the
steel bosses. They are, in their own pragmatic
way, much better specialists on Marxism than our
two university professors.

Needless to say: Marx neither “forgot” the
middle classes nor trade-union action, and his
system is infinitely more elastic and complex than
is implied by superficial manuals written by Sta-
linists, on which Messrs Marchal and Lecaillon
lean much too heavily.

What is, however, true is the fact that Marx’
disciples have been too much occupied with re-
peating and interpreting the master’s formulas,
and much too little with analysing and comment-
ing on contemporary economic developments in
the light of his theory. Stalinism, which led to a
pragmatic and apologetic degeneration of theory,
has a tremendous responsibility in that respect.
It is necessary to demonstrate in practice the
superiority of the Marxist method, and to re-
build with the materials of contemporary reality
the imposing and majestic theoretical construction
of Marx. But that is another story.

December 15, 1959



THE COLONIAL REVOLUTION REACHES
THE “BELGIAN CONGO” AND RUANDA-URUNDI

By PHILIPPE

For many long years the colonial revolution, which
erupted in Kenya and has been developing in various
parts of Negro Africa, seemed to have halted at the
frontiers of the Congo.

The only political development of some importance
before 1956 in the Congo was the appearance of the
politico-religious Kimbanguist sect, whose propaganda,
recalling that of the Anabaptists, spread mainly in the
province of the Lower Congo during the twenties and
up to our own day.

Condemned to death by the Belgian colonial admini-
stration, Simon Kimbangu, founder of this sect and one
of the initiators of the Congolese revolution, died in
1951 in a prison where he had been held for 30 years.

The great anti-imperialist victories represented by the
independence of Ghana and then that of Guinea, the
unfolding of the Algerian people’s struggle and of the
Arab revolution in the Middle East, and, simultaneously,
the economic crisis which seriously affected the Congo-
lese economy during the course of 1957 through the
lowering of the prices of primary raw materials; these
are the decisive factors which have given rise to an
extremely rapid political awakening of rulatively large
sectors of the Congolese masses in all the urban centres
and a good number of the rural areas.

THE ECONOMY OF THE CONGO AND
CONGOLESE SOCIETY

The industrialisation of the Congo, slow enough before
1940, has been greatly accelerated over the last 20
years. Thus electrical production in the mining province
of Katanga has increased from 300 million to 2,000
million kwh between 1949 and 1957, thanks to the
building of three new hydro-electric stations. The pro-
duction of copper by the Union Miniére du Haut
Katanga (U M H K), the main Congolese trust — copper
being the principal export product — increased from
143,000 tons in 1946 to 247,000 tons in 1956.

On the other hand, the mining industry has been
mechanised to a very large extent, so that in 1957 it
employed no more than 6.63 % of the manual workers
of the Congo, an extremely low figure for a colonial-type
economy.

Equally, industrialization has promoted the formation
of enterprises concentrating a great number of workers.
In May, 1957, there were in the Congo 89 enterprises
employing more than 1,000 wage-earners, of which 11
employ more than 10,000. These latter employ 170,000
workers.

The number of wage-earners, not including domestic
servants, reached 1,198,000 in 1956, which represents
39% of the “healthy adult males,” * against 27% ten years

1 The total number of wagearners, by province, is (1956
_figures): Leopoldville, 306,000; Kivu, 216,000; Katanga,
175,000; that is, nearly 50 %o of the “healthy adult male”
population. In the other provinces, the percentage is lower:
eastern and equatorial provinces, 30—32%; Kasai pro-
vince, 32 %, :
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earlier. That figure, if we take into account the mecha-
nization, especially of the mines, amply demonstrates the
extent of industrialization and the extremely rapid pro-
letarianization. The Congo has thus become the second
industrial power of Africa, coming after the Union of
South Africa but before Egypt.

However, industry remains oriented fundamentally to-
wards export, and Congolese economy exhibits the basic
defects of all colonial and semi-colonial countries. It is
only within the last few years that a certain amount of
light industry has developed, in a pretty unbalanced way,
in two or three big towns (textiles, bicycles, etc.)

Brutal techniques for the recruitment of forced labor
and bad treatment have been replaced over the last 15
years by a paternalistic attitude typified in the building
of laborers’ towns, etc. v

The rural exodus towards the urban and industrial
centers has assumed enormous proportions, destroying
the institutions of tribal society. As Basil Davidson puts
it in his book, The Awakening of Africa: “It can be
said that in reality the chief no longer anywhere leads
his tribe; the tribal group nowhere remains intact. The
bonds which, in former days, united the members of a
tribe with one another and with their chief have every-
where loosened, and often snapped... Village life is
disintegrating. It is a fact that the development of the
towns has reached down into the tribal areas themselves.
Tribal organization runs counter to the wishes of those
who wish to participate in this development. The villa-
gers seize on the ideas of urban civilization. They seek
out ways to apply them to their daily lives, as the
people of the towns do” (retranslated from the French.
— Ed.).

The population which has deserted the tribal areas
has increased from 1,017,000 (being 9.83 %) in 1945 to
3,047,000 (23.13%) in 1957 and this feature has con-
tinued to increase thereafter.

The wages of these African workers have been very
low until almost right up to the present, although
noticeably higher than those of French Equatorial
Africa, the British Central African Federation and Por-
tuguese Angola. During the first four months of 1957,
45 % of wagearners in the Congo earned less than 11
Congolese francs a day, and 73 % earned less than 20
francs (one Congolese franc is roughly equal to 10
“light” French francs). A perceptible increase has taken
place in the last two years, but the standard of living
remains very low.

In Leopoldville and the industrial centers of the
Katanga, “high”-wage areas, the rates now prevailing
are around 40 to 50 francs a day for workers in heavy
industry, and 35 to 40 francs a (i;y for workers in light
industry.

In 1953, the grand total of wages of more than a
million Congolese workers amounted to only 10 billion
130 million Congolese francs, while the national revenue
was estimated at more than 43 billions. Of this sum,
some 24,000 civil servants and European wagearners
allowed themselves nine billion 700 ‘million, the rest
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representing other revenue, duties, saving and, for the
most part, the profits of European businesses and pri-
vate individuals. 2

"The profits of the UM H K alone rose, on a capital
of three billions, to one billion 454 million in 1948,
only to climb in 1956, on a capital of eight billions, to
the sum of five billion 471 million Congolese francs,
of which 900 million was turned over to sundry amorti-
zations and four billion 571 million comprised the net
profits. Ninety million of the latter were divided among
the 15 Belgian and British directors.

The net profits alone of ten important Congolese
companies forming part of the financial group of the
UM HK — the Société Générale — rose in 1957, not-
withstanding that it was a year of recession and falling
profits, to the sum of one billion 810 million Congolese
francs.

If the income of wage-workers has risen during the
last two years, that of rural workers remains very low,
and can be estimated at less than half that of the in-
dustrial workers. 3

Beside this considerable body of African workers and
peasants at a very small income-level, the number of
Europeans is very restricted: 0.7 % of the population;
some 100 to 105 thousand of the 14 million inhabitants
of the Congo. This is a feeble percentage; noticeably
weaker, for example, than that in Tanganyika, which is
by no means considered a settlers’ territory, and where
Europeans are about 1.4 % at the present moment.

These 100.000 Europeans, of whom three-quarters are
Belgians, specially included at the end of 1957: 2,000
civil servants, 8,000 missionaries and about 2,000 settlers.
Staff of the different companies comprised the over-
whelming majority of the rest of the European working
population: 21,700 persons in 1957, of whom 17,200
were Belgians. The number of self-employed persons,
members of the liberal professions and small business-
men is very low.

THE POLITICAL EVOLUTION OF THE CONGO

Before becoming a Belgian colony in 1909, the Congo,
under the name of “the Independent Kingdom of the
Congo,” underwent 20 years of unheard-of exploitation
and brutalities, widely denounced during the period by
the social-democratic and even the Liberal press
throughout Europe. The name of King Leopold II re-
mains linked in a sinister way to this period, when gangs
of adventurers in his service hurled themselves on cen-
tral Africa. This first phase of colonization can be called
the rubber and ivory phase, since these two natural pro-
ducts were the greatest source of profits for the bands
of European pillagers who came to “civilize” the Congo
by organizing spectacular raids into its territory. They

2 Europeans’ salaries in 1957:
Earning less than 10,000 Cong. fr. per month: 1,5%

” from 10,000 to 20,000 ,, ,, ,» 156 %
» » 20,000 to 30,000 ,, ,, » :315%
» » 30,000 to 40,000 , ,, w 2 1 %

' more than 40,000 s e , 4 Y%
3 A statutary order of May 19, 1959 fixes the price of
raw cotton bought from the natives, the sole producers,
to prices varying from 4 to 5.85 Congolese francs accord-
ing to quality. The price of sale F O B in Matadi, the ex-
port port, fixed by the monopolist COTONCO company
at the same time reached some 46 Congolese francs per
kilo of cotton bails, after a processing and handling of
relatively slight importance.
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left ruin and desolation in their tracks, and where, as in
numerous cases, villages did not supply the quantity of
rubber and ivory exacted, they massacred the healthy
adults or cut off their right hands by way of reprisal.
Victim to this barbarous repression, the population of
the Congo was reduced by two or three million between
1890 and 1905, according to estimates made at the time
and mentioned by Basil Davidson.

Forced human transport was introduced during this
period and — the fact should be underlined — it was
not until 1928 that the “Permanent Commission for the
Protection of the Natives” set up by the Belgian parlia-
ment obtained the abolition of forced transport by
humans in the case of Congolese women.

The countless deaths should also be recalled — one
under each tracksleeper — which were the cost of con-
structing the Lower Congo railway, along the course of
the river rapids from Matadi to Leopoldville. ..

From 1929 to 1940 the economic crisis and its con-
sequences led to a very clear strengthening of the
powers of the police in the Congo. Till a quite recen*
date penalties were imposed upon “negligent” workers,
who on conviction were swiftly transformed into forced
laborers used by the administration for building roads,
etc.

In 1957 the total number of exiles sent to work camps
under police supervision rose to 4,815, being a decrease
of 300 by comparison with 1956. In December 1957
the decision was taken no longer to place people under
house arrest for the mere fact of their belonging to a
forbidden religious sect (this fact is referred to in the
report for 1957 of the “Native Affairs and Labor Depart-
ment”).

Towards May 1956 it was possible to divine the
development of precise political tendencies out of the
Kitawala and Kimbanguist clandestine politico-religious
sects. The national movement was bom in reality with
the support of the members of these sects, but more
on the basis of the tribalist movements such as the
ABAKO, borm in 1952 in the Lower Congo, which
groups the peoples of the Bakongo tribe, some of whom
are in Portuguese Angola and French Equatorial Africa,
in the “Republic of the Congo.”

The Catholic Church which, with the royal family
and the financial holding companies, forms one of the
three powers which in effect govern the Congo, for
several years has favored independence. For a long time
the Vatican and the all-powerful Belgian Catholic
missions have cherished the dream of an independent
Catholic state in the Congo. From May 1956 the mis-
sions have favored the formation of the group “Con-
science Africaine,” which published a moderate natio-
nalist manifesto in that month. In 1957 other political
groups came into being representing different tenden-
cies. At the beginning of 1958 “L’Action Socialiste Con-
golaise” was created by the African trade unions affiliat-
ed to the Congolese General Federation of Labor
(F G T), an affiliate of the Belgian General Federation
of Labor (FGT), led by Belgian socialists living in
the Congo.

When, in December 1957, the administration dared
to make the timid turn represented by the municipal
elections in Leopoldville, then in the county towns of
four out of the five other provinces, the result of these
elections surprised everybody. In Leopoldville more
than half the votes were cast for the candidates of the
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ABAKO, regarded by the administration until then as a
cultural association without influence among the Ba-
kongo. The election results in Leopoldville unquestion-
ably marked a forward leap in national consciousness.
The ABAKO showed itself at once as the first Congo-
lese nationalist organization of some importance.

The speech delivered by its leader, Kasavubu, before
15.000 people on April 20, 1958 stimulated another
bound of the national consciousness: the mayor of
Dendale (a district of Leopoldville) on assuming office
called for freedom of the press and internal autonomy,
demands which would have been considered extremist
one and a half years before.

A stepping-up of developments marked the rest of
the year 1958, underlined especially by the May Day
demonstration in Leopoldville, organised by I’Action So-
cialiste, and by the subsequent publication of its mani-
festo on May 26. Nationalist groupings appeared every-
where, even in Bukavu, chief town of Kivu province and
main seat of the reactionary and racist settlers, where
the “Centre for African Regroupment” sought to win
legal recognition in the face of a thousand difficulties.

The Congolese National Movement (M N C) was
formed in the autumn of 1958 and united a host of dif-
ferent groups under the leadership of Patrice Lumumba
and Kalonji. Lumumba represented the M N C at the
panafrican- conference at Accra in December 1958.

On January 4, 1959 Kasavubu called a meeting of
the ABAKO on this last question. The meeting was
banned and the demonstration which followed, in con-
junction with a police provocation, set off the bloody
repressive measures of January 4, 5 and 6 in the huge
township of Leopoldville, which numbers half a million
inhabitants. To the 72 deaths officially announced, the
murderers being principally the police commanded by
whites, it is absolutely certain that about a hundred
other killings should be added, inflicted by the police
and by armed white civilians. The report made to the
Chamber by the commission set up to enquire into the
January events in Leopoldville makes the point, on this
subject, that the “European volunteer corps” established
by a decree of 1948 with the aim of organizing “self-
defense of factories and to ensure the defense of certain
points of vital importance” numbered 120 members on
January 4, but rapidly reached a thousand. Guns were
put at the disposal of these volunteers. They were taken
back only on January 18!

THE BELGIAN BOURGEOISIE FACES UP TO
CONGOLESE NATIONALISM

Taken aback by the scope of the Leopoldville events,
the bourgeoisie had to make its choice. Under vigorous
pressure from the royal palace (Baudouin’s speech), the
Church (John XXIII and the missions) and big capital,
the bourgeois politicians were obliged to yield, notwith-
standing the grandiloquent pretensions of some of their
representatives. The minister van Hemelrijk, providen-
tial man of the Social Christian party, handed down
the line in a speech on January 13: he promised inde-
pendence (without fixing a date), announced a face-lift
of the colonial administration, a big accession of indigeé-
nes to the administrative cadre and sundry other re-
forms. The independence promised was formal enough,
to be sure, and would allow the salvation of the invest-
ments which Belgian capitalism has sunk in the Congo,
and the preservation of the essence of the profits which
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the Belgian bourgeoisie extracts from it, which repre-
sent one-third of its total profits in Belgium and abroad.

Belgian imperialism, which unlike France has no solid
military tradition at its disposal, felt too feeble and ill-
anned to engage in a colonial war which would have as
its main result a more or less complete stoppage of Con-
golese exports or an enormous increase in the cost price
of mineral and vegetable products, which it would have
to export by rail across Angola or Tanganyika instead
of by boat.

There exists a certain confusion in Belgian public
opinion, unprepared, by the apparent calm of the pre-
ceding years, suddenly to receive the idea of indepen-
dence for the Congo. During the first four or five months
of this year the socialist press fostered this confusion by
persistently exaggerating the social character of the
Leopoldville uprising (poverty of the unemployed with-
out a dole, jealousy of unschooled children for those
with opportunity for study, etc) and by minimizing its
national character, far more real, and clearly shown in
the slogan and the chant repeated a thousand times:
“Independence!”

The leadership of the Socialist Party of Belgium,
embarrassed and divided, took up a soft-pedalling
attitude, profoundly careful of its associations with Mol-
let-Lacoste, with the settlers and the reactionary layers
of the colonialist petty-bourgeoisie.

By contrast, the progressivistic program of van He-
melrijk necessarily called forth an understandable
resistance on the part of the diehard colonial admini-
stration, the settlers, a section of the Belgian finance-
houses which had least capital tied up in the Congo
(Brufina, the Launoit group) and, finally, the royal
family, which has uncovered the mirage of an indepen-
dent kingdom of the Congo, attributed to Leopold or
to his son, Albert.

This opposition came into the open with the demon-
stration of the settlers of Kivu — the only province where
their influence is of some importance — at the time of
the Minister’s journey to Bukavu on June 13 and 14.
The joint pressure of all these forces resulted in an
immobilism leavened with fine words from the Minister
in the course of his very reticent speech in Leopoldville
on June 25. However, during the summer the situation
continued to “deteriorate.” After the repression in the
district of Cataractes in the province of Leo from
January to April, there were nationalist demonstrations
throughout the Congo, and it became obvious that the
police forces were no longer sufficient for them to be
active everywhere at once. Minister van Hemelrijk,
faithful to his ambition to be the Belgian Mendés-France
quit the government rather than carry out the policy
forced on him and which he judged was well behind
events. His successor de Schrijver, a Social Christian like
himself, was quickly forced to proceed farther along the
road of concessions than he had foreseen.

The attitude of the nationalist movement has shar-
pened out since the beginning of the year. The Con-
golese nationalist leadership as a whole now represents,
in the complete absence of a national bourgeoisie, a
very radical petty-bourgeois current with a program of
nationalization, ete, comparable in this respect to the
old Algerian M T L. D, or to Sekou Touré’s party, which
led Guinea to independence.

So far from being bourgeois, the Congolese nationa-
list leaders are in general not even representatives of
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the “liberal professions” but more often clerks, holders
of middle-school certificates. The members of their
organizations are mostly wagearners living in the town-
ships.

For its part 'Action Socialiste Congolaise, which since
April 18, 1959 has published a semi-monthly called

Emancipation, “organ of socialist combat, edited by _

Congolese,” since April 26 has transformed itself into
a Party called “The People’s Party.” Organized on a
class basis this workers’ party numbers some 1,500 mem-
bers distributed over several provinces. At the present mo-
ment its relations with the ABAKO, which still repre-
sents the principal Congolese political current although
its audience is limited to two provinces, seem very good.
It is hardly likelv that the mass of the workers will
assemble around the People’s Party before Congo inde-
pendence, but its creation before the culminating point
of the independence struggle gives it a fairly serious
chance of plaving a decisive réle.

Despite their influential part in the formation of the first
Congolese nationalist tendencies (Conscience Africaine
and even the M N C at its beginnings) the missions see
their political importance diminishing day by day. The
activity of the clergy will certainly not be a determinant
factor in the independent Congo of the future. In fact,
the missionaries appear almost everywhere today as
small business bosses, hypocritical exploiters whose pater-
nalism arouses a sullen hostility in the Congolese.

During the last days of November a heterogeneous
Party, well received by the administration, saw the
light of day. It calls itself the “National Party of Pro-
gress” and rallies the moderates of divers different hues.

Mention should also be made of the fact that various
weeklies published by the main nationalist tendencies
have been appearing for some months now, mainly in
Leopoldville; that is the case with L’Independence,
the M N C organ, and with Congo, the journal of the
ABAKO.

THE LATEST EVENTS: FROM OCTOBER TO
DECEMBER

Towards mid-October there was a sudden inter-racial
explosion originating at Luluabourg and in the environs
of that city, capital of the province of Kasai: the Lulua
and the Baluba, the two tribes in the region, hurled
themselves at each other in internecine conflict. The
provocative role of the administration, and more parti-
cularly of the Governor of the Province, appears incon-
trovertible, the more so since he knew of a study made
on July 8 by the district office at Luluabourg which
suggested the taking of discriminatory measures in
regard to the Baluba people at the time of the Decem-
ber municipal elections. The Belgian big bourgeois press
made the best of it: The proof is given, it said, that
the Congolese will put each other to death once they
are independent; they are not ready for independence,
ete, etc.

Another provocation, yet more obvious, was brought
about a few weeks later at Stanleyville, capital of the
eastern province. The M N C was holding its inaugural
conference there. On October 28, in closing the confe-
rence, Patrice Lumumba gave a lively criticism of the
new proposals of the Minister for the Congo. During
the course of his meeting a warrant was issued for his
arrest and the police, aboard armourplated lorries, in-
tervened with the object of arresting him. Captured on
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the following day, he is still in prison at the present
moment. By November 3 calm had been restored,
the number of victims, according to reports, being 70
killed and 200 wounded.

We come now to an important incident. Near Matadi
on October 13 the police wanted to disperse a gathering
of the Kimbanguist sect. Officially there were six dead
and 30 wounded.

Belgian opinion did not remain indifferent in the
face of so much bloodshed. The Minister de Schrijver,
in office since the beginning of September, on October
16 made a declaration in which he specified that in-
dependence would be granted to the Congo after a
waiting period of four years, and that a Congolese
government presided over by the governor-general
would be set up at the end of 1960. During the vear
1960, he announced, those elected at the December
municipal elections would elect, at one degree removed,
provincial assemblies which, at two degrees removed,
would designate a sort of parliament, part of whose
members would be nominated by the administration in
its own right. This declaration went much further than
that of January, but still was not acceptable to the Con-
golese parties. Lumumba’s clear reply explains this well:
“The divorce between Belgium and the Congo is defini-
tive.”

M Kalonji, second leader of the M N C, arrested
after the provocation of Luluabourg, was shortly after-
wards released and associated his movement with the
position very firmly taken by the ABAKO, the People’s
Party and tﬁe other nationalist Parties: from the begin-
ning of November, there was total and obvious dis-
agreement between the Minister for the Congo and the
Congolese Parties. The latter reckoned quite rightly
that theyv did not have the necessary guarantees for putt-
ing forward candidates at the municipal elections on
December 15. The tension increased. There was an im-
portant session of the Belgian Chamber throughout
November 3. The bureau of the socialist trade unions
(F G T) had just decided that “it will oppose by every
means the despatch, on whatever pretext, of troops to the
Belgian Congo.” That afternoon, in parliament, Leo
Collard, the Socialist Party leader, interrupted the Mi-
nister and made a declaration demanding a round
table conference of all the Belgian and Congolese par-
ties: “Announce that the discussion is open to all and
that it is the whole Belgian people who are coming to
sit at the round table. Do this great deed, and do it
now, or you will go into an adventure and you will go
it alone!”

This is the first time since 1945 that the leadership
of a great workers’ movement, socialist or Stalinist, has
spoken so firmly on a colonial matter and unmistakably
refused at a critical moment to associate itself with pre-
parations for a colonial war or, at the very least, a
partial repression of nationalism in a country under its
tutelage.

This firmness, though surprising in itself, does not run
counter to the evolution to the Left which since De-
cember 1958 has been apparent in the Belgian Socialist
Party. Its refusal to associate itself with the repressive
plans of the bourgeois government is explained by the
constant pressure from the “Renardist” trade-union Left-
wing, the Jeunes Gardes Socialistes, and the Left-wing
of the Party, which for three years has found expression
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in the weekly La Gauche and its Flemish equivalent
Links (for one year). '

This firmness from a social-democratic Party which
commands nearly 40% of the votes of the Belgian
electorate obliged the bourgeois to beat an important
retreat. The Defense Minister, Gilson, stated that there
was no question of sending troops to the Congo. As for
the Minister for the Congo, de Schrijver, he agreed to
meet the leaders of the Congolese parties, who had
decided on an electoral boycott, before the elections.
These two Ministers were thus led to act in opposition
to their own more recent pronouncements. The Social
Christian Prime Minister, Eyskens, even deemed it
necessary to create a second ministerial post for Congo
affairs and to confer it on his Social Christian colleague
Scheyven, known for his progressivist attitudes.

These events deserve special study. They show to
what extent the bourgeoisie needs the social-democracy
in order to carry through a colonial war or merely to
court the risk by beginning repression on a large scale.
If the leadership of the workers’ movement decides, for
whatever reason, not to take part itself in the indispens-
able propaganda for a colonial war, which will cripple
and isolate its vanguard, and disorient the mass of the
workers, pushing them into nationalism; the bourgeoisie,
deprived of this indispensable support in the working-
class movement and momentarily cut off from its
usual agent, the social-democracy, is virtually paralvzed
and dare not act alone.

It is impossible, to be sure, to place any serious con-
fidence in Belgian social-democracy after this Left zig-
zag, which can be followed by a Right zig-zag after a
resurgence of its existing centrist current.

Indisputably the bourgeoisie is committed, even more
clearly than from January to October, to a concessionary
course; and so the very big fears, still existing at the
beginning of November, seem to have been overcome
for the time being. The journey of de Schrijver to the
Congo and the masterly strategy of the Congolese coali-
tion of the three main Parties (the ABAKO, the M N C
and the PS A) — whose leaders arrived in Brussels on
December 3 demanding an immediate interview with
the Belgian S P leadership, and making their participa-
tion in the December 15 elections conditional on nego-
tiations in the form of a democratic round table confe-
rence — show the extent of the ministerial retreat.

THE CIVIL WAR IN RUANDA

Whereas the Congo is an industrialized country, the
primary or secondary producer of uranium in the world,
the fifth producer of copper, etc., the small territories
of Ruanda and Urundi are above all reserves of manual
labor for the mines of the Katanga, a thousand miles
away, and are almost untouched by industry.

An overpopulated portion of the old German colony
of Tanganyika, these two feudal kingdoms had in 1958
about 4,700,000 inhabitants, 85 per square kilometer,
of whom at least a tenth were Watutsi, a Hamitic race
— the nobility, landowners and cattle-owners (one mil-
lion oxen) — and nearly 90 % Bahutu, a Bantu race —
the serfs.

The Belgian administration has patently been
reluctant to touch the feudal structure of the country,
and has heaped honors on the two kinglets and the
few great feudal families who share the chieftaincies
and the power. The staple food of the country, based on
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maize (150,000 tons in 1955) gives the population an

_inadequate standard of health. During the Second World

War a bad harvest year gave rise to a terrible famine,
which perceptibly reduced the population . .. The only
important export is coffee: 18,600 tons in 1958, valued
at 770 million Belgian francs. Electricity production
reached only a million kwh before 1954 and four mil-
lion since then, that is to say less than the 5,000 inha-
bitants of Greenland consume (!) and, per head of the
population, two thousand times less than those of Bel-
gium. In addition to which, in 1954 there was only one
doctor per 67,000 inhabitants (as against one per 20,000
in the Congo and one per 950 in Belgium).

In this country under Belgian suzerainty, three politi-
cal Parties whose programs appear to differ only slightly
have been conducting an agitation over the past year
which, together with the events in the Congo, has pre-
pared the way for an eruption of social and racial
hatred among the Bahutu against the Watutsi. The news
from Ruanda and Urundi announced suddenly, on No-
vember 12, miltary operations conducted by the civil
and military police and, for the first time, by Belgian
troops flown from bases in the Congo. These opera-
tions were carried through following the outbreak of a
veritable civil war between the serfs in revolt against
their overlords. As early as the 13 th, a communique
from the headquarters of “the Belgian Forces of the
Congo, operating in Ruanda — Urundi,” announced the
death of 50 “incendiaries” as a balance sheet of the
activity of “air and land patrols”. The next day the
Socialist daily Le Peuple ran a headline “State of emer-
gency proclaimed in Ruanda! Hundreds of Watutsi flee-
ing to Uganda.” Ever since, information, carefully
doctored, has left the impression that these military
operations are going on: “pacification” is not yet over. ..

TOWARDS INDEPENDENCE

The main difference remaining between the Belgian
government and the Congolese Party leaders flows from
the desire of the government to grant, rather than to
negotiate independence. Failing to find on confronting
them any “interlocuteurs valables”, that is to say, people
sufficiently corrupted or corruptible, the Belgian bour-
geoisie, unable to negatiate with a non-existent Congo-
lese bourgeoisie, affects to deny the representative cha-
racter of the Congolese Parties. It has beaten a retreat
in connection with the electoral machinery imposed in
Leopoldville, but hesitates before entrusting the future
Congolese state to people capable of thinking in terms
of nationalizing the rich mineral deposits of the country!

Prompted by this fear, some of them even openly
contemplate the eventual secession of the mining pro-
vince of the Katanga and its neighbor, Kivu, center of
white settlement. This policy, however, could only be a
last desperate remedy for the bourgeoisie, as problems
of transport would liquidate its gains... Another
nascent separatist tendency exists within the ABAKO.
Some of its leaders, afraid of seeing those provinces
more backward than the capital, Leopoldville, bury the
progressive votes of the pilot province beneath their
electoral weight, are not content with demanding a
federal structure (in any case rejected by the adminis-
tration). They dream of reéstablishing, without delay,
the unified state of the Bakongo, with its boundaries
extending from the limits of Gabon, in the north, to the
middle of Portuguese Angola, in the south; this was the
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kingdom in existence at the time of the Portuguese
colonization in the fifteenth century.

The journal of the People’s Party, Emancipation, has

given a clear answer to this question in its issue of June
15 last: the problem of the various national groupings
contained within the frontiers of the “Belgian” Congo
or cut in two by those frontiers, should be solved after
independence. At this moment what is required is to
unite all forces in the struggle for independence and
against colonialist oppression.

This viewpoint is correct. The revolutionary Marxists
of Belgium, however, should show their unconditional
solidarity with the Bakongo people if it were the victim
of colonialist repression in a struggle waged by the
masses for Bakongo independence. The fact of their
belonging to the nation whose bourgeoisie maintains
colonial and national oppression over the Bakongo and
the other peoples of the Congo, prohibits them from
taking a position on the question of the way in which
the victims of Belgian colonialism choose to organize:
whether to unite or separate, to preserve or abolish the
frontiers imposed upon them by imperialism at the end
of the 19th century, when the colonial booty was shared
out.

During the summer the bourgevisie took special mea-
sures to preserve its possessions. Capital was withdrawn
and repatriated to Belgium. To be sure, the main part
of the 160 to 180 billion Belgian francs invested in the
Congo remained untouched by these measures; but
certain companies, big companies included, stopped
reinvesting an important part of their profits on the
spot. At the same time the government set about under-
mining the economy of the future Congolese state,
already now fastening firm financial ties between Bel-
gium and the Congo, whose currencies are of equal
value. Moreover, horsedealing has already commenced
in connection with the eventual construction at Inga, on
the Lower Congo, of the biggest dam in the world,
planned over the last two years.

It is clear that the financial powers-that-be are hesitant
about vesting enormous sums of capital in the construc-
tion of this dam and the ancillary industries which will
make use of its potential of energy, notably the pro-
duction of aluminum.

From the beginning of 1959, strikes have in-
creased throughout the Congo, which has seen more in
this one year than in the whole of its history! Some
have been really big, like that of the 25,000 transport
workers of Otraco. Others have been violently repressed.
This was especially the case in the “Huileries du Congo
Belge” at Elisabetha, a small city in the eastern pro-
vince, where many workers were wounded. The Con-
golese working class has still scarcely been touched by
trade unionism. Built by Belgians, the Congo CSC
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(Christian trade unions), and the Congo F G T, have
mainly served to form cadres for the future African mass
trade unions linked with the nationalist movement. These
have perhaps already come into being with the “General
Union of Congolese Workers”, but this trade union of
recent creation, frowned on by the administration, has
not yet found the road to the broad masses of the
workers.

The experience of the last 15 years has shown that
the gaining of political independence, and even a
certain degree of struggle against the economic positions
of imperialism, were possible under a bourgeois or petty-
bourgeois nationalist leadership on condition that
these leaderships were able to retain control and leader-
ship of the mass movement. Possessing already, even
before independence, a working-class Party well rooted
in the various regions; lacking any kind of national bour-
geoisie on the one hand, and provided by contrast with
a numerous working class; the Congo will very probably,
and in a relatively short time, have an organized work-
ing-class movement capable of claiming the leadership
of the state and of seizing real power from Belgian im-
perialism which will, however, remain the master of the
mines, the factories and the plantations on the morrow
of independence.

Throughout Negro Africa, the struggle for indepen-
dence is today combined with a profound longing for a
vast panafrican federation of the “United States of
Africa”, grouping the states and the national federations
and covering the whole continent south of the Sahara.

But no more than the genuine unification of the
Arab nation from Morocco to Iraq can be realised
under the bourgeois leadership of the Nassers or the
Kassems, can that of Negro Africa be effected under the
leadership of bourgeois politicians like Nkrumah or
Senghor, or of the Congolese petty-bourgeois. Only a
mass working-class Party, only a revolutionary Marxist
leadership will be able to accomplish an historic task
of such immense proportions. Only a federation of wor-
kers’ states would moreover be able to expropriate the
big colonial companies and effect a general industriali-
zation of Negro Africa, which would imply for the Bel-
gian Congo the creation of a large consumer goods in-
dustry, at the moment scarcely sketched out.

An active support of the young Congolese workers’
movement by the Belgian and European proletariat will
prove, after independence, as important as is their
present unconditional support to the struggle for inde-
pendence and against the colonialist claims of Belgian
imperialism. Then, as now, the Belgian revolutionary
Marxists and the vanguard of the workers’ movement of
this country should strive to lead the whole proletariat
of this country in that sense.

December 1, 1959



WORK FOR SOCIALISM IN DENMARK
By HANS ARENDT

Denmark, like a great part of the capitalist world, is
in a period of boom, which has taken an upward turn over
the past year. The most important products of the country
are agricultural, and during the last 15 years these have
shown an increasing yield: partly because of a better ex-
ploitation of the acreage, partly by a more rational tech-
nical processing of the products such as butter, eggs, bacon
and canned goods, which are world market goods disposed
of at rising prices.

In the last years there has been some anxiety about this
market, in which Britain is the biggest customer, because
the British Dominions, in competition with Denmark, compel
Britain to limit her imports from Denmark and force the
prices down. But just now the market is stable and prices
on the British market are rising.

Due to the mechanization of agriculture the number of
agricultural workers is decreasing, and their influence will
decrease proportionately. The farmers are firmly organized
in two large organizations, for the smaller and bigger
farmers respectively. These groups work quite well together,
but in politics the smaller farmers support the govern-
ment, and the bigger and biggest the opposition. During
the general crisis of the thirties there was a very strong
fascistic agricultural organization, working hand in glove
with the Nazis. In the favorable agricultural conditions of
today the latter has little importance, but it maintains its
organization in being and, at the smallest sign of a weaken-
ing in the position of agriculture it will reappear. Its policy
— state support for agriculture, modification of taxes and
debts, and raising of prices on the home market — is
directed against the towns and especially against the trade
unions. It includes bigger as well as smaller farmers but,
in view of the record-breaking harvests of the past years,
has been holding its hand.

Industry, especially the highly-developed Danish ship-
building industry, is in a period of progress, with sale of
the products at rising prices. This is also the case with
the shipping trade, of great importance in proportion to
the size of the country, which like its Norwegian counter-
part earns big money by freighting abroad.

These three sources of revenue — agriculture, industry
and shipping — give their owners a principal influence in
Danish politics.

These three groups have given the formal parliamentary
leadership of the country to the strongest parliamentary
Party, the social-democrats, who command 41°% of the
votes and a proportionate number of seats in the one-
House parliament. (Folketinget.) This Party, as in Norway
and Sweden, has been unable to increase its strength for
the past 40 years; nowhere in Scandinavia do the labor
parties poll as much as 50%. But the tremendously in-
creasing proportional influence of the managerial class,
and the stagnation in the trade-union organizations, point
to the fact that it will take rather a long time to come to
socialism the parliamentary way!

The Danish social-democratic government has tried to
get a coalition with two small Liberal-capitalist parties,
whose one or two members in the government strengthen
direct capitalist control over the economy, procuring for
the particular groups whose interests they represent the
necessary places and orders they demand. The social-demo-
cratic leaders have long since gotten accustomed to this
control, which also provides them with an alibi in justify-
ing their policy to the working class.

e boom, with increased productivity and full em-
ployment for the workers, has clearly set its seal on politic-
al life. The idea of a welfare state has penetrated deep
into the minds of the workers, who once had a socialist
outlook: but this latter has disappeared from both the
social-democratic and the trade-union organizations. The
workers are on the whole satisfied when their wages cover

the steadily rising inflation (about 5% per year); though
they obtain these increases only about once in three years
after a tug-of-war with the employers’ organizations, when
the increases are backdated to cover the arrears. The wor-
kers do not reflect that increased production is due above
all to the application of technique gained through scientific
investigation, and not at all to the forms of political life,
and that the workers’ share in increased production has not
increased during the last 70 years.

As a corrective to the seeming political stability, it can
be mentioned that in 1956 there was a labor conflict on
a wide scale, where a compromise from the side of the
social-democratic government was rejected by a vote of
the workers. During this conflict there was one week in
which, to the surprise of everybody, a positively revolution-
ary atmosphere arose, increasing from day to day. Not
only that the old workers’ representatives were pushed
aside, but they were replaced by representatives elected
for the immediate situation by a “workers’ council,” a new
formation whose consequences the workers were not aware
of, but which had been put forward by the Communist
party. A thorough radicalization was set in motion.

Seeing this, the government, wanting to help the em-
ployers restore “law and orde