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Letter to
our readers

AGAINST MONOLITHISM

This issue of International marks the appearance of a
new Editor and editorial team. We are confident that il
will also mark the regular quarierly appearance of this
journal. A few words in relation to how we perceive
our tasks are therelore in ordar.

it is essential to start from an understanding of the
situation which we confrant in the sphere oi ideas.
Despite the fact that British social democracy still
remains supreme as the unchallenged voice of the
British working class in national politics, there have
been a number of important developments which have
alterad the intellectual landscape as compared 1o the
Forties, Fifties and early Sixties. The radicalisation
which took place in Britain and the rest of Europe
following May 1968 created the basis for a new
resurgence of Marxism outside and to a large extent
independent of the traditional apparaluses of the
working class movement. The ideological weak-
nessas ol British social democracy and its intelligent-
sia were further reinforced by the combination ol &
renewed economic recession and the simuitansous
gxistenca ol a succession of Labour governmeanis.
This factor meant that compared to French, ltalian or
even Spanish communism the recuperative powers of
a Labourist Ideclogy are very slight in relation lo an
intelligentsia increasingly attracted to Marxism.

The concrete result of this can be seen in the
continued succass of New Left Review and the
phenomenal success of the publishing house it has
spawned, New Lefi Books [NLE|; the growth of Pluto
Press and the appearance of the History Workshop
Journal and the Bulletin of Socialist Economists ana
further indicators of the lacl that in cerlain fields
[History and Economics, lo be precise] British
Marxism is more developed than its continental
counterparts. The laws of uneven development exlend
slso to the field of theory. In the face of these
developments the response of the organised far left
has been woefully inadequate. The journal Labour
Review, which played a usetul role In the Filties, has
disappsared; and its sponsoring organisation, now
known as the Workers Revolutionary Parly, has
abandoned even the pretence of developing Marxist
theory and is instead engaged in other pursuils which
have brought both itself and the revolutionary left as a
whole into grave disrepute within the workers move-
ment. Anothar joumnal which showed a greal deal ol
promise in the early Sixties, Intarnational Scgialism,
has transformed itsell into a monthly perly-building
magazine for its organisation, now known as the
Socialist Workers Party. A group of militanis expelled
irom the latler organisation a couple of years ago
produced a journal called Revolutionary Communist,
which also, despite our disagreements with some of
its content, displayed great potential. Following the
recent split in its editorial board we must regard its
future, too, as baing somewhat problamatic.

it Is rather ironical that one of the most lively
journals of discussion and debate loday doss not
balong to any of the groups of the far lef, but 10 the
Communist Party of Great Britsin. Marxism Today
has initiated 8 number of important discussions and
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debates. Despite our political and theoretical ditfer-
ances with the tradition which it represents we have
to, in all honesty, remark that in recent years lhis
journal has had more public debate than the journals
of the Trolskyist organisations. This is a fact that can
no longer be brushed aside ar patronisingly dismis-
sed by generalised references lo the ‘superiority of
our tradition’. W has to be acknowledged and
encounlered. The arlicle by Patrick Camiller we print
in this issue is a recognition of this reality. Its harsh
tone is explained by the provocative character of
Monty Johnslone's anti-Trotskyism — a clear sign
that aven the ‘liberal’ wing of the CP still retains its
Stalinist theoretical heritage on crucial questions.

The recaent atlacks on Trotskyism by large sections
of the capitalist press, mided and abelted by ex-
communists such as Mr Max Morris [nostalgic for the
‘heroic period’ of Stalinism — the Thirties and
desirous of reliving it even lor a briel moment bafore
collapsing into oblivion] and by aspiring leaders of
the Labour Party such as Shirlay Williams, make the
task of clarifying our ideas even more vital. We intend
to do this in Internaticnal under the banner of
‘Against Monclithism'. The future of the international
working class movement is far too imporiant fo
become the monopoly of any one group, howevar
large or small. For us the battle of ideas is a vital part
of our tradition. It is our main strength: for what gives
us our importance, modest though i is, is nol our
numerical strength but the ideas for which we fight
and which we attampt to put into praclice. Mono-
lithism in thought inevitably leads 1o a monolithism
in practice, and organisations basing themselves on
the theoretical gains of Trotskyism are not immune to
this development. The history of British Trotskyism is
a tragic confirmation of this assertion. We therefore
intend to avelid wvulgar polemics or slanders. Our
pages will be open to real debate and we hope that
many readers who ame not members or even sympa-
thisers ol the Fourth International will contribute to
this journal.

B L] L L " - - & -

In this issue we publish the concluding section of

an important text by Denise Avenas. Avenas is a mill-
tant ol the Ligue Communiste Revolutionnaire [LCR],
the French section of the Fourth Intemational, and
she writes ragularly in both the theoretical journals of
tha Ligue, Critigue Communiste and Critiques Da
L'Ecanomie Politiqgue, both of which can ba oblained
from Red Books, 182 Pentonville Aoad, London N1.
The work of Avenas needs to be studied together with
thal of another miltant of the Fourth International,
Norman Geras. His The Legacy of Hosa Luxemburg
has recently been published by NLB and is vital for
understanding the issues involved in the graat thear-
etical debates which precedad thea Russlan Reve-
lution, and how some of tham were resolved. The last
chapter in Geras's book, 'Bourgecis Power and
Soclalist Democracy: On lhe Relation of Ends and
Means’, is particularly ralevant in the light of recenti
attacks on Trotskyism.

n [ L] - L - - -

Wa are also reviving a section entitied 'From tha
Archives' which used lo appear in tha Journal Fourth
international during tha Fifties, The function of this is
to reprint old texts from the archives ol the workers
movemani which, in our opinion, are aither of
pedagogic value or relats to many of the discussions
which are laking place today. Brian Pearce’s shor
article on the attitude of Trolskylsts during the
Second World War belongs 1o the former calegory
and answers many existing misconceptions. It also
ensbles us to take a sell-critical look at our own past
in 8 changed inmellectual atmosphere, and we shall
not ba upset if Pearce’s comments inaugurate a naw
discussion en the theme. In subsequent issues we
shall be printing excerpts from a debate batween R.P.
Dutt and J.T. Murphy on revolutionary strategy in the
Twenlies, as well as some previously unpublished
articles by the old Belshevik leader Christian
Rakovsky. Those of our readers engaged in research
ol various soris will probably come across a greal
deal of interesting material in the course ol their work
and we hope that they will submit relevant extracts of
it for publication in this section.

= - Ll ] L] ] L

INTERNATIONAL

SUBSCRIBE NOW!

72

WRITE TO: INTERNATIOMNAL,
97 Caledonian Road, London N1 98T, England

ADDRESS: v s s e

AMOUNT ENCLOSED: ... iminniiieimisions

Individuals {Britainl: £3 for 4 issues.
Individuals (Oversess): £3/86 for 4 issues (surface mail).

£6/812 for 4 issues (airmail).

Libraries and Institutions (Britain): £6 for 4 issues,

Libraries and Institutions (Oversaas): £6/812 for 4 issues (surface mail).




The Growth and

Role of the
Mass Media

RAYMOND WILLIAMS

On 23 January a series ol ten open forums on ‘Marxism and the Mass Media' started in
London. Organised by members of Equity and the National Union of Journalists In the
International Marxist Group, they were an ailempt to slimulate a discussion on thasa vary
neglected questions in the broad revolutionary lefl. The first, on the development and role

of the mass maedia, was atiended by 130 peopl
author of several books and essays on the su

below.

We must stari with the common view of the media on the
left, which is that they're owned by the capitalist class 1o
indoctrinaie popular and working class opinion. This is sO
aften, in effect, true that for many purposes il s not
necessary to look further, But once you really begin 10 apply
your mind to the whole range of developing problems of the
use of these very different media in this kind of society, you
find that vou have to make the definitions at almost every
paint a good deal more precise.

For example, if you compare the organisation af the
media as institutions in a capitalist society like Britain, in one
like the United States, in one like France or in Wesi
Germany, you immediately find significant differences. One
difference is that in rhis country the press is very much maore
centrelised. A national press is predominant in ways that il i
not in France or West Germany or the United States. This
immediately alters the whole status of the press as an insti-
tution.

Second, in this country, although there is now — after the
pressure campaign of the Filties — a commercial television
network which resembles that of the United States in its
majority services, we have had since the Twenlies in Britain a
very particular kind of organisation of broadcasting, the
public corporation. This is still the majority service and the
predominant one in sound. To define this in simple terms in
relation to a capitalist economic system is obviously not
¢asy. So the simple proposition thal these are capitalist
organisations already has to be qualified.

On the first point that [ mentioned, the national press, a
very specific feature of British capitalism, | think that
nobody vet has really found an adequate historical ex-
planation. It obvigusly has something to do with the
earliness of the British Industrial Revolution, the develop-
ment, &t a time when the press itself wis developing, of a
railway network in a comparatively compact country. This
enabled the national press to override the provincial press
and the local press in ways that have never been possible in
the United States and that were, on the whole, not attempted
in France and Germany. But the predominance of the
national press in this coumiry affecis the contemt and
structure of the press in very specific ways, and there are
quite observable political differences between the Fleet Street

e and introduced by RAYMOND WILLIAMS,
bject. We re-print his introduclory speech

papers and the network of local and provincial newspapers
which we find. So that's & correction of structures.

The public corporalions thiz perhaps needs more
careful analysis than anything in the whole media range
Because of course it is & familiar liberal tenet, and with some
interesting evidence 1o support it that the instifution of an
independent public corporation was a way of taking this
most powerful medium out of the market and at the same
time out of crude political control. Now again, If you
compare an organisation like the BBC with the American
networks or with state broadcasting systems in France, Italy,
West Germany, you find a significant difference in the
existence of that public corporation. Al the same time, and
this involves & quite complicared theoretical argument, |
think, il is impossible 1o live in this society watching the
behaviour of that public corporation and accepr the propo-
sition of independence in the terms in which it is offered—an
independence ar a certain level from competing political
partics. But is it really an independence from the slate?

The fact is that there is something very specific here about
British culiure which allows a different kind of orgau-
sarion, We have an unusually compact ruling class with very
deeply shared cultural assumptions and habits, which allows
much of the effective state life of this country, things which
would in other countries be the province of the state and of
official agencies, to be delegared 1o public appointed
authorities which have a certnin measure of autonomy. If
you look into the real relation of those corporations to the
state, then you find of course that they are subject in
financial policy finally to the state, that the heads of the
organisation are appointed, a characteristic of this method,
but are then given the kind of term of service which rakes
them beyond the patronage of any particular party govern-
ment, if we look inta the structure of say the governors af
the BBC, the governors of the IBA, comparable bodies ke
the Arts Council and so on, we see a very specific feature of
British life.

Unless one analyses it carefully, the slogan which we use is
rebuiied by what is actually no more substantial a slogan —
that Britain has solved the problem, has moved between the
twin dangers of the state control of the broadcasting service
{which in France in the Sixties, for example, was complele)



and the purely market service which is characteristic of the
great part of American television. We hava to understand the
specifics of this peculiar British structure of the gutonomous
vel always essentiglly state linked organisation. That it is
state linked rather than state directed is & crucial precision.

Now the next thing that we have to say is that there is a
very complex relationship between two factors which you
can see throughout the development af modern communi-
cations svstems, which leads us 1o have 1o make a much more
precise statement than the simple one of indoctrination.

Let me just go back for a moment to the hislory of the
press in this country, Now the press was almost entirely a
creation of the bourgeoisie in the 1Bth century against the
remnants of a feudal and post-feudal state. The newspapers
in the 18th century won their commercial independence and
in the course of il a very impartant area of freedom of the
press including, for example, the right to report parlia-
mentery debates, a bartle which lasted a gengration. Because
the newspapers were linked to a precise commercial function
they existed as combined news and advertising sheets — the
advertising then, of course, being primarily clazsificd
advertising appropriate to that stage of the economy. But
that battle against state control, state censorship has re-
mained a permaneni memory in the press as an institulion
and more widely in this society. It Is why it is so difficult to
talk about aliernatives to the present system. That battle,
which was real and which was fought aver a hundred years,
was against a very deliberate sfate attempt £0 prevent the
emergence of the ndependeént newspaper al gll. It wasn't
after all until the 1850s that the taxe: on knowledge, the
gtamp duties on the press, the monopaly patent theatre
controls about drama, were finally removed when the
bourgeois class had finally reached ascenduncy in British
society, So that fight is real and we must never forget it.

Al the same time that was still very much a small press
serving local communities or, where il was national, serving
to dispense information from London fo the provinces in
what ultimately was 4 TWo way process. In the early 19th
century something very interesting happened, which was the
emergence of an independent, radical press which preceded
the availability of the vote. 1T you look at that early 19ih
century press, the Political Register, the Black Dwarf, and
all the others, or if vou look at the very important instilution
of the Sunday paper which preceded the daily paper by &
long wey in terms of popularity, you will find that this was
the first popular press and that in its early stages it was
essentially independent. We must distinguish between the
radical and the Sunday press, a thing which would take

British Leyiand suid

longer than [ have. But just briefly: the radical press was tied
to political campaigns, mainly then for the vote but also on
direct economic issues: the Sunday press carried on elements
of perhaps an older popular culture but certainly the new
urban popular culture. N included a lot of reports of crime,
a lot of reports of scandal — indeed, the Sunday newspaper
as a distinct phenomenon is guite tracenble from the 18205 1o
ihe present day — but it had & popular readership, often a
collective readership when buying it was beyond the powers
of individuals. And even ihose Sunday papers of crime and
scerdal were linked 1o radical politics because the audience
was 0f that kind

There's a very popular myth which you can still lind in
guite standard hisiory that the popular press only pecurred
in Britain 1 the end of the century, in the so-called MNarth-
cliffe revolution when people, having been taught (o reed by
the board schools set up under the Education Act of 1370,
had this cheap newspaper provided for them. This is totally
untruc, Al any time in the | 9th century thers were mare than
enough people 1o read, to sustain the modern circulation of
the Deily Mirror. 1t was aever o cnse of waiting far liter AcY,
and the error of that history is that they are tracing the daily
political newspupers. Bot what happened in the cucly 19th
century was the emergence first of the rudical campaigning
newspaper and second of this very speclic Kind of Sunday

paper with this mix of interests, _ :
Maw in the second half of the nineteenth century, as this

was beginning to expand, there was an neo porarion ol
ihose interests which effectively leads fo the present dmy
Papers which had heen independent unlil the "Bis of the last
century mosi newspapers were typically owned by one
printing family or one printing house — were incnrporated
in the first versions of the corparile press-houses thar we
have today. In the 1880s and "90x what happened was the
emergence of corporate organisations of great bodies of
new spapers and magazines owned hy a single owner or firm;
and second, and this is crucial, the corporation of ad
vertising money of a new kind as the basis af o cheap paper
It's g faet of 19th cenlury history thar however |:|._~|'u||:|l the
papers were, and however much advertising there was on the
greers. there was hardlv anything in the press except the
classified advertising, Northcliffe’s revolution was to bring
display advertising into the economic organisation of the
press and on that hasis sell the paper well below cost. Thal
has been the specific economics of the British press ever
since.

As everybody knows, bécause the crises are recurrent, the
British press has since that time never sold on ils ordinary

tonight they shared Mr Wilsan's
exasperation ol the series of
furile strikes within the

cOrporation.

British Leyland factories could pay ther
way but are failing to do o because of manifestly
avoidable stoppages.

o !
Paul Walton. co-authar of the hook Bad News, sooke about "The Mass Media and the Class Srruggie’ in the second farum af
tha ‘Marxism and the Mass Media® series. Among his examples was the above: while Wilson's speech attributed British Lay-
land’s decline to investors snd managemant as well as warkers, news bufletins interpreted it solely as an attack an workers.




revenue from readers. It has been essentially dependent on
large supplies of advertising revenue of a block kind, o the
extent where it accounts for anything between 50 and 56 per
cent in the daily and Sunday press. Mow this leads wo a very
important point. In the last 20 years we have seen one nat ional
newspaper afier theotherdisappear in financial crises. Some of
them one was sarry to see go, others al best indifferent. Bur it
has had a particular political effect—there is no national press
that | knowof which has as imited a political spectram as ours.
I mean basically as vou go left for really distributed papers you
stop at the Guardian, there is nothing to the left of that, This is
very unusual in even quite comparable capitalist societies.

Second, those national papers which closed — the News
Chronicle, the Deily Herald, the old radical Sunday paper
Rewnold's News— all had circulations of & very large size by
comparison with those of any other capitalist society. That is
lo-say, they closed with their circulation typically between 1
million and 2 million. The largest circulation of any news-
paper in France, a similar sized country with a very similas
kind of economic organisation, is today about 650,000, How
is it, in this very real case which affects people, the
disappearance of papers (on the whole including a much
higher than average proportion of papers on the lefi), that
this has happened within this very specific British press
siructure? It is because the economy since that reorganisa-
tion in the 1890s has been based not on how many papers
you can sell — because on that criterion papers could
survive in this country in the same way that they doin France
on circulations much lower than the present level of viability
— but an the availability of advertising money. And in this
way, in a much more interesting way than simply the fact
that the owners of the press are capitalists (which is self-
evident), you have a tie berween the press and the nature of
this specific capitalist econamy which directly affects the
range of papers that are made available.

The possibility of starting new ones, the possibility of
maintaining a full political range, all are determined by this
fact. Why did the News Chromicle die? Because it had a
large proportion of elderly and in advertising agents’ terms
Class C, D and E readers. In other words, for an advertiser it
was not an important mediom. For people reading the news-
paper it was still clearly very important, bur for advertisers il
was not interesting. This is happening and 1 would like to
predict will eontinue to happen because at the moment nol
more than two or three of our national newspapers could be
guaranteed a life beyond five years. Now this is not just a
general feature of capitalism to be resolved into a slogan, it is
a very specific feature of British capitalist society and 2 now
very deeply embedded structure of the development of the
press economy in Britain,

Mow it i= af that point Lthat one has 1o introduce the other
complication, which is the contradiction between the
bourgeois market and what 15 o perfectly straightforward,
discoverable intention of managing news and opimon. It is
pot indoctrination. Indocirination requires @ much maore
controlled, authoritarian situation than this one. You can
talk of indoctrination if you like in a school where you have
2 captive andience. You cannot seriously, | think, talk of
indactrination in a situation where people can choose at leas
over a limited range and in which they can choose whether to
take the thing or not at a quite basic level. What you have is
samething more interesting and something which explains
many of the local contradictions in which people working in
the media and people observing it find themselves caught.
Becuuse af a certain level, if you look at the economic
interests and the political affiliations of the people who own
the press, il is not surprising that the press puts the kind of
political and social lines it does. The effects of this are very
deep. They select the issucs, they select ways of Ireating
them, and there is a permanent job of defence and en-
lightenment against those procedures.

On the other hand, there is all the time another kind of
pressure, For example, take the phenomenon of the Daily
Mirror, which began as a simple piciure paper, in a fairly

typical ideology of the early 20th century, for women.
Women would not want o read about politics, anyway (hey
didn’t have the vote, bot they would like to look al pictures,
they would like to read some gossip, they would like the
events of the day treated in a lively way, This was the
ideclogy of first the Skesch and then the Mirror. Now take
the transformation of the Mirror which occurred in the
1940s. Transformation is perhaps a strong word, but in any
=ase @ substantial alteration, The Daily Mirror campaigned
in a radical way, 85 il said, now on behalf of the men in the
army. It campaigned at a certain level against the old ruling
class. That adjective *old' i important, | think, because it is
still a way of identifying this kind of radicalism — you
campaign agrinst the *old’ ruling class and not the current
ome. It had a distiner palitical shift which ot a certain level
doesn't correspond @ all to the political affiliations or the
economic interesis of its owners.

Mow take this problem across for a moment 1o the case
which is exactly comparnble, of the content of ITV and BBL,
and indeecd the hasis of some interesting comparisons
hetween them. [T the purpose were whal we somelimes say it
is. in understandable anger when there ix some case of
blatant political management of the news, that this is simply
indocirination, then there would be cerrain things which get
done on BEC, which get done on ITV, which gel reporied
in the press, which would never be there ut ull. You've only
got to go to a really managed news-sysicm, read a Spanish
newspaper for example until @ year or so ago, or even go o
the fascist press itself or to a good deal of the East European
press, (0 see whar a system which i really concerned with
excluding other points of view, other kinds of fact, what
that's like. Here again, az you compare this system with
thase systems, a liberal proposition is waiting which says:
‘Here after all the press is open to all points of view, it
reports the facts as they are, it reports the argumen as it
runy, with contriburions from all points of view’.

Actually something much more interesting is happening.
Al & certain level the idenlogical function, which in certain
parts and actually on certain issues is very explicit and is
often a quite identifiable part of the internal structure of an
organisation, is contradicted by the requiremenis of a
bourgeois marker of an ordinary kind. | mean these peaple,
precisely because they are of the class thar one identilics, are
interested in making profit in a competitive market with their
particular commodity as against others. What is true at that
level of the capitalist market has been true berween the major
broadcasting corporations since there have been two com-
peting for an audicnce. Al this point something really much
maore interesting than indoctrination begins o occur. And
this is the process which in the end you have 1o analyse as the
atlempi to incorporate — which, however, is always likely 10
fail 1f it is done in 100 crude & way, and which typically
requires people from outside the ofd rubng class to do it

This is the most interesting phenomenon of the jast 30
years. To give a brief example from the BBC/ITY com-
petition of the late Fifties and early Sixties — people say now:
‘What a breath of life ITV brought to television as against
the stuffy old BBC. How they pushed forward the frontiers
of television'. And at thar level it's true. If you look at what
the BBC was like belare there was competition it is true,
because the BBC was then in iis old sound radio position,
where the unity of the culture rather than any particular
political intention was expressing itsell in a particular sel of
relationships with listeners and viewers. These were always
the relations of an educated class to — the usual word was
‘uneducated’. This word ‘uneducated’, which lasted after 80
years of compulsory education — a very interesting
commentary on the education system — was the word they
used. Or the *half-educated’, which is an equally interesting
comment. It"s very interesting, if you look at il, that that
distinctly identifiable upper class culture (even when they
were being entertaining the tone was still there) was
bypassed by what? Not by British popular culture — that is
the trap that is prepared for one, in the official accounts of



the development of that organizsation: that the old stuffy
upper class monopoly was swept away by a wave of democ-
ratic sentiment, as the lirst Director-Gieneral said. Mo, bul by
American imports! The British working class audience,
faced by a choice between American imports and what the
English upper class was offering it, fairly quickly made its
preferences fell.

Now at that point there is a greal danger of taking whal 1s
the purely market phenomenen, with interesting implica-
tions for the state of mind of the society, as if it were a
popular phenomenon; and the same thing is true about the
Mirrar, If you look at what the Mirrar campaigned abou, |
remember reading it then and reading it on throogh the
elections of the Fifties. In the election of 1933, for example,
actually sitting in a polling station &t 7 o'clock in the
morming, | saw the Mirror and there on the fronl page was a
picture of Sir Anthony Eden at Eton (it"s been reappearing in
the obituaries), and T was sitting 10 my embarrassment with
a working class waman who was the Tory teller, and she said,
| don't think his lot will get in', although she was telling for
his party! One of those complications of British life . .

The point was, if you look at that situation, the resent-
ment or the contempt or the sense that these are other people
was very skilfully incorporated. The whole language of the
Mirror through that evolution from the Forties to the Fifries
was a very skilful miming — It is miming — of calloguial
Englizh, to reassure people that these are not the all-too-
familiar voices of the established culture but these are people
kke yourself. You know you couldp’t even, as Hoggart said
years ago, say “It's going to rain® — which is colloguial
enough. You had to say *Take a mac, mate', because this
sounded folksy, Il establizhed the sales, and these were skallz
that were very highly rewarded. Let's not underestimate
them, they took a long time 1o work out — &t & certein level
you had Lo persuade people that you were speaking for them
and in their way against this identifiable old culture which
wias not theirs. Although obviously as an institution, and on
every decizive level af political choice and economic affilia-
tinn, the very organ doing it waz part of the class which It
wag presumably rejecting. But precisely what it was rejecting
was an ofd ruling class, and so it couldn't be identilicd with
something as substantial as IPC, which is & modern ruling
class phenomenon.

Now this means that we must be very careful when we talk
aboui indoctrination. On the one hand, what is happening is
not as simple as that; and on the other hand, as it is perceived
that it is not as simple as that, there is 8 very simple relapse
into & position which I've seen a good many people get into,
and which [ think is a pecoliarly dangerous one. This is that,
failing 1o understand the inwardness of this phenomenon —
and it's p very deep phenomenon — people acquire a
contempt, which iz always possible in the political vanguard,
a contempt for the majority of their own fellow countrymen.
They s=ay, *How can they be fooled by that? .... How can
they choose to take 1n the propaganda, the selection of views
and opinion which is so evidently that of another lass?’

Mow you can only understand this phenomenon — and ii's
& very complex one in the way it works out — il you put
forward the notion of incorporation rather than indoe-
trination. That is to say, it is crucial lor that kind of popular
press — as it was for the incorporation of the genuinely
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independent popular press of the early 19th century — that
the real interests within existing society of the majority of
readers be spoken (0. You had to include those injerests —
the crime was there, the scandal was there, hecaiise people
wanted to read them. The sport was there as arganized gpari
developed. Without these interests the old independent
political papers of the frst hall of the century could noi
compele, although when it came in politieal npinion on s
own, whenever it could be tested, they still held the majority
of the class, Bul when il ceme 1o buying a paper there were
all these other interests.

The very fact of a politically campaigning paper, the
independent paper, excluding the existing cultural affilia-
tions of the majority of fis potential readers, has this self-
defenting effect, The commercial popular press, which Is a
very speciiic thing, 15 extremely carelul |0 incorporate. and it
learns a langoage [or s political srpoment. 1 learns a
language for its handling of news which at a very deep level
involves the process af the self-identification of the reader
with much thar is apparently being spoken. Thiz is dane, if
not in their name, then apparently from their pasition and
with their kind of life-style and interests. And this is often
very different from what they will hear if they hear someone
actually much <loser to them in political interest and in
real experience who has become politically committed. This
has alzo happened in commercial advertising on su extreme
scale with the careful miming of other people's leelings —
for example, raking greal care (o get an actress o look like a
housewife who can't quite say ‘biological’ without being
trained, il she's going to talk about a washing powder.
This 15 the point of people who understand that 'biological’
might be a trick word and who therefore get the identifica-
tion.

Mow all of this is of course a trick, but it is the crucial
theoreticel correction to what is often our simple received
notion of indectrination. Of course thal occurs in certain
places and at certain times, but it 15 the incorporation which |
think is the true challenge to the left. If you think incorpora
tion only happens (o other people, then | just say you're
lucky, Because every time I"ve ever done any analysis of this,
I've found how many of my own feslings, responses are
rriggered. Take one that 1I'm a sucker for, just to conclude
I'm a Welsh rughy fan, so if somebody wearing a Welsh
rugby jersey comes on with a pint of someone’s beer and says
‘Boyo' (of course he has 1o say “Boyo', he doesn't say
‘chaps’) | have to really work it out,

The poinl about Lhis 15 that we are faced ondoubtedly with
very specific phenomena of late capitalist society, which we
are often still describing in the terms of early capitalisi
society. In terms of their economic strociure, the increasing
movement towards corporate monopoly ownership, the
exclusion of media which do not meer their sconomic
criteria, the steady control (of which we should be
increasingly reminded) of the so called independent puhlic
corperations, by the very fact of appointment from the state
at their controlling levels — all these phenomena require the
mast detailed investigation. My argument is chart if we look
at the historical evoluiion we can find the material for this
analysis, so we shall have in many ways o learn & new
language for addressing ourselves to the problem of the
media in our own times.



William Tyndale
and the

Crisis in Education

KEN JONES

Iin the autumn of 1976 the British Government and sections
of the educational state apparatus launched a major effort Lo
restructure the existing educartion system, particularly in its
relation 1o the economic and ideclogical reguirements of
indusirial capital. This has led it to instigate an attack aimed
at the gains made by the working class in education over the
last 30 vears. But this artack has not taken an explicit form
— instead it has seemingly been directed at previous trends in
bourgeois educarional thought, and their results in practice

In the post-war period, and especially in the 1960,
discussion of education in relation to the needs of the British
economy had in practice been over-shadowed by a persistent
gmphasis on the educational needs of the individual child.
Debate in this style has been definitively ended by the
statements ol the last few months. The ‘Yellow Book',
prepared by sections of the national school inspectorate in
response Lo @ request from James Callaghan, put the new
emphasis very concisely:

“Schools may have overemphasised the importance of
preparing boys and girls for their roles in society, compared
with the need to prepare them lor their economic role.” [1]

In October 1976 Callaghan made a specch in Oxford
which, in spite of certain verbal gestures in the opposite
direction, was a clear encouragement to the reactionaries:
‘He spelt out the goal of education. It is to equip children
Lo the bea of their ability for a lively and construclive place

Wiliiam Tyndale headmaster Terry Eflis explains at a press conference why the teachers went on strike

in society.”" [2] Taking his cue, John Methven, Director-
General of the CBI, responded: ‘A shift from unrestricted
freedom of choice towards a sharper concern for the
national inter=st in the shaping of educational policy is
necessary.' [3] By the end of the vear, the Department of
Education and Science had announced the opening of a
Cireat Debate' on (presslected) educational issues, and the
chairmanof the Schools Council [4], Sir Alex Smith, feltableto
denouncetheeducation system in the most vehement lerms yet:
‘Education. .. has rejected any serious economic responsibili-
tv. From this morally reprehensible stance, the education
service has no right, in my judgement, to a larger portion from
the resources of ourstruggling economy. ' [5]

What was the reasoning behind this concerted attack on an
education system which until recently had enjoyed an
inter-class consensus? Primarily, of course, the over-riding
motive for the attack lies in the impossible contradiction
between (he present economic erisis of British capitalism and
its previous attempts 1o expand and modernise the education
syslem. Secondly, the bourgeoisie is acutely aware of & social
crisis which, in some areas ol society, imperils its ideological
legitimacy =

Education is one such area, But the relative success of the
initial bourgeois attacks on the education system does not
rest upon their ability vo spread ideas of necessary sacrifice in
the face of economic chsaster. Mo — the fact is that the
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themes of the attack on education have been able 1o grip the
popular comsciousness because they relate  simultaneously
io a deep crisis in reformist thinking and scem 1o respond (o
what is experienced by the massesas a crisis in education, What
is mew in the present situation is the spectacle of sections ol the
warking class being drawn into a movement whose aims are
thoroughly retrogressive.

William Tyndale: The
Birth of aScapegoat

ine izssue above all has forced open the Mloodgates of muss
consciousness (o the new wave ol reactionary propaganda:
that of William Tyndale, a junior school in Islington, where

the bourgeoisie through the media, through an
‘independent’ inquiry, and through iis local government
apparalus — has been able to ‘prove’ thal cerfain

‘progressive’ teaching methods, particularly when allied to
radical political views, result in the lowering of cducational
gandards. It has been able to fabricate an image of
irresponsible teachers, both dilettante and elitist, presiding
over an educational chaos in which the life chances of
children — particularly of working class children — are
seriously damaged. 1t has been able (0 ‘establish’ an
equation between certain forms of teaching — democritic
collaboration belween teachers, a substantial measure of [ree
choice for children — and educational crisis. Moreover, il
has been able 1o do this withoul any serious counterposition
being pul by the Mational Union of Teachers, by any section
of the labour movement, ar by well-known ‘progressive
educators.

Why has the ruling class been successful on this isiue — s0
much so that it is applying the rhetoric it learned from the
Tyndale case to ‘explain’ the educational crisis as a whole?
[6) Centainly the teachers have made tactical mistakes, but
even if these were gigantic, they could not explain the
teachers’ present isolation. What is revealed is the inahility
of reformism to provide any explanation for, answers 1o, o7
action around the crisis in education, But it is not only the
weakness of reformism that has been spotlighted by the
Tyndalc case and the *Great Debate’ — it is alsa the fact that
no alternative exists to it in the working class at large, and
that even within the far left a response to lhe new
educational crisis has been slow and grossly inadequalte.

But it is the political spinelessness of reformism that is
immediately most evident, Tribume drew crumbs of
consolation from a sentence in Callaghan's speech which

spoke of ‘those who claim 10 defend standards but who in
reality are simply seeking to defend old privileges and
inequalitics’ [7]. while ignoring the fact that the speech as a
while was welcomed by Rhodes Boyson, newly appoinied
Tory spokesman on education. [¥]

The Communist Party wenl even further. It weleomed the
Auld Report on Tyndale (which connected whal it saw as the
teachers’ arempis to make ‘school & velucle Tor pocial
change’ with educationul mefficiensy — andd thus provided a
hasis for the Lnner London Education Authority to take a¢tion
against Lhe (eachers), and defended in s teschers'
journal not the Tyndale teachers but the state appuaribs:
“We want good suthorities and a good DES. It is (their)
responsibility not loallow any developments which may be 1o
the detriment of childien: to... prevenl deteriaration ol
educational standards, Be it through. .. stafl tumover... o
incapahility' (9] (my emphasis). The Morning Star latcr
commended the Auld Repart as ‘forthright’ and ‘patently
ohijective’. [10]

Why is such paralysis and capitulation widespread in the
face of the most sweening attacks on the educanonal gains of
the working class? Ohviously everything is overshadowed by
ihe collaboration of the workers’ leaderships with the
Labour Government's ailacks on living standards, and the
resulting demoralization. But the reason lies specifically
in the process whereby the reforms fought for by the
working class have been ‘twisted to fit the logic of capitalisi
society’ (to utilise a phrase of Robin Blackburn’s), with a
resultant loss of political consciousness on issues such as
educarion: and in the historic inability of the working class
leaderships to develop any programme of siruggle that
would maintain the independence of working ¢lass politics
from the bourgeois stale that tries to incorporate it. In the
course of economic struggles this process of incorparation 1s
continually interrupted by the spontaneous and elemental
upsurge of the mass movement (for example, the opposition
1o the Indusirial Relations Act, the miners’ strikes, etc.). In
sducation, on the other hand, rhe bourgevisie has had rhirty
uninterrupted years 1o ‘twist” the initial democratic reforms
forced upon it by working class pressure into measures geared
1o fit education tothe technical andideological requireme nisof
capitalism, and to depoliticise (at least up until now) much of
the education  debate,

How exactly has this process oceurred? Undoubtedly the
1944 Education Act was passed amid a strong working class
desire for educational change. It marked a certain
‘democratisation’ of the educalion sysiem — gramimar
schools were brought into the state system, and working
class children were given @ greatly increased access to the
education system as a whole. GCT Giles, a CP member and
President of the NUT in 1944-45, gave an account of the
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agitation for a democratic education system: *For the firsl
lime there was real evidence of a popular demand for a
democratic system of education... The Council for
Educational Advance (was) the first direct and official
alliance between the NUT and the working class move-
ment... Education was a live issu¢ in the General Election,
and at the municipal elections. The combined result is a
lively and sustained interest among parents. Meetings and
conferences dealing with the Act are almost invariably well
attended.” [11]

But the limits and weaknesses of this movement are also
revealed. Giles criticised the existing education system because
it was ‘inadequate for an epoch of rapid scientific
advance, and unsuitable for the age of lhe common man’
(12]. This vulgar stress on social unity rather than class
siruggle characierised the entire reform movement, and was
entirely in keeping with Labour Party social philosophy. In
no way could it inspire any programmatic alternative 1o the
'44 Act — nothing related to the content of education, or 10
its ideological function. Giles conceived of the movement's
1ask only as to add ‘punch’ 1o the state propasals.

It was with this ideological equipment that the working
class fought in the 1950s for comprehensive education. The
Labour Party-inspired London School Plan of 1947, for
instance, motivated comprehensive educalion on the
grounds that, ‘It was & matrer of first rate importance for
modern society that life in school should promaote a feeling of
social unity... ' [13] The reformers ultimately recelved the
backing of the Bow Group of the Tory Parmy and the
Gaitskellite right wing of the Labour Party, who found no
difficulty in adapting the ideology of the movement to their
own ideas of social engineering. Indeed, it came to form a
major strand of the Government's own reports, 114]

The working class movement did not challenge this
framework. L lefi others to decide questions of the content
and organisation of the curnculum, of the regime in the
schools. No tradition of an independent class atlitude to
education was developed.

But direct bourgeois conlrol of education was nevertheless
weakened — not by a planned, politicised working class
campaign, but in a profoundly UnNConsCious, Spontanemus
way, This process had several aspects; the most conscious
was the determination of the labour movement 10 continue
to extend the availabilicy of educaiion to working class
children, and 1o restrict privilege. This continual demand for
equality of educational opportunity set liendts 1o the ruling
class’s ability to determine the structure of the education
system. In addition, the gencral realisation that ‘eronomic
development’ impelled changes in educational method meant
in practice that a *progressive’ wing of the educational state
apparatus developed — with the twin aims of gearing
education to technical change and increasingly integrating a
previously relatively ‘unsocialised’ laver of working class
children into a role as ‘citizens’ of a skilled, modern society.
This, coupled with the pressure of the spontaneous resistance
to schooling of working class youth, meant that a flexible and
“child-centred” curriculum developed, together with a certain
relaxation in the schools® regime.

Moreaver, the existing -ethical and humanist bias of
English education — dating from Matthew Amopld — has
built into it a strong attachment to the development of the
sindividual' as well us a general hostility to the sort of
utilitarian principles invoked by the ‘needs of industry’.
The post-war capitalist strategy of expanding and modern-
ising education has thus not only found itself cramped by the
pressure of the working class, but filiered through
entrenched ideas of a humanist, individual-centred, critical
curriculunt. Sir Alex Smith signals the bourgeoisie's sour,
retrospective perception of this process: “The Robbing
Repart contained one big flaw — the assumption that & large
siock of well-educated people ts unquestionably good for
the country. It is an assumption that is wrong — if the
process of educating them is such as to create in them a
dislike for being invalved in the means whereby the country

earns its living among nations." [15]

These processes, developing relatively auonomously from
the main [ront of class struggle, created a sharper
contradiction between what happened in the schools and the
direct economic and ideological needs of capitalism. The
bourgeoisie is now thoroughly alarmed that 'its' reforms
have created in education a major area of social crisis, where
its authority i§ spontancously challenged by growing
numbers of teachers and students, Yet it moves nOw not just
(0 ‘de-autonomise’ education bui, with characteristic
opportunism, 1o exploit the fact that the crisis in education
alfects Iayers of the working class as much as it does the
bourgeoisie, and to present itsell demagogically as the
saviour of the workers from a crisis it explains as
pregressive-engendered. In this way it hopes not merely to
re-stabilise education, but to win support for authoritarian
solutions to the crisis in society as a whole. In education,
specifically, it aims by its campaign to lead a popular crusade
that will brush aside the opposition and ultimately have the
effect of displacing the ideology previously dominant in
education — which could be termed democratic/humanist —
with a new technicist ideology that will have as a major form
af social integration a forceful initiation into the role of
wage labourer, accompanied by a far more technocratic
conception of socicly.

The main factor which permits this is the historic
weakness of the working class on these questions — R
weakness that takes the farm of a reliance upan the
bourgenis democratic state torealise educational reform, and a
consequent lack of involvement inthe edu cational debate — so
that the baurgeoisie’s new demagogy has some plausibility for
an unprepared and inexperienced class, which is nevertheless
profoundly dissatisfied with education as it is. On
top of this, the response of ‘progressive” educationalists o
the attacks has been a siunned silence. Deprived by the
.aght-wing turn of its base in the state apparatus, historically
isolated from the working class movement, into whose ranks
their ideas did not peneirate, they are easily browbeaten by
the new ranting of the 'Yellow Book’ of 'hard und
irreducible economic facts’ that compel changes, The silence
of these figures alone would have a powerful disorienting
elfect on preressive classroom teachers. But it is not the only
hiostile circumstance. ..

The National Union
of Teachers:

Collaborators with the
State

The NUT, despite the wage milivancy which pushed 1t mio
membership of the TUC in the late 19605, does not in any
<ense define its perspective on education from the point of
view of the working class. Rather, it rode the tide afl social
reform to place itself m a good positon v determine its
outcome — in some cases il entered into the stale apparatus
io do this (for instance, its preponderance on the Schools
Council). The heights of its influence have been gained by
political collusion with the stare, and by accommodation (o
the prevailing ideology, As Schools Council publications
show [16], the NUT has been practising a ‘social compact” in
education for a number of years, in which it cachanges an
independent voice on education for an agreement (O accepl
the ideological consensus among the dominant class, [17]
Thus the NUT leadership’s response to the attacks has so far
been motivated primarily by iis desire to maintain its
influence in the staic apparatus. It has, for instance, avoided
any comment on the content of Callaghan's speech. The
basic strategy is not to fight the offensive but 1o make sure
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that the NUT has a part in helping, il need be, 1o implement
its autcome. Henee remarks from the NUT executive such
as: ‘Mo reform or development can be achieved without the
willing cooperation of the teaching profession.” [18]

Faced only with this response, the state is increasingly
confident that — given the conunued collaboration of rade
unian leaders with the Government on the central issues of the
day — it can substantially alter the character of education and
reverse many of the historic gains of the working class, through
a popular and demagogic campaign culminating in a more
direct intervention of *industry’ into the schools, and by an
alteration of the rale of scctions of the siate apparatus,
particularly theinspeciorate. [19]

The walchword of this campaign is ‘accountability’: which
signifies an obedience of teachers to the dictates of industry,
disguised in many cases as a form of popular control. In this
wiy progressive experiment and teacher avtonomy would be
curbed. The consequences of excesses in the previous course
are dramatically epitomised for the media by the case of
Tyndale, whose lesson can be summed up as ‘progressive
education causes the erisis in the schools’. Anii-democratic,
politically motivated teachers are seen as the bringers of
disorder: ***Mr. Haddow wanted to destroy thissociety, didn"t
he?"'. asked barrister John Williams of Ellis during the
enguiry.” [20]

Conseguently teachers like this are portrayed as the worsl
enemies of working class children, particularly those
children set on using educational guality as & means of
individual advence, It is this theme which is at the heart ol
the anti-Tyndale propaganda. Whereas righl-wing opposi-
tion to reform in education had in the past been patently
elitist in character [21], the Tyndale issue allowed the
bourgeoisie (o pose as the defenders ol a new layer of
working class children, underprivileged as a result of
progressivism

What actually happened? The teachers explained thewr
practice in Lthe book they wrote: ‘Instead of opting for putting
alltheir efforts intosatisfying the group {middle class parents)
which could wield the most power, perhaps ar the expense of
other children, the Tyndale aaff concentrated on the
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Education Minister Shicley Williams made her attitude
guite cfear at the start of the "Great Debate’: poor schoois,
ghe said, ware mainly the resuit of “weaknesses in staffing’.

dizadvantaged child, and in accordance with their policies of
greater involvement of parents were completely open about
this. Thisled 1o pressure, both fraom the aspiring working glass,
who already fell hostility towards this group of Tamilies, and
the middle class, wha wanled the school run exclusively fo
their children.” [12]

Ii was this choice that aroused the wrath of the “muddle
class' parents — who would have wecepled progressive
methods alone, but not the conresponding allocation of
resources and teaching time thar the siaf [ made, [23] 1L was
this real extension of the gains previously made Lhrough the
relaxation of awhoriarianism, the further eroding of
competitiveness hetween children, & fexible and child
centred curriculum, accompanicd by an almost unknown
pracrice of collective decision-making, and the allowing o
children of a real degree of choice, thar made the Tyndule
teachers exceptional, and provoked an auuck an them; even
though it was not proved that the children’s standards of
educational antainment were falling. For in what they did
they imphcily broke the “social compact’ herween weachers,
the state and the “community’ which normally ensures thal
teaching takes place within the values and purposes of the
raccepted idess of society’. As the teachers put it, in the
present system., ‘Power is granted to the heads only so long
us they exercise it in aceordance with the wishes of the
political masters.” [24)

The political afiermuth of the Tyndale affair centres on
the realisation by the bourgewisie that this ‘social compact’
is far oo lax and ill-defined to provide an adequatc
framework lora project thatmims lodraw thecducation sysieimn
much more closely towards ‘the needs of industry’. This
was brought our at the ILEA inguiry into Tyndale Harvey
Hinds, the discredited Labour Purty head of ILEA, put the
conventional view of the relation of teachers to the state
apparatuz and to ihe dominant ideclogy: ‘In tha Hnglish
sverern, the attitude of the education authorities is onc al
leaving teachers (o teach and managers 1o manage, relying
on a mutual confidence which in experience is rarely shown
not 1o exist.” [25]

But this ‘mutual conflidence’, which resied an an
ideological consensus, can no longer be said to exist with the
developing contradiction between the schools and industry
Therefore a sharper intervention has to be made by the
industrial bourgeoisie into the education debate, complem-
ented by decisive steps by the central state apparatus Lo end the
tradition of educational autonomy which had helped to
agllow similar — though not as thorough-going — practices o
those at Tyndale 1o develop. Two asiute bourgeois observers
cummed up the difference between the old and the new lines
like this: “The main point here is that whereas the Auld view
demanded of the inspectorate that it assess, judge, and in
the last analysis act as the agenis of control of what wenl on
in schools and classrooms, the Hinds view did not.” [26] The
writers finish off with a call for action by the Secretary of
Sinte and the inspectarate.

Rarelv can an imperative have been so rapidly met. The
DES has proclaimed the “Great Debate’ on the themes of the
content of the curriculum, ‘monitoring and assessmenl of
standards’, teacher training, and ‘the school and working
life’. The key element in all this is the last one. 1t is the "needs
of industry’ which are defining themselves more and mare
vociferously ax the touchstone of educalional performance.
The DES initimtive hus livensed the crudest outbursts from
cuprains of ndustry who have suddenly been presented with
a platform (rom which o utter reactionary simplicities:
‘Reading, ‘riting and *rithmetic seem (o have been dropped.
But for what? If the three Rs cannot be repleced by
something better very soon, then | maintain that we should
return 1o those basics of education... (schools go) oo far
towards permissiveness and free choice studies — prefer-
ences being lor music rather than maths, social studies rather
than science.” [27]

The labour movernent has remained largely silent, [t has
conflineditself 1o reiierating theinter-class arguments that were



a commonplace in the 190s bul arc enlirely redundan
now, when what is required is an intransigent critique of the
bourgeois education svstem and a repudiation of working
class respansibility for any aspect of the socual crisis. [28]
The historic separation of the labour movement from
bourgenis progressive educational thought, and its inability
[0 pose any aliernative 1o the incorporarion of working class
demands into the projects ol hourgepis democracy, have
prevented the taking of any critical standpoint towards
developments in the educarion system. Mow the price1s being
paid. In the Tyndale case, for instance, the Labour Party
school manapgers and the Labour-controliad 1LEA were able
ta play on this lack of critical intervention, and of the
elemeniary procedures of working class democracy, by a
combination of secret manoewvring and public demagogy
thai aimed to capitalise on the insecurity of working class
purcnits, It appeared completély legitimate that the
ILEA should “erbitraie’ between the parents and the Tyndale
teachers 1o setile the dispute — that, after all, is the accepted
role of the state. It appeared legitimate, also, for the
Labowr-conirolled ILEA o threaten aclion against the
teachers because they went on sirike (thus damaging the
children’s interests) without the teachers receiving any
support from other trade unionisis. So powerful is the
ides of education’s *neutrality’,

The teachers faced squarely up to the fact thar many
working class parents determinedly rejected their aims and
methods, supporting reactionary ideas, But ultimately they
turned away from resolving the problem: ‘It is extremely
naiveio think that bringing in parents and ancillary workers o
run the schools is the answer. It may bé 3 consciousness:
raising question 1o bring them in and let them know what
we're doing, but these are the most reactionary forces in
education.' [29] This is both a recognition of the size of the
problem and & failure to attempt 1o solve it. It is an approach
that can only scparate radical reachers from the working
class and assist the right wing

How should revolutionary Marxists approach the prob-
lem? First, we must recognise the roots of the problem: the
wiay the bourgeoisie has been able 1o use the working ciass
movement's commitment to the procedures of bourgeois
democracy in the Neld of education {1.e. 1ts willingness o sec
it a5 4 matter for the state and the ruling political party), and
(o use its long separation from the debates which have gone
on in the education system about its content and purpose, in
order to drum up support for a reactionary splution (o the
social crisis and to promote splits between Leachers and the
working class, Rarely, too, has it been more concretely
shown that issues having a substantial importance for the
overall halance of class forces can be rased In an area
apparently peripheral to the central clashes of the class
siruggle.

At the Radical Education conference in November 1976
the IMG put forward the following demands as a rentative
atiempl to concretise an allernative line to that which the
bourgeoisie is emploving so successfully:

{a) To explode the demagogy of the bourgepisie about
communily control — likely 1o be expressed in the Taylor
Committee recommendation thar 23 per cemt of school
manggers should be nominated by local capitalists — we
should explain that we are not against school management
boards, but that they should be in their entirety elected by a
general vote in the community, that they should be
recallable, and that their meetings should be open to all
observers.

{b) We should be absolutely against intervention by
capitalist interests in the existing school curriculum.

(¢} We should demand the withdrawal of the NUT and
other trade unions from the Schaols Council. Although the
Schools Council is coming under asttack from the
inspectorate, it is nevertheless the place where, through such
schemes as the CBI-TUC backed *Industry Project’, a new
pattern of education is being developed which, sugared by
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such descriptions as ‘a partnership between the warld of
education and the world of work®, is drawing education
closer tothe needs of of the CBI, Opposed to this, weshould say
that the NUT should collaborate locally and nationally in
developing & curriculum that is in the interesis of
working class children, and that defends the existing gains of
the curriculum.

{d) Since the inspectorate — local and national — 15 more
and more going to be a leading force in implementing the
new campaign on ‘standards’, and since in the current
circumstances lo fight them by excluding them from the
schools is to provide ammunition for the right wing, we
should counter their campaign by demanding rthat inspec-
tions of schools be completely open. The staff at a school
should have the rght ro discuss collectively with the
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PATRICK CAMILLER

The Popular

Fronts of the

1930s

A REPLY TO MONTY JOHNSTONE

Diuring the last year Marxism Today, the theoretical journal
of the Communist Party of Great Britain (CPGB), has
published a number of articles thal attempt lo give a
reasoned defence of the Popular Front sirategy of the 1830s,
and to argue iis relevance to the contemporary workers
movement. [1] The appearance of this material in 197576
can hardly be explained simply by the coincidence of the
forticth anniversary of Popular Front governments in Spain
and France. For the first time since 1947, the major
Communist Parties of Western Europe are fating the
possibility of entering inlo capitalist coalition governments in
countries hit by social, economic and political cnises of
varying proportions. Indeed, the issue of Communist
participation is currently at the centre of political dehate in
Europe.

We are rather doubtful about the short-term likelihood of
this prospect. Mevertheless, it is hardly surprising that the
attention of militants of a tiny pariy like the CPGB should
be turned towards the historical actions and compromises of
their comrades in Italy, Spain or France. Many 2 Briush
Communist must look to the rise of 2 ‘respectabhle’ mass
governmental party in any of these countries as the key lo 1he
development of the movement throughout Western Europe,
and above all as the way in which the CPGB itsell’ will
reverse the recent decline in electoral support and at last
berome & significant Torce in national politics. Al the same
time, a governmental alliance between the Communist Party
and Christian Democracy in ltaly would pose serious
problems  of explanation. Despite the course of the
right-wing politicians who stand at its head, the British
lebour movement has had a long tradition of apposing open
coalition with bourgenis parties in peacelime — a tradition
that was greatly strengthened by the defection of MacDonald
in 1911, The CPGB will require all the unique ‘dialectical’
talents of its leading theoreticians to elucidate the progress-
jve nature of wage freezes and other traditional austerity
measures enforced by a Commumist Minister of Labour,
serving under & Christian Democratic Prime Minister,

More generally, the prospect of a lengthy period of
capitalist instability, combined with and sharpened by the
direct entry of the masses onto the pelitical arena, makes
necessary a thorough ideological preparation of the Com-
munist Parties for their role in these events, Of major
importance in this process is the attempt o consolidate an
alternative political tradition to that of the Bolsheviks and

the revolutionary Comintern of the first four congresses.
The most ohvious chodce is au the same time far out of reach
— namely, that long opportunist line within classical social
democracy running from the Fremch Possibilisls through
Bemstein to the elder Kauisky. Although the ‘Communist'
Parties of Western Europe are marked by a similar
abandonmeni of & perspective of revolutionary opposition 1o
capitalist rule, they are still distinguished above all by their
historical and present-day links wilh the bureaucratic
apparatus of the Soviet state. Whatever certain individuals
or corrents may dream of, a straighiforward fusion of
Sialinism with social democracy may be effectively ruled out
in the fareseeable future, if only becanse of the too great and
hazardous disruption to the movement it would involve.

Antonio Gramsci, however, has the wnguestionable
advantages over Bernstein et al that he was a leader of a
genuine workers” uprising, that he was & founder member of
the ltalian Communist Party; and above all... that he was
kept out of directly political activity for the last eight years
of his life by Mussolini’s police. This is not the place to
discuss the important theoretical work of Gramsci. What
interests us here is rather the current vogue for his mame in
Communist Party circles, and the allempt (0 ruise 2 few
phrazes about ‘hegemony” or ‘war of manoeuvre' 10 the
status of magical algebraic formulag, capeble of receiving
the most crassly opportunist arithmetical content. Monly
Johnstone provides a model of this hanalisation of
Gramsci's thought and of the skilful exploitation of the
aut hority of hisname. |2]

In a parallel process, the world Stalinist movement has for
& number of vears been devoting considerable energy to the
canonisation of Georgi Dimitrov as the genuine mspirer of
modern “Communism’. OF course, we would not wish 1o
challenge his credentials as the systematiser of the first, all
important step in finding 3 ‘new way' of looking at the
bourgeoisie, However, it is ridiculous to asseri, as does
Monty Johnstone, thet the Seventh World Congress of the
Cominiern (at which Dimitrov gave the main report) ‘laid
the basis... for the subsequent policies and perspectives ol
Communist Parties all over the world." [3] As Johnstone well
koows, the abrupt change in Stalin‘s perspectives at the time
of the outbreak of the Second World War provoked
considerable (if momentary) confusion in & CPGB trained
for four years in the Popular Front perspectives, Thus, on 23



September 1939, John Gollan was still arguing for unity with
the ‘democratic’ British bowrgeoisic: ‘Poland has fallen
victim 1o Nazi aggression. Nazi aggression must be defeated
by all the resources of the British people and the peoples of
the British Empire.’ [4] But just two weeks later, a hastily
rewritten manifesto of the Central Committee argued thal
‘the reactionary imperialists of Britain and France... are nol
now fighting, as they maintain, for democracy against
fascism or for peace against aggression, but for impenalisi
aims . ." [§] Harry Pollitt found himself in the unenviable
position of being the author of a public pamphlet, 'How Lo
Win the War', which was on sale when the Comintern
representatives brought news of the change of line; he was
thus removed as General Secretary, It hardly needs o be
added that, in his function of Ceneral Secretary of the
Comintern, Dimitrov presided over this unceremonious
ditching of the Popular Front, as well as over its revival in
1941.

The continuity of Stalinist politics is thus defined not by
any political position taken in 1935, bul by the socially
privileged position of the Soviet bureaucracy and the
subordination of the CPs to its international policies of class
eollaboration.

Further articles in International will examine the posi-war
ideological and political evolution of the Wesiern Com-
munisl Parties, as well as the relationship between their
strategies for ‘democratic advance’ and the Popular Fronts
of the Thirties. Although they have in common a profound
fear of the revolutionary mobilisation of the masses and a
subordination of the workers movement to the bourgeoisie,
they may nevertheless be distinguished in terms both of their
goals and relation to party programme and of the
directness of their correlation with Soviet forcign policy.

Finally, it is no accident that Johnstone's defence of the
Popular Front takes the form of a polemic against Trotsky.
In several European countries, CP leaders (and coun
intellectuals like Althusser) [6] are awakening to the terrible
realisation that despite the past work of delirions slander and
physical liguidation the programme and traditions of
Bolzhevism remain alive in thousands of fresh militants; thal
Trotskyism has never been a more powerful force in Western
Europe than it is today; and that throughout the coming
mass upsurges the Communist Parties will be accompanied
every inch of the way by revolutionary Marxist criticism and
organisation. The seriousness with which this threat is
taken may be gauged by the range of literature that has
recently been produced, from the crude diatribes of
Basmanov in Moscow to the slightly better attuned and more
sophisticated analyses of the British specialisl in anti-
Trotskyism — Monty Johnstone.

THE GERMAN PRELUDE

Monty Johnstone is guite correct 1o preface his apology
for the Popular Front by a short survey of the Third
Period and of the concrete tactics adopted by the German
Communist Party. However, we believe that there is a much
more intimate link between those hesdy days of ulira-
leftism and later calls for national unity than is suggested
by his simplistic notionsof a ‘correctionof sectarian errors’.

Johnstone's presentation may be summarised as Tollows:
Berween 1928 and 1934 the Comintern failed to make a
proper distinction between fascism and bourgeots democracy
and even characterised social democracy as the ‘social-
fascist’ mainstay of bourgeois rule against which the
principal blow should be directed; in Germany, it thus
counterposed to common defence of democracy the building
of a ‘united front from below' between the Communist
Party and Socialist workers, and mistakenly saw the seizure
of power as the immediate task. Trotsky correctly Tought
against these policies for a united anti-fascist front of the
Communist and Socialist parties ‘within the framework of
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bourgeais democracy’. However, when the Comintern later
adopted & defensive strategy ‘which flowed from essentially
the same premises as’ Trotsky's critique. he reversed his own
position and ended up advocating & perspective similar 1o
that of the Third Period. |7]

Although Johnstone provides no explanation of the
appearance of these sectarian ‘mistakes’, he describes
accurately enough some of the outward leatures of the Third
Perind line. On the other hand, the only truthful clement in
the account of Trotsky's positions is that he consistently
combatted the ulira-lefusm of the Comintern, Now, we do
not underestimate the scholarly effort thar Johnstoneg has
put into his articles — judging by the copious lootnotes and
references, he scems to have puid especinl “attention' 1o
Trotsky's writings on Germany. [B] However, whether
consciously or unconsciously, the frults of his Inbour
aren complete distortion of whiat Trotsky actually said,

As carly as September 1930, Trotsky understood what
Monty Johnstone will never grusp — that the position of
Gierman capitalism had reached o point wheare ‘there wppears
to be no way out along the normal road of the bourgeois
parliamentary regime’. [9] The crisis of 1924 had unleashed a
powetul profectiomst dynamic within the world sconomy
that rapidly suffocaled the expori-oriented core of German
industry {industrial production fell by a half between 1929
and 1932, and there were already 3 million unemployed m
1930): inlernational creditors demanded the repayment of
joans that had formed the basis of the post-war revival; a
chain of bunks collapsed, spreading hnancial chaos. At the
palitical level, the bourgeois democratic institutions of the
Weimar Republi¢, which had never won the undispured
allegiance of the bourgeoisie or the proletariar, were being
swiftly eroded by a regime of presidential decree; in e
September 1930 elections, the Communist Party of Germany
(KPD), the declared enemy of the Weimar Republic,
increased 115 vote by 2.5 per cent; whilst at the opposite pole
the Mazi vote leapt 1o 18.3 per cent from its 1928 level of 2.6
per cent. In this situation, the future of Germany resied
above all on the capacity of the working ¢lass vanguard (o
replace a political system that was clearly in its death-agony,
and to set about the socialist reorganisation of society in
planned cooperation with the Soviet workers. A perspective
of ‘defence of Weimar' could only have paralysed the will of
the proletariat and placed its head in a noose that was being
methodically prepared by the Nazis. Such indeed was the
road pursued by the social democratic leaders of the SPD,
who preferred passively to accept as a 'lesser evil' the
Bonapartist regimes of Bruening and von Papen (and even
the overthrow of their own Prussian regional government)
rather thun 1o hasten the burial of the democratic form of
bourgeois rule, of which they were the principal midwives
and to which they wereattached by every fibre ol their being

As for Trotsky, every word that he wrate on the strugale
apainst fascism was based on the understanding that only
socialist revolution could save the workers from economic
want and fascist dictatorship. We urge readers who are not
convinced of this (or indeed rhe correcliess of his argument)
1o read for themselves the major articles, particularly “What
mext' and “The Only Road'. However, in the case of Monty
Johnstone, who even afler reading them still sees these
writings of Trotsky as foreshadowing the Popular Front, it is
obviously necessary to place at least & few succinct and
unambiguous statements before his eyes. Thus: :

*A revolulionary party, at the time of a crisis in the
repime, is much stronger in the extra-parliamentary
mass struggles than within the framework of parlia-
mentarism. But again on one condition: il it under-
stands the situalion correctly and can connect in
practice the vital necds of the masses with the nsk of
seizing power, Everyihing is now reduced to this.” [10)
{26 Sepr. 1930)
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“The solution is approaching. The moment has come It is indeed difficult to grasp that the struggle for the needs
when the prerevolutionary situation must be trans- of the working class within cupitalist society simulianeouasly
formed into the revolutionary — or the counter- poses more and more sharply the task of the destruction of
revolutionary.” [11] that society. The categories of formal logic, which are

(26 Mov. 1931) continually secreted by the conservative apparatuses of the

workers movemnent, show no solution to the problem: they

‘A system of joint measures of struggle must be can structure routine trade union and parliamentary activity
elaborated against the regime of emergency decrees and in periods of relative social peace, and they can permit any
Bonapartism. This struggle imposed on the proletarial amouni of speculation on the beautiful socialist future of

by the whole situation cannat, by its very nature, be humanity; but they are useless in the science of transition — of
conducted within the framework of democracy... (it) the development and mobilisation of the energies of the
lays bare the problem of the state as a problem of working class Tor socialist revolution. In their different
power.” [12] wavs, (he ultra-left sectarians and the right-opportunists

(14 Sepr. 1932) remain imprisoned within these categories. The [ormer can see

Manty Johnstone comes completely unstuck when he tries nui',r the final revolutionary goal and impatiently demand that
10 expose a contradiction between Trotsky's ‘democratic’ the masses free themselves fram the control of their leaderships
positions and Ernest Mandel’s argument that in fighting by adhering to the revolutionary organisation and its
fascism the workers movement should ‘define the struggle initiatives. The opportunists, on the other hand, are
for the conquest of power as an immediate goal' [13]. In hypnotised by what Is, by the might of the reformist
fact, Mandel's point is identical with one made by Trotsky apparatuses (and of the bourgeoisie that stands behind
himself: *Precisely in Germany today we are shown that the them); they believe that any action which jeopardises their
proletarial is faced with the task of a direct and immediale enntral over their members will merely cut the revolution-
struggle for power, long before it has been completely united aries off from the masses. What both attitudes reveal is a
under the banner of the Communist Party'. [14] 11 is obvious profound lack of confidence in the ahility of revolutionarnies
to anyone who takes the trouble to think that neither Trotsky to challenge the reformists for leadership within the
nor Mandel understood by ‘immediate struggle for power” the countless partial struggles thar bring the workers into
organisation of an insurrection the next day; they were conflict with the capitalist class, It is therefore not surprising
referring to the seizure of power as the only way out of that these two opposites are continually changing into each
this crisis of bourgeois class rule. We shall return later 1o other; the opportunists will resort o fiery left phrases and
Johnstone's frequent and worthless artempis to play on the sharp torns in order to conceal their adaptation to the
ambiguity of the word ‘immediate’. bourgeoisic both from themselves and from the masses;

whilst the ultra-lefis will attempt (o overcome their isolation
by a sudden panicky capitulation before the apparatus that

How is it possible then that Troisky both saw the urgent they never managed to touch with their verbal, or even
necessity of socialist revolution and at the same time argued physical, assaults. It is only possible ro escape from this
that the tagk of the hour was (o organise a KPD-5PD united vicious circle by breaking with the formal opposition
front for the defence of workers rights? Does this not express between future socialism and the present reality of capitalist
a hasic inconsistency in his thought? SOCIELY.
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The KPD Red Front early in 1933: isolated fram the warking masses Ll; the bureaucratic-sectarian Ea'um'n'ﬂgf of Thaslmann
(standing an platform) and the Comintern leadership



Erom 1930 to 1933 the historical necessity of workers
power and democracy existed as an explosively concrete
presence within the crumbling Weimar Republic: it was there
far all to see in the catastrophic decling of the produclive
farces, in the erosion of bourgenis democratic institutions,
and in the deep radicalisation of millions of workers. What
did not exist, however, was a political force able 1o bring
this necessity to the highest levels of conscious expression
within the workers movement; in other words, a leadership
capable of demonstrating the objective need for power to the
Social Democratic workers through the development of their
struggle to defend their awn rights and institutions.

Of course, these SPD workers believed {although perhaps
not as firmly as Monty Johnstone) that it was possible to
wage this defensive struggle to the end ‘within the
framework of bourgeois democracy’, It would thus have
been the height of madness to propose joint action for the
establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat: the first
burning task facing the whole of the working class —
whether KPD, SPD or non-party — was the organisation of
a class front against the fascists and the Bonapartist
government. And for that they needed the maximum unily in
their ranks. However, the united front advocated by Trolsky
and earlier by the Leninist Comintern did not imply the
slightesl renunciation by communists of their revolutionary
goals. On the contrary, Trotsky undersiood thal in the
course of the struggle for partial and democratic demands
{including for the abolition of the regime of presidential
decree — a demand that Monty Johnstone would doubtless
see @s part of his *hourgeois democracy”), the united workers
would be forced 1o extend the class organisations they had
built up over the decades through the formation of soviets
[18]. The united front would reach & point where it would be
faced with the choice: either to go on fighting for the
objective needs of the class even though this conflicts with
the structures and repressive apparatuses of bourgeois
democracy, or to give up the struggle in order o save
bourgeois democracy. There could be no guestion ebout the
preference of the SPD (which moreover did nothing to
rescue its beloved Weimar by its refusal to fight). Indeed, the
hostility of the SPD leadership 1o the united front was based
on its clear appreciation that any systematic mass mohilisa-
tion would put intolerable pressure on the restricting shell of
bourgeois democracy and challenge its own influence over
the working class.

Dioes this mean that the united fromt is merely a
‘manoeuvre” enagaged in by the communists in order to
eliminate their social-democratic rivals? Only bureaucratic
careerists committed exclusively to the defence of ‘their own'
apparatus can pose the question in this way. Standing
higher than such concerns are the pbjective interests of the
working class, on which the united (roni is based and by
reference to which the final judgement of history will be
passed on all organisations of the workers movement. Those
which stand in the way of the revolutionary aspirations of
the masses will be swept aside in the course of decisive events
that demand a unified and resolute class leadership.

Scatiered throughout Trotsky's writings on Germany arc
warnings against an opportunist conception of the united
front that is the traditional hallmark of centrism. [16]
Naturally, if it is not intended to go beyond the limits of
bourgeois demoeracy, then the bare principle of unity of all
democratic forces will suffice to define party strategy; it will
even tend to blur distinctions between political organisations
and fuse them into a single *democrutic” morass. However, @
revalutionary party will maintain an intransigent independ-
ence from its reformist allies of today, since it knows that to-
morrow or theday after they will become, and the masses must
be brought Lo se¢ them as, the dangerous and immediate
opponentsof a further advance of the class. In other words, its
application of the tactic of the united front will be thoroug hly
subordinated 1o its sirategic goal of the seizure of power.
117]

This revolutionary tactic af the united front involves a
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particular conception of class alliances that is frequently
misundersiood, For instance, Monly Johnstone is perplexed
by the fact thal in Germany Troisky was prepared to
conclude an alliance with “the devil and his grandmother',
whereas in France he was violently opposed to u pact with
ihe much more attractive figure of the Radical Purly. In his
polemic against opportunist blocs between workers' and
bourgeois parties, Trotsky was not guided hy an abstract
principle that workers must never contaminate themselves by
comiact with alien class forces. The starting point, here as else-
where, was the interesis of the working class in the given
configuration of forces. Thus in Germany the struggle
against the threatening fascist counter-revolution would no
doubt have been advanced by practical agreements belween
the KPD and Jewish bourgeois groups (o organise common
defence of puhlic meetings; or after Hindenburg's repince-
meni of the Catholic Centre Party government in 1932 by
von Papen's ‘Cabinet of Hitler's barons’, it might have been
possible to reach similar agreements with sections of that
bourgeois party, which had u certain working class base. of
course, we should not ignore the obstacles 1o such joint
action nor, more importantly, their extremely limited scope.
Such forces were a factor of tenth-rate significance in the
organisation of mass action to combat the growth of MNuzism
and its Bonapartist protectors and (0 strengihen the
collective power of the working class. Above all, it would
have been disastrous if communists had in any way
subordinated the fighting unity of the proletarian millions 10
shabby deals with a handful of bourgeois politicians, who
were at least gs frightened of the ‘Reds’ as they were of
Hitler's thugs. Just as in the case of alliances with social
democratic partics, the cardinal maxim of the ‘united front’
is: *March separately, strike together! No mixing of banners
and programmes!” Therevolutionary policy of utilising practi-
cal agreements with bourgeois forces as episodic and nstru-
mental means tawards the anii-capitalist unity of a hegemonic
proletariat is thus the polar opposite of thar ‘popular umiy’
under which the power of the working class is chained to a
bourgeois programme or leadership.

The above analvsis has, we [rust, demonstrated the
impermissibility of Johnstone's argument thal Trotsky's posi-
tion changed fundamentally after 1933, and that ‘the
Comintern’s subseguent anti-fascist People’s Front strat-
egy... Mowed from essentially the same premises as those on
which his own earlier criticisms were based.” [18]

GERMANY AND
STALINISM

Hefore we go on to ook ut the Popular Front itsell, we must
say & few words about the evolution of the Comintern in the
1930-31 period. As we suid earlier, the only explanation that
Muonty Johnstone can effer of the sectarian line ol the Third
Period is that it was caused by “sectarian errors’. [19] 1t does
not seem 1o oeeur to him, or to the Mascow historian-
apologist Soboléy whom he quotes, that there must be a
material basis to such wild ravings that appear at the centre
of a world party ten years after its foundation. After all, it
can hardly be diagnosed as that sume infantile disorder
whichafMicted the Nedgling KPDor CPGBin 1919-21,

The decisive process in the life of the Comintern was
undoubtedly the consolidation of & powerful and privileged
burenucratic layver within the Soviet party-statc apparatis,
and the elimination of inncr-party democracy within the
CPSU and its fraternal sections, By 1930 thal bureaucracy
was already ‘dizzy with the success’ of its defeat of the Left
and Right oppositions, and was embarking on & campaign 10
bring the enlire peasantry under its adminisirative control. |20
Evervihing within the world movement was subordinated
o this frenzied mnd utopian endeavour to establish
'socialism in one country’, end thus to annul by [iat the
pressures and contradictions of Soviet and world politics and
cconomics, Virtually anything that moved without the



approval of the bureaucratic apparatus was regarded as an
‘opportunist’ threat to the success of the adventure; and if it
could not be stopped in ils tracks by repression, then it was
driven ot of reach of the ‘loyal communists’ by hysterical
denunciation. Thus in Germany not only the SPD but alse
the Lefi Opposition, the Brandlerites and the SAP were
characterised as agencies of “social fascism’; the task of
patiently winning over the reformist workers through a
common experience could not possibly have heen conceived
of at this time. Of course, this does not mean that Moscow
or the KPD were more or less consciously working to sabotage
the German revelution; but nor canthe leaders beconsidered as
genuinely naive and sincere militants who had been led into
error by Lheir own revolutionary zeal, The Stalinist betrayal
of the German waorking class, expressed in ils practical
apposition to ¢lass unity and its capitulation (o Mazism
without a struggle, was a direct result of the drive Tor power
of the nationalist Ruzsian bureaucracy.

We should not underestimate the lasting impact of the
Third Period on the consciousness of the cadres of the
Communist International. The membership of nearly every
section declined between 1929-33 in response to the climate
of bureancratism and sectarian irrationality (Germany was
an exception o this trend, but this was owing to the
extremely sharp social crisis and polarisation rather than to
the popularity of KPD policies, as lormal logic would
suggest). Those who remained underwent a process of
re-cducation that may aptly be described as the destruction
of thought: living roots in the whole class were violently
wrenched up and replaced by unquestioning submission to
the national and intcrnational apparatuses; verbal and
physical violence supplanted skilfully pitched propaganda
and agitation as the principal weapons of the cadre; dramatic
predictions of the imminent collapse of capitalism removed
the need for careful study of the mood of the masses and of
the political and economic conjuncture; the leading role of
the party in the revolutionary process was re-interpreted as
the infallibilty and untouchability of the party apparatus;
and finally the crucial importance of the Soviet Union as a
centre of world revolution was turned on its head so that the
first duty of all Communists became devotion to the
‘eacialle’ fatherland. It was this dizzying regime of
bureaucraiic ultimatism that prepared and made possible the
renunciation without seripus internal crisis of the perspective
of world revolution intheturnof 1934-35.

Monty Johnstone neglects to mention that as early as 1930
Trotsky had wamed of the ease with which ultra-left
sectarianism would pass over into its oppasite. [21] Indeed,
one of his main criticisms of the centrist opponents of the
KPD was that they were unable o see Stalimism gs a
consistent bureaucratic tendency characterised by empirical
left and right zigeags. [22] It thus came &3 no surprise when
on 3 March 1913, after & month of lotal silence on the
German events in the Cominlern press, the Executive
Committee launched a call for a united front with social
democracy which for the first time in jts history offered to
‘refrain from [verbal] attacks on social democratic organisa-
tions'. [23] Although the primary function of this appeal was
to cover the tracks of the KPD (as if a whole generation of
workers could forget such a crime overnight!), its explicit
renuncialion of the freedom of party criticism and
propaganda was a harbinger of rhat bureaucratic non-ag-
gression pact which the ‘united frant’ was to become in the
hands of Dimitrov and Co.

Mevertheless, 15 it reue, as Monty Johnstone argues, that
Trowsky's break with the Comintern after the German defeat
was ‘at best overhasty and based on an impressionistic rather
than a fundamental,analytic approach’ [24]; or that, at
worst, he was simply *overwhelmed by his hatred of Stalin’
[25]7 We need not take the first suggestion seriously, since
Iohnstone has already given us sufficient indication of what
he regards as ‘fundamental analysis': namely, a combination
of half-truths, ‘oversights’,and circular reasoning. As for
Trotsky's pathological *hatred” of Stalin, one would have

thought that this would have reached & peak by 1930, when
Trowsky's own expulsion from the CPSU and USSR was
being followed by systemalic arrests, deportations and the
first executions of Left Oppositionists, However, he
understood thal the Cominlern was still in the middle of the
greatest test in ils history, and that under the impact of the
decisive events in Germany and the struggle of the Left
Opposition the world party could still be brought back Lo
revolutionary Marxism. Thus his position was well-defined
from al least December 1931 onwards: 'Yes, should the
fascists really conguer power, that would mean not only the
physical destruction of the Communist Party, but veritable
political bankruptcy for it... The seizure of power by the
fuscists would therefore most probably signify the necessity
of ereating a new revolutionary party, and in all likelihood a
new Interpational. That would be a frightful historical
catastrophe, But to assume today that all this is unavaidable
can be done only by genuine hquidators, those who under
the mantle of hollow phrases are teally hasloung o
capitulate like cravens in the face of the struggle and withoul
a struggle.’ [28] Only the complete prostration of the KFD
and the concern af the Comintern bureaucrais solely to save
face finally convinced Trotsky that the Comintern had
broken its links with the proletarian world revolution. [27]

THE 1934 TURN

Monty Johnstone’s account of the 1934 furn to the
Popular Front is of the kind thet abounds in children’s history
books, After the crushing defeat in Germany, so the
story goes, the sectarian fanatic Stalin was locked in battle
with the untarnished here Georgi Dimvitrov, who, hand-in-
hand with his siaunch comrade Maurice Thorez, managed 10
gét the monster under control and thus to open up a bright
new future for the Comintern, [28]

Hw.thnmml-.'urwryr.-xmninatiﬂnufihtevenlsnﬂ'i'!dwill
show ihat, like most such tales, this one is made up of one
part truth, three parts falsehood and six pans OIMISSi0n,
The key date, which is barely mentioned in Johnstone’s
‘concrete analysis of a concrete situation’, is 6 February
1934. Encouraged by the success of Hitler in Germany and
exploiting the financial scandals which were then rocking the
political arena, a mob composed of various fascist groups
laid siege to the French Parliament in an attempt to put a
clear stamp on events, They were driven back relatively
easily by palice gunfire, but managed to shifi the
Government sharply to the right and, most importantly, 0
arouse a spoONiancous mass UPSUTge against the counter-
revolutionary threal, What was the response of the
leaderships of the workers movement to this development?

Like their German comrades, the much stronger French
Trotskyists had for some time placed the slogan of the united
front ugainst the fascists at the centre of their agitation, and
thinking workers in the mass organisations were aware al
least of the elements of their aliernative policy, This
unrelenting pressure of Trotskyist ideas must therefore have
played a certain role in the development of currents
favourahle to united action in borh major parties. It also
explains the vicious physical attack made by Stalinist thugs
on a group of Left Oppositionists at a Paris public meeting
in July 1932, [29]

At its July 1933 conference, the Socialist Party (S5F10) bad
split over the question of parhamentary support for the
bourgeois Radical Government and over the general
ideclogical basis of the party, The extreme right wing, led by
Renaudel and Deéat, took nearly a seventh of the membership
out into a new populist party and thus left the Blum
leadership severely exposed for some time to the left pressure
of the rank and file. In particular, the Paris region of the
SFIO fell under the contral of the Jean Zyromski-
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Marceau Pivert current, which gave a certain expression Lo
the aspirations of the class by its systematic agitation {or
CP-SFIO united action. On 6 February the SFIC leadership
issued a characteristically vague call on the workers 10
‘prepare 1o defend their organisations’. However, the Pans
region took the initigtive of asking the Commumst Party
(PCF) for discussions on joint action agamst the fascists;
receiving no reply, it sent a delegation to the offices of
L"'Humanité bui this mel with no more success. On the Eth,
L' Humanité thundered its reply 1o these ‘social fascists’:
*We are prepared to fight with anyone who really wishes 1o
struggle against fascism, But how is joint action possible
with people who prop up governments when they cul wages;
who sabotage strikes; or who abandon a class position 10
collaborate with the capitalist regime and thus prepare the
ground lor fascism?* [30]

In effect, the month of February found the PCF in a siate
of disorder similar to that of the German KPD.., but with
the important difference that a sizeable rebellion was
breaking out in iis ranks. At the December meeting of the
Comintern Executive Commuttee, Maurice Tharez had talked
of acts of indiscipline in branches of the PCF and
doubts about the correciness of factics towards the Social
Democracy, whilst appearing as the staunchest defender of
the Comintern line, ‘The Central Committee’, he reported,
“Ihad] rejected these opportunist proposals and condemned
their adoption’. His collcague, André Marty, was of the
same opinion, that ‘it remains an essential 1ask o overcome
resisiance to the Comintern line, for this confuses the party
and cripples ils action'. [31] However, the next month a
leading member of the French Executive, Jacques Doriot,
ceme oul openly in favour of CP-SFIO joint aclion against
the growing menace of the fascist leagues; and the PCF and
the Comintern were to be preoccupied over the following
period with the explosive revolt of a section of ils
proletarian base led by Doriot, who was the Communist
Mayor of St. Denis {which has alwavs been a PCF
stronghold in France).

The depth of the confusion within the PCF was clearly
revealed on the decisive day of 6 February. That morning.
the party daily L'Humanite made & call for a demonstration
just @ few hundred yards from the fascist gathering. Iis
slogan? ‘... at one and the same time against the fascist
bands, ageinst the Government, and against social democ-
racy'. 1t was not surprising, therefore, thal in the later

January 1933 SPD mass meeting waits in vain for a fighting irad against Mitiar

fighting a1 the Place de la Concorde, groups of Communists
lost their identity and even joined in the atacks on the
police. [32] OF course, there is no truth in certain bourgeois
accounts of the events as a joini Fascisi-communist uprising;
what was expressed was the complete disorientation prod-
uced by the campaign against ‘social-fascism'. Three days
later, the PCF attempted o recover ground by the
organisation of its own demonstration and the ereclion of
barricades in ihe workers' districts of East Paris! Despite the
courage of the Communist militants (six of whom were Killed
by the police), this action of 9 February was essentially a
sectarian adventure whereby the leadership hoped 10 'outdis-
ance' the Socialist workers and insulate itself from the
power{ul urge lounity,

It was this same mass pressurs that forced the CGT and
SFIO leaderships, together with nearly every other tendency
in the workers movement, fo organise a general strike and
mass demenstrations on the 12th. As late as the 1lih,
L'Humanité was still denouncing the treachery of the
‘social-fascists” who had posrponed any action, and predic-
ted that ‘the workers will repulse the Socialisi leaders in
disgust”. However, during the night of 11-12 February, the
PCF leadership took a lasi-minute decision 1o demansirate,
and the next day the movement (o the united front became an
unstoppable loree through the spontanenus fusion of the
twn demonstrations and repealed chanting of the slogan
‘Unity!" [33] This is not to deny that Thorez and Co
coptinued bravely swimming against the stream for some
time 1o come. The day of unity was immediarely followed by
a renewal of the campaign against the *social-fascists' and
against the Doriol current within the party. Thus L'Human-
ité of 15 February took up the tradivional refrain that the
SFIO) was ‘the chiel prop of the bourgeaisie in its efforts to
create a fascist regime’, whilst at a ‘higher’ level the
Executive Committee of the Comintern reafflinmed on 3
March that “the only way to form the United Front is by
fighting relentlessly (o destroy the treacherous Second
International’. [34] The whole PCF apparatus was mobilised
in isolate the oppositionists within the parny, who were
beginning o sign local agreements on their own initiative
with SF10 branches. Doriot was subjected (o a torrenmt of
abuse, and a public meeting in Rouen to which he had been
invited to speak was broken up by a squad of Stalindst
toughs; il he was not yet expelled, this was only because a
little more time was required to isolate him from his base and
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to take the wind from his sails, By the end of June the party
leadership had taken over virtually the whole of the platform
and was thus able to expel him at minirmum cost. [35]

The first indication of the turn was provided by a Pravda
article of 23 May 1934, which stressed that it was permissibie
o enter inlo agreements with social-democratic leaderships
for joint action. This was reprinted a week later in
L'Humanité together with an appeal addressed 1o the SFI1O
leadership. According 1o Albert Vassart, who was then in the
Soviet Union, this initiative of the PCF was taken following
‘imperative directives sent by coded telegram’ from Moscow.
[36] In any case, berween the end of May and the PCF
conference of 23.26 Jlune, Thorez does not present the
picture of a man altogether in control of the situation. Thus
the mid-June issue of the party’s theoretical journal carried
an article in which he denounced the SFIO in the most
viclent terms: and right up 1o 25 June he continued to reserve
the right of criticism of other organisations of the united
front. It was only at the end of the conference, which had
been extended by a day, that Thorez suddenly accepted all
the conditions set by the SFIO bureaucracy and declared
himself for *unity at any price’; ‘neither from the mouth of
any of our propagandists, nor from the pen of any of our
writers, in L'Humanité or even in the Cahiers du Bolchéy-
isme [the theoretical journal of the PCF] as in our entire
press, will there be the slightest areack against Lhe
organisations or the leaders of rthe Socialist Party'.
(L*Humanile, 29 June 1934). [37]

What lessons can we draw from this volte-face? First, it s
clear that the capacity for united action detected by Monty
Johnstone in the PCF and Maurice Thorez was in fact the
distoried burcaucralic response to the revolt of a substaniial
proletarian element of the pany. Of course, if the turn had
been founded in revolutionary Marxist principle and
accompanied by & democratisation of the party regime and a
thorough balance-sheet of past positions, then it might be
attributed to the process of internal struggle that is the
life-blood of a political organisation. Bul the explanations of
the new course asserted thar all that was involved was a
tactical readjustment by an infallible leadership o the new
(1) conditions of fascist menace; and the figure who had been
fighting most vigoroosly for the turn was expelled at the
moment of its implementanion. Secondly, there cannat be
the slightest doubt that both the decisions of erientation and
detailed PCF initiatives were direcicd by the CPSL/
Comintern apparatus in Moscow. This does nol contradict
the first point since, despite the haemorrhage of members
during the Third Period, the PCF was then the largest and
mosl sirategically placed party in capitalist Europe and s
further isolation from the class and above all intermal
‘disruption” would have rendered it useless in coming years
as an insirumeni of Stalin’s policy. We must now briefly
discuss the significance for the French working class
mavement of the United Action Pact signed by the PCF and
the SFI0 on 27 July 1934,

In the day: following & February, the most advanced
sections of workers had demonstraled their determination
and ability to break down the obstacles to class action
erectad by the SFIO and CP apparatuses, [t is unquestion-
able, moreover, that the widespread strikes and demonstra-
tions of 12 February brought about an enormous leap
forward in the self-confidence and fighting strength of the
working class: for the first time, broad masses sensed their
tremendous collective power and the pessibility of unlimited
advance on the basis of it. Almost overnight the organized
workers movement became the cemtral force in French
politics and draove onto the defensive the fascist bands that
had seemed on the verge of repeating Hitler's unobstructed
march to power. The full extent of the capitulation and
ireachery of the German Social-Democratic and Stalinist
parties became evident in the fight of these first mass actions
of resistance Lo fascism,

From Fehruary onwards the word ‘umity’ was on
everyone's lips. But if unity is absolutely necessary for the

struggle of the working class, it is by no means sufficient 10
provide a clear direction for the movement. (No-one can
imagine, for example, that the German proletariat would
have been assured of victory over Mazism if it had been
united behind the SPD; indeed, Austrign Social Democracy,
which commanded the allegiance of the overwhelming
majority of the working class, had put up only token
npposition to Dollfuss during his eleven-month ¢onsolida-
tion of dictatorial power). On 12 February, the SFIO and
PCF leaderships had been united only in their resolve to limit
the strikes and demonstrations to one-off protest actions and
Lo prevent them from develoging into an ongoing movement
capable of driving the fascist bands off the sireeis and
challenging the newly formed Bonapartist governmenl [38];
and the protracted process that led to the conclusion of the
July Pact was marked by the suspicions, manocuvres and
compromises of the two apparatuses, rather than by mass
meetings and public debate on the tasks of the workers
movement and the political thrust of the united front.

WORKERS UNITY AND
CAPITALIST CRISIS

This seems to be the point at which Monly Johnstone’s
“Troitsky' abandons his correct positions and goes over 10
revolutionary phrase-mongering. [39] It is rather curious,
then, that Johnstone does not find it necessary 0 mention
any of Trotsky's numerous explanations of the change in
emphasis of his positions in 1934,

We have already seen in relation 1o Germany that Trotsky
foresaw the tme when the 1ask of communists would be 1o
‘move the Social-Democratic workers, afler a rapproche-
meni is made with them on the hasis of defence, over into a
decisive offensive’, [48] In the spring and summer of 1934,
the French workers movemeni had reached precisely that
stage where the bureaucratic leaderships were preparing to
absorb the powerful movement for united class action and o
rob it of its spontaneously anti-capitalist dynamic; repetition
of the bare slogan of the ‘united front' would then have
pointed no way forward at all to the working class. The
central queéstion became rather the creation of an orgamsa-
tional framework for the actual carrying out of joint action
— & framework in which all tendencies within the workers
movement would be represented, and which would be
committed Lo energetic struggle against the fascists.

In the Action Programme for France, which was
published in June 1934, Trotsky stressed that the purpose of
the *united front from above’, for which the Lelt Opposition
had fought for so long, was not (o cement a relationship
herween those standing ‘above’ the masses, but to open up
the possibility of consistent united action of the working
clazz masses themselves, He thus proposed the formation of
nation-wide committees of mction and the creation of a
unified workers' militia, without which the workers would
be incapable of defeating the heavily armed fascist bands
and the repressive forces of the state. [41]

In 1934 no-one had any doubts that seriously organised
sommittees of action, by drawing millions of workers inta
day-to-day political activity, would unleash a dynamic that
was digmetrically opposed to parliamentary reformism.
Once the masses sensed the power of their mobilisation, they
would seek 1o use this intrument not only to deal once and
far all with the Fascists, but to struggle for g whole series of
class demands made urgent by the crisis of French capital-
ism. Moreover, the peasantry would not take long 1o grasp
the potential of concerted action and to set up its awn
committees in the image of thase of the workers.

However, such an orientation was analhema to the SFID
and PCF leaderships, who looked to the capitalist state o
fulfil the task of defeatng the lascists by means of an
{inevitably formal) legal ban. The French Communist Party
slill occasionally talked of forming committees of action,



20

ﬂ

and the Third Period slogan ‘Soviets everywhere' was still
chanted on demonstrations, However, the cssence of the
PCF's agreement with the SFIO leadership was the aban-
donment of the struggle to build such extra-parliamentary
bodies under any circumetances, ‘Unity &l any price!” meant
quite precisely opportunist unity @l the price of the renun-
ciation of mass struggle. [42] As Trowsky put it at the time:
‘Yesterday the greatest danger was the sabotage of the united
frant. Today, the greatest danger lies in the Huslons of the
umted front, very closely related to (he parliamentary
illusions: the diplomatic notes, the pathetic speeches, the
handshaking, the bloc without revolutionary content — and
the betrayal of the masses.” [43]

The fundamental continuity between Trotsky's writings
on Germany and those on France is thus the undersianding
of the need for united mass action in pursuit of the goals of
the working class. Before 1934 the social democratic and
Stalinist apparatuses stood in the way of such action by their
refusal 1o enter into any joint agreement whatsoever; after
summer 1934 they remained an ohstacle by their limitation
of any agreement to ‘summit” deals, complemented by
periodic protest marches and meetings. This continuity of
Trotsky's position is, moreaver, rooted in the objective
world character of capitalist economy and of the catastro-
phic crisis thar was then shaking it. Fascism, war, the
instability of hourgeois-democratic institurions and the de-
cline of the productive forces manifested themselves
throughout the European continent, and programmes Lhat
remained confined to ‘immediate demands” and the *defence
of democracy', such as that presented by the French
Communist Party, left intact the capitalist organisation of
society that was dragging the masses down into disaster. Oof
course, thie erisiz first reached breaking-point in the ‘weankest
link® of the imperialist chain — Weimar Germany; but the
same pressures were operaling on French capitalism — the
proud republican victor of Versailles — and posed with
increasing urgency the socialist tasks of the proletariat.

It was precisely because the social democratic bureaucracy
understond the explosive dynamic of mass organisation in
this period of capitalist erisis that it opposed the formation
of action commitices — followed closely, and more and
more consciously, by its *Communist’ partners. And con-

versely, il was because the French Trotskyists understood
this explosive dvnamic thar they were the most consistent
fighters for organised mass action. They knew that their
Jung Action Programme — which mapped oul a path of
struggle against the dying capitalist regime — was, in
its general Features, the anly way orward for the movement
of the working class; that consistent mobilisation now on the
burning question of the fascist bands would ‘naturally” select
a leadership of the most energetic, resolute and class-
conscious sections of workers, and that such a leadership
would be capable of moving the united front forward to jis
‘matural’ goal: the conquest of power.

Does this mean, as Monty Johnstone asserts, that Trotsky's
programme was ‘incompatible . . . with the proletarian
united front"? [44] Well, it was clearly incompatible with the
desires and gims of the 'Socialist’ and ‘Communist’
gentlemen who then stood an its head, just as in April 1917
Lenin's programme of soviet power was ‘incompatible’ with
the ‘united front’ of Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutiona-
ries. But to put this forward as the conclusive argument is the
unmistakable hallmark of thar philistine labour ‘realism’
which bases itself not on the objective needs of the workers and
their powerful arge towards class action, but on what is
‘possible’ for the bourgeoisie and its reformist bureaucratic
agencies to stomach

ORIGINS OF THE
POPULAR FRONT

One thing was abundantly ¢lear in the autumn of 1934: the
new turn in French politics could not stop at u Pact which
declared its intention 1o organise the strugele against fascism,
attacks on democratic freedoms, and war preparations solely
by means of joint meetings and protest demonsirations
Either the unity of the warking class would ke the form of
commitiess of action uwniting the delensive and offensive
tasks of class struggle, or the pact would become an giectoral
and parliamentary coaliton of workers' and bourgeois
parties sirengthened by the occasional festive rally. Hy
October the French Communist Party had taken the [irst
step along the path of alliance with the bourgeois Radical
Puriy [45], and during the following vears was increaxingly to
subordinaie ils own programme, s pact with the SFIO and
ultimately the whole of the workers movement o these
guardians of ‘democratic capitalism’. Perhaps Tharez
penuinely thought at [irst that he would be able to caonvert
thic alliance into @ ‘broad popular movement' based on
elected mass committees. But for revalutionary Marxists il
was Hrerally inconcevable that the coterie of professional
paliticians who made up the core of the Radical Party should
sacrifice their parlinmentary power base (o such dangerous
plebeian bodies. In Tuct, contrary 1o the carefully cultivated
Salinist myths, the Popular Front never did and never could
become o mass movement. [48] From the moment that
Thorez launched his call for & front of ‘labour, freedom and
peace’ with the bourgens Radicals, every declaration ol
every Communisi leader in favour of popularly elected
commilless was in effect nothing more than a demagogic
screen for the party’s policies of class collaboration.

As we said earlier, Marxists are not opposed in principle to
agreements with bourgeois lepderships for practical joint
action in pursuit of goals that are in rthe interests of the
working class. If the Radicals had been capable of organising
their petty bourgeois clectoral base into commutiess of
struggle against the fascist leagues, or il they had been
prepared to participate in any mass action, then this could
anly have been welcomed; even at the parliamentary level, a
revolutionary deputy would have found no difficulty in
voting from the independent standpoint of his own party for
any resolution abolishing the regime of presidential decree or
the Senate that was elected by partial suffrage. However,
what was involved in the coalition with the Radicals was niot
such a coneerted action of independent forces, but the entry
of the major workers' parties into a long-lerm blee with a
bourgenis party on the basis of its own programme.

Monty Johnstone defends the actions of the French
Communist Party by reference o a schema thar effectively
excludes the proletariat from an independent political role in
the epoch of capitalist decline. He argues that ‘the defence of
the bourgeois republic became in the 19308 the next stage Ton
a country like France threatened by fascism’, and goes on to
explicitly counterpose this conception ta the perspective ul
‘eacialinn revolution® that ‘had for long been seenm by
Marxists [as] the next stage'. [47] Here Johnstone drops fora
moment the pretence of establishing some theoretical
continuity between the Popular Frant and the revolutionary
Comintern: (he earth-shartering discovery made by Thorez
and Dimitrov is presented in a familiar form comprehensible
1o everyone: sovialism may be the glorious future awaiting
humanity, but it his nothing to do with the mundane (asks
facing the working class today. :

Mow, although Monty Johnsione is at sufficient ‘distance’
from Bolshevism to be able 1o make such a clear assertion, it
was by no means as simple for his forerunners, Stalin and
Dimitrov. When they were accused (by the Trolskyists] of
renouncing socialist revolution in order (o strengthen
bourgeois democracy, they replied that this was a vile slander
manufaciured by enemies of the Soviet Union and the
working class, and so on. Indeed, at the Seventh World
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Congress, Dinailroyv categorically rejected such a ‘stages’
view of the tasks of the proletariat and stressed that ‘it was
necessary to prepare for the socialist revolution’ by means of
the Popular Front struggle apainst fascism. ‘The Right
opportunists’, he declared, *have tried Lo establish a special
sdemoeratic intermediate stage' lying between the dictator-
ship of the bourgenisie and the dictatorship of the
proletariat, for the purpose of instilling into the workers the
illusion of a peaceful, parlismeniary passage from the one
dictatorship to the other. This fictitious *“‘intermediate
stage" they have also called “‘trapsitional form" and even
quoted Lenin's words! But this piece of swindling was not
difficult 1o expose: for Lenin spoke of the form of transition
and approach to the “proletarian revolution™, and nol of
some rransitional form between the bourgeois and the
proletarian dictatorship.' [48] Of course, these words express
not principled revolutionary politics on Dimitrov’s part, but
the compulsion on the Stalinist leaders of 1934-5 to reconcile
their perspective with the traditions of revolutionary
Marxism, to presenl prostration before the “anti-fascist
bourgenisie' as a ‘transitional approach to socialism’. And
there can be no doubt that in the consciousness of the tens
of thousands of Communist militants of the period, all the
manocuvres and public concealment of positions were
justified by the ‘objective’ imminence of sociahst revolution,
Only the Trotskyists were able to sec them what Monty
Iohnsione has no compunction in saying today: that the line
af the Seventh World Congress was not based on the
imminenee of revolution but on its renunciation for the
‘foreseeable’ future, It required the experiences of June 1936
in France and the Spanish revolution to demonstrate in
practice that Dimitrov’s attacks on right opportunism at the
Moscow Congress were merely & bureaucratic cover against
revolutionary Marxist eriticism, and ultimately against the
spcialist instincts of the working class iself,

We have already pointed out in the case of Germany the
extreme abstraciness of Monty Johnstone™s picture of the
Thirties. He is nowhere concerned with the real matenal
forces that were shaking European bourgeois society io its
foundations, but only with the idealist constructions of
‘bourgeois democracy’ and ‘fascism’. The reason for this
aloofness is obvious: if Johnstone were to analyse the crisis
of the world capitalist economy and the roots of fascism in a
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ruined and desperate petty bourgeoisie, he mighl realise that
the ‘strengthening’ of bourgeois democracy could in no way
have removed the breeding-ground of mass impoverishment,
imperialist war and the fragility of bourgeois democratic
institutions. His attachment to *bourgenis democracy’ would
then appear as attachment 1o a rotting social order incapable
of satisfving the basic neads of the masses. For if 20} per cent
unemployment, widespread hunger and falling living stand-
ards. the drift 1o war and the rise of counter-revolutionary
armed bands do not place socialism on the agenda as ‘the
next stage’, then what do they pose? Conlinuing uncmploy-
ment and hunger? Or perhaps Johnstone believes that the
working masses are rewarded for their devotion to bourgeos
democracy by a suspension of the laws of motion of capital?
Traditionally, Marxists have seen a crisis of the capitalist
arder as necessitating the boldest and most resolute struggic
by the working class to impose its own revolulionary
solutions. For Monty Johnstone, however, the decline and
putrefaction of bourgeois society forces the proletanal (o
become the finest champions of the ideology and political
institutions ¢reated by the bourgeoisie in the epoch of ifs
ascendancy! Or, as Muurice Thorez proudly clanmed: ‘The
Communists have become in literal truth the trustees of
bankrupt capitalist culture.’ [49] Yes, ‘in literal truth’! And
not ooly of the culture!

Whilst admitting the originality of the ‘stages’ theory in
Comintern history, Monty Johnstone seeks to trace it back
10 Lenin's 1905 text Two Tactics of Social Democracy in (he
Democratic Revolution. We cannot deal here with John-
stone’s peculiar ‘anti-Trotskyist’ version of Russian history,
the essentials of which were developed by Zinoviev and
Sualin in 19234 @s a ‘tactical weapon' against the
Opposition; in fact, it has been refuted so clearly and so
freguently that one can only wonder al Johnstone's ahility to
continué reproducing it without mention of any of the
substuntial arguements. [50] We must briefly touch on two
points:

(1} It is true that until 1917 Lenin saw the immediate task
of the Russian revolution as the creation of a bourgeois
democratic republic, and that he regarded the posing of
socialist goals as m premature diversion [rom the struggle
against Tsarism. In numerous passages of Two Tactics he
states quite clearly that the political reforms aimed at by the



Margiets ‘will, far the firsl time make it possible for the
hourgeoisie to rule &5 a class’, and that an extensive period of
“the broadesi, freest and most rapid development of
capitalism' 15 a precondition of a future socialist revolution.
[51] Al the same time, however, he repentedly stressed that
the Russian bourgeoisic was imterested above all in the
maintenance of social peace and would shrink from bold
action to carry through the ‘bourgeois revolution’. The
Holshevik slogan of ‘revolutionary-demogcratic dictatorship
of the proletariat and the peasantry’ expressed clearly the
mission of the working class and the need for independence
from the hourgeons politicians, but it failed to define the
reltionship between on the one hand the social and political
goals and soviet class organs of the proletariat, and on the
other the political aspirations and institutions of the
bourgeomsie. Writing shonly after, Trotsky did not deny the
centrul importance in Russia of the classical demands of the
bourgeois revolution (in particular, confiscation of the
landed estates), but argued that, whatever the wishes of ils
leadership, the working class in power would not be able 1o
‘limil its mission lo the creation of republican-democratic
conditions for the social domination of the bourgeoisie’, It
would be forced 1o establish its own dictatorship and
introduce socialist measures in combinarion with democratic
ones, |52

It is incomprehensible how any present-day writer can
pretend that Lenin's ambiguous conceptions of 1905 were
realiced in 1917, From the first moment of the rgvolutionary
upsurge of 1917, Lenin went decisively beyond his previous
pasitions to refuse any support Lo the bourgeois Pravisional
Government, 1o pose the seizure of power by the profetanat
ae the immediate task of the coming period, and to outline a
werics of mensures thar would assert the conirol ol the
workers® state over the economy. “In their entirety and in
their development”, he wrote in the Fifth ‘Letter from Alar’,
‘these steps will mark the transition (o socidism, which
cannot be achieved in Ruossin directly, at one stroke, without
irancitional mcasures, bul which is guite achievable and
urgently necessary as A result of such rransitional
measures...’ [53] Upon his return 1o Russia, Lenin waged a
merciless struggle against all those * **Old Bolsheviks... who
now speek only of a “revolutionary-democratic dictato rship
of the proletariat and peasaniry™'; such peaple he character-
fsed ms having ‘in effect gone over Lo the peny bourgeaisic
against the proletarian class struggle.’ [54] As Troisky had
foreseen. the 1905 formula proved o be *ohsolete, no good
ut all. dead” [S8] in the face of the reality of workers soviets
and dual power,

() Although the Bolsheviks' earlier notion of the tasks of
the revalution were similar to that of the Mensheviks, the
rwo currents were actnally separated by an abyss. In Twe
‘Tactics, Lenin concisely expressed the difference in the
following way! “One side [the Bolsheviks] says: advance the
revolution o lis consummation despite resislance or
passivity on the part of the inconsistent bourgenisie. The
other side [the Mensheviks] zays: do not think of independ-
dently advancing the revolution to completion, for if vou do,
the incansistent bourgeoisie will recoil from it." [S6] It was
above all the training of the Bolshevik Party in the spirit of
suspicion and class hatred of the bourgeoisie that enahled
Lenin 1o overcome the inadequacies of his positions as soon
a5 the revolulion broke out, and to win over the
rank-and-file and finally the party leaders in April 1917. Bul
there had never been any question of the formation of a bloe
on a common programme between the Bolsheviks and the
political groups of the bourgeoisic; not for one mament had
Lenin imagined that a major component of the class enemy
could be won over 1o resolute stryggle agains! the autocracy.

Mow the most striking aspect of this historical example i5
certainly not the superficial similarity betweeen Lenin's
position of 1905 and that of Momty Johnstone |57]: but
rather the extreme closeness of this ultra-modern British
Communist's world view to that of the Menshevik and *Old
Bolshevik' opponents of Bolshevism, Lenin warned in 1917
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against ‘trying Lo revive' the dead formula of the democratic
dictatorsip i Russia; and yet we find Monty Iohnstone
trying with all his might to place 1t at the centre of the stuge
in bourgeois France in the 19305, In 1917, Lenin and Trolsky
finally reached agreement om the sociallst charucicr of the
revolution: but Johnstone conlinues 1o contrast Trolsky's
theory of the sacialisi tasks of the proletaniat in backward
country with the sa-called ‘Bolshevik strategy for Tsarist
Russio’. [58] Johnstone and Thorez support the iden of a
bloc with bourgeois Radicals on a minimalist programme,
whereas Lenin fought all his life for the political independ-
ence of the prulelariat!

THE RADICALS AND
THE PEASANTRY

Monty Jahnstone further motivates the bloc between the
French Communist Pany and the bourgeois Radicals by the
necessity of drawing in the pessantry and the middle classes
into an anii-faseist conlition. He argues that the formalion
of such a hloc wax an indispensable step, just as a united
front between the KPP and SPID was central wo the rhe
organisation of muss working class resistance in Chen mmany.
Now, Trotsky did not underestimaie the importance of an
alliance with the peasantry in France and even stated that "o
approach the peasantry and the pelly bourgeoisic of Lhe
cities, to draw them to our side, is the necessary condition of
the suceess of the struggle against fascism, nol (o speak af
the conguest of power.' [89] However, the bourgeois Raudienil
Pariy, which traditionally leant on the pensantry for
SUPPOI, was not a mass organisation like the workers purtics
or even the SRs in Russia; il succeeded in ‘orgumsing’ litthe
more than the grouping of Paris politicians and circles of
provincial dignitaries. To have ‘demanded” thal a Herriot or
4 Daladier mobilise the peasant masses 0 struggle would
have made a luughing stock of the revolutionary who had
guch tusions. Moreover, all historical acoounts agree on the
precipitate decline in elecroral and other support given to the
Radical Party as-a result of the bankrupley ol its palicies, is
cownrdly capitulation 1o the resctionaries on 6 February
1934, and the corruption of its leaders in the context of a
global capitalist crisis, It offered nothing to the impover-
hed peasant masses but repetition of the old demagogic
promises, now supported by association with the strength of
(he workers movement.

For the peasaniry, only a struggle to cffect a fundamental
change in property relations could provide a way out of the
crisis and a genuine alternative Lo fascism. A revolutionary
Marxist leadership would have had no  hesitation in
extending the supporl of the workers movement nol 1o the
Radical exploiters of the peasantry but to any action taken
by the organised or unorganised musses against their
gppressors; it would have offered the substantial credit of a
narionalized banking system; it would have destroyed the
power of the fertiliser trusts and placed them al the service of
the peasanis; it would have fought for confiscation of the
landed estates: and finally, it would have propased joint
struggle in order to create a workers' and peasanis’ siate
capable of realising these measures. [60] Needless 1o say,
such proposals were completely unaccepiahle 1o the *Radi-
cals', who had retained from the heroic Jacobin (rudition
only the grubby defence of private property. Endorsement of
a common programme with such people could only involve
self-limitation of the historical goals of the workers
movement and renunciation of the possibility of winning the
petty bourgeoisie 1o the side of the revolution. For the
revolutionary festival of the oppressed it substituied
jamborees and sentimental holiday speeches; for the fighting
unity of the proletariat it substituted a revolting bureau-
cratic-parliamentary facade of ‘popular unity', wherchy
Thorez and Rlum acquired a temporary stake in the round of
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illusion and trickery that had long been the staple fare of
‘Radicalizm”,

THE RADICALS AND
THE COMMUNIST PARTY

The exient of the self-effacement of the PCF before the
Radicals will become clear if we resume a description of the
stages of the alliance. Thorez's call in October 1934 lor a
popular front of ‘labour, [reedom and peacc’ on a
programme of charitable aid 10 'the poor’ and unemployed,
dissolurion of the fascist leagues, public works and a
forty-hour week met with lintle initial response. The Radical
leaders had not vet grasped the extent of the conversion of
the Communists to parliamentary politics and the possibility
of reviving their own fortunes through such an alliance;
whereas the Socialist leaders, still wnder comsiderabic
pressure, feared an erosion of their miss base if they were 10
accept ‘a *‘common programme’’ which does not contain a
single measure of & socialistic nature’. [61] The break in the
sitnation came only in May 1935 when the signature of a
Franco-Soviet Pact of Mutual Assisiance announced & new
turn in European polincs. ‘In itself”, of course, the pact
represented an attempt by Soviel diplomacy, unobjection-
able in itself. 1o utilise inter-imperialist contradictions for its
own benefit. However, il was accompanied by a statement
that gave for the first time in the history of the Soviel Linion
explicit political supporl 0 the military pobcies of a
capitalist state: ‘Stalin fully undersiands amd approves of
ihe policy of national defence pursued by France in order (0
maintain its armed forces al a level consisient with its
security needs,” It was only a matter of time before the
French Communist Party was to express its own approval by
means of its parliamentary vote, and by the abandonment afl
its anti-militarist campaigns of recent years. After this the
alliance between ‘patriotic Communisis® and ‘democratic
imperialists’ rapidly ook shape and sgueczed the social
democrats into aceeplance of the conditions, By the end of
May, Thorez was offering to 'overlook’ the bourgenis
character of the Radicals and accept it inio an amorphous
left wing when he declared in parhiament his readiness to
support a Radical government ‘which would really apply
the policies of the Radical Party . . . simce (il) 15 the mosi
important of (he lefi-wing groups in this Chamber." [62]
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Workers” demonstration before parllament, June 1936

The Popular Front finally made its public debur ar a mass
demonsiration on 14 July — the anmversary of the storming
of the Bastille, Communist, Socialist and Radical lenders
presided at the closing rally over the swearng of an emiply
gath 1o ‘remain united for the delence of democracy... 10
give bread to the workers, work 1o the young, and pesce 1O
humanity as a whole', [63] Although the principal forces
among the 500,000 demonstrators workers, the
function of the rally was to show 1o the bourgems Radicals
that the Communizt Party could mobilise and loyally place
al its service the enormous sirength of the workers
movement, So as to leave pothing ambiguous, Madrice
Thorez appeared with & huge Iricolour draped across his
ches; ‘from now on', he seemed be saying.
Communists shall be the most devored | rench r"'#'.:i-'\-"'\- andd
shall not disrupl the unity of our people with our ngitation’
The 14 July was preceded and followed by o wave of
chauvinist articles in L' Humaniié such as hiad nol been seen
in the workers movement since the *national uniry” of the
imperialist world war.

It seems clear that the July rally and the formation of the
Popular Front had at first a contradictory effect on the mass
movement by weakening the Malional Union Government
then headed by Pierre Laval. Thus, widespread prolests
developed the following month against a decree-law that
reduced the pay of all state employees by ten per cenl; the
movernent colminated on 6 August in a virtual uprising ol
the naval bases of Toulon and Brest and blondy street battles
with the police. Although the PCF had supporied the
protests, it recatled in horror ar the sight of independent
warking class action thal went hevond the orderly routine oof
demonstrations and above all threatened 1o upset the delicate
alliance with the Radicals. Communises, Socialists and trade
union leaders united in denunciaton of the sailors’ aclions as
the work of provocateurs, and on 17 Ausgust L'Humanité
ook the unusual sicp of publishing a Politburo letter 1o
resional Party secretaries drawing their attention ‘1o the
agitation in these two gities whose purpase wias (o divide the
Popular Fronl and provoke unjust accusations against the
workers' organisations’, 6]

The August events broughi into the light of day the
contradictory pressures operating on the PCF leadership: on
the one hand il could increase its infMuence among the
working class only by organising a mass movement; but any
sipnificant movement threatened (o cscape its control and
jeopardise the real aim of the party — o stréngthen 1he
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coalition with the bourgeois Radicals and its own weight
within it. The policy of Thorez aimed at steering & fine
middle course and suppresssing the mass movement at the
decisive conjunctures. Thus the immediate response of the
PCF after August was to drop its of fensive against Laval and
retreat into parliamentary manoeuvres and preparalion of a
joint programme with the Radicals. In the heat of the
struggle it had proved its commitment (o law and order end
its usefulness as a strike-breaker and a dampener on the
masses. By August the whole superstructure of apparatuses,
alliances and “unity’ of organisations was in place and ready
to assume the task of administration and defence of the
bourgeois republic; all that remained was ta top it off with a
demagogic programme that was finally published in January
1936.

STALIN AND THE
RADICALS

One of the most curiougs aspects of Monty Johnsione's
account of the turn to the Popular Front is the lack of
attention to the processes taking place within the CPSU. A
serious analyst could not have failed to tackle the problem of
eaplaining how the ‘basically correct” turn of the world
movement was accompanied not by an ‘improvement” in the
Soviet Union, but by the effective destruction of the
Bolshevik Party and the unleashing of a mass Lerror
unprecedented in world history. It is well-known, for
example, that of the 139 full and candidate members elected
(0 the Central Committee at the 17th Party Congress in 1934,
only 29 emerged alive al the next Congress in 1939; and that
1.108 out of 1966 delegates ta the 17th Congress
disappeared during the great purges. [65] For a Marxist, such
events of ‘domestic policy’ are surely not unrelated 1o the
‘world policy’ of the Stalin leadership. However, Monty
Johnsione cannot escape from a lundamentally eclectic
approach to the question: he sees on the one hand successes of
the Comintern and on the other hand certain of the errors
and crimes within the Soviet Union — the two could juost as
well have occurred in separate epochs under separaic
leaderships!

Mow, although the details are still not clear, it is today
almost certain thal in 1934 secret and muted divisions were
breaking out within the central Moscow apparatus. Accord-
ing to Roy Medvedev, 270 delegates had voted sgainst the
re-elecrion of Stalin to the Central Committee al the 17th
Congress — an unmistakable, if unsystematised, expression
aof discontent with his leadership. At the same time, Sergei
Kirov, the boss of the Leningrad organisation was elected to
the highest bodies of the party, and appears 1o have become
the focus of significant forces outside Stalin's camarilla. 11
would, of course, be wrong to imagine that what was
involved was a consistent programmatic opposition —
people like Kirov had played a leading role in the Twenties in
the defeat of the Left and Right Oppositions, and
proclaimed themselves in & loud public voice to be firm
supporters of Stalin’s ‘general line'. They expressed rather a
certain continuity of cadre and tradition with the party of the
October Revalution, and a spontaneous resistance (o the
concentration of dictatorial powers in the hands of the
Bonapartist General Secretary, at a lime when the army of
disoriented bureaucrals was wurning to just such a figure in
order Lo ensure its pasitions of power and privilege, and
beginning to feel as an intolerable restriction the remaining
continuity with Lenin. In 19334, the Kirov current thus
seems to have acted as a brake, both on the most wildly
adventurist schemes and on Stalin's early attempts to imtiate
the physical liquidation of opponents. In response to this
constraimt on his freedom of movement (or on the
‘monolithicity’ of the party), Stalin tactically gave up
ground, whilst promoting and drawing together an inner
circle of ‘lovalists’ which included such people as Nikira

Khruschev. Finally, on 1 December 1934, his police ngenis
executed the assassination of Kirov, and he was able to
utilise the resultant campaign against ‘plorters’ and ‘spies’ 0
launch a wave of arrests and to silence even the slightly
discordant voices within the party. [66]

What iz the relevance of (hess events to discussion of
the Popular Front? Monty Johnstone presents the furn as a
victory of enlightened forces over the funatical Stalin, but
ignores the fact that the consolidation of the turn in 1934-3
rested upon the consolidation ol absalute power by Stalln, It
had evidently proved impossible te convene the Seventh
Congress of the Comintern as planned in summer 1934,
given the unresolved situation within the CPSU as well us
other sections such as the POF, Its postponement by a year
allowed sufficient time for Stalin®s domestic Mafia and his
international hatchei-men like Dimitrov and Mamulkky Lo
create the necessary conditions for an ‘suthoritative’
gathering. Tt is no doubt true thal in the absence of cleur
palicy directives from Stalin (who occupied himself little
with Comintern affairs in 1934), certain divisions could
uppear and even endure for a short period within the
Comintern apparatus, one can well imagine, lor example,
the calculations of a Bela Kun that he could read Stalin's
mind better than Dimitrov, and that when the General
Secretary ended his tactical ploy he would call & halt to the
concessions Lo social democracy and ‘unity’. But although
these considerations are mot umimportant on a secondary
level, they do nothing to expluin the tharoughness with
which the supposed *dogmatist and sccturian’ Stalin embraced
and cymically exploited the Popular Front, followed with
scarcely @ whimper by Kun and his associates. The real
reasons for the change of policy have to be sought in the
re-examination of the European arena made by the Stalinist
apparatus after the rise of Hitler, which reached jts first
practical realisation in the Stalin-Laval pact of May 1935,

The turn away from the Third Period naturally made it
possible for the French Communist Party to overcome its
isolation, which, despite the ungquestioning obedience of its
leaders, must have been a source of comsianl concern
However, that turn could have become a relurn O
revolutionary Marxism only if Thorez had been capable of a
fundamental break with Moscow. The Comintern apparatus
no longer viewed the action of its national sections through
the prism of a world revolutionary strategy, but judged them
by their nsefulness to the manoeuvres engaged in by Soviet
diplomacy with the imperialist powers. The overriding
authority of Moscow during this period is nowhere better
expressed than in Manuilsky's speech on the work of the
Seventh Congress. His report opens with the statement thal
‘Our Congress was the Congress of victorions Socialism in
the USSR', and goes on to asserl that this victory is the
factor that will make possible *victory on a world scale’ by
causing ‘a powerful movement towards Socialism in the
capitalist countries . . That is why the prospect of the whale
development of the world working class movement is
inseparable from the further victories of Socialism in the
USSE. That is why all the key problems of this movement,
all its tactical problems, revolve sround the central axis —
the reinforcement of the USSR as the base of the world
proletarian revolution.” [67] Over the years, the language
and the underlying political conception have become
familiar: instead of the Soviet Union being considered as a
responsible fraction of the revelutionary movement of the
working class, the international proletariat is itself seen 25 a
subordinate part of the ‘socialist latherland’ [or, more
precisely, of ils controlling bureaucratic swmmmit).

Since the menoeuvres of Soviet diplomacy were thus seen
as the basic “tactical problem® facing the French Communist
Party, it was inevitable that what Monty Johnstone terms the
‘complementarity’ of Soviet and PCF policies should take
the form of a ‘complementary’ reconciliation with French
imperialism. [68] At the height of the mass struggle of 1936,
Marcel Gitton stated unambiguously in L' Humanité (3 June)
the guiding principle of the PCF throughout the *disorders':



“We think it impossible to pursue any policy that would risk
endangering the security of France in the face of the
Hitlerite threat.” This in itself mirrored the equally clear
expression of concern of Stalin's master diplomat, Maxim
Litvinov: "The essential point is that France should not allow
her military strength to be weakened. We hope that no
international disturbance will favour the designs of the
Reich.' [69] A year later the Stalinist propaganda agencies no
longer contented themselves with regrers at the revolutionary
disturbances in Barcelona, but attributed them directly 1o
fascist agents!

The function of the Popular Front will become clear from
an examination of the French and Spanish upsurges of 1936,
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It is not often realised that throughout the period from
1932 to 1936, the parties that formed the Popular Front
already commanded a parliamentary majority with 321
seats, Thus the real sigmficance of the April-May election
results was not =0 much, as Monty Johnstone suggesis, Lhe
fact that these parties together received 'an ahsolute majority
in the Chamber of Deputies with 378 seats’, but rather the
greatly increased representation of the major workers parties
and the corresponding defeat of the bourgeois Radicals. If,
despite losing nearly half-a-million votes and a quarter of
their seals, they ‘remained a force to be reckoned with’, this
was due above all to the second-ballot withdrawal in their
favour of lower-placed SFI0 and CP candidates. [T0] Monty
Johnstone professes 1o understand that election results ‘need
io be enalysed dynamically in their social conlext to assess
trends and revolutionary potential’, but, like Thorez before
him, he ends up clinging to the remaining Radical vote as 1o
a life-jacket against revolution — as if the truly dynamic
tendency of the situation were not the evident radicalisation
of the popular masses searching for a new leadership but the
abiding attachment of the most conservative sections to the
sinking ship of Radicalism!

In reality, the outcome of the elections was neither
anlicipated nor. welcomed by Stalin and the leaders of his
French followers, The class struggle had succesded in leaving
its mark even on the Popular Froal, from which all thought
of class struggle had been banished; the timid leadership of
the Socialist Party had been impelled into office instcad of
that stable Radical administration which was the linchpin of
Stalinist strategy and for which the PCF had been
campaigning during the previous period. “The voter’,
Trotsky wrote, *has expressed his will—so far as he can in the
straitjacket of parliamentarianism—not in favour of the
People’s Front pelicy but against it.” [71] Monty Johnstone
demonstratively scratches his head at such an obvious
affront to common sense. But if Johnstone himself is so
enwrapped in & parliamentary straitjacket that he cannot
glimpse the significance of the class polarisation reflected in
the May elections, the French workers delivered astonishing
proof the following month of their will to struggle and their
lack of respect for the Radical policies and friends of their
leaders.

The great strike wave that swept France in May-June 1938
brought the masges in their millions to the centre of the areng.
[72] Starting on 11-12 May with two successfal defensive
battles in Le Havre and Toulouse, the movement rapidly
assumed the character of a generalised confrontation
between the working class and the employers. By the end of
the month, virtually all the major engineering factories in the
Paris region were out on strike, and in the next few days
layer upon layer of textile, distribution, catering, printing
and other workers — organised and unorganised; provincial
and Parisian — enthosiastically followed the lead of the
huge proletarian concentrations of Bloch and Renaull.
Everywhere economic demands were articulated e & still
confused yet profound revolr against the stranglehold of big
capital over sociely; everywhere workers occupied Lheir
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factories in direct challenge to the rule of the bosses. The
bourgevisie was seized with panic and could do no more than
granl [er-reaching concessions on the ‘economic’ front,
whilst trusting to the moderation of HBlum and Thorez 1o
maintain it¢ social domination and its ability to launch a
counter-attack at the first opportunity.

However, the initial attempt to end the movement — the
Matignon agreements of 7 June between the Government,
the employers® federation and trade union leaders, including
the Communist Benoit Frachon — merely provoked an
intensificaiton of the strike wave. Sensing the weakness of
the capitalists, the worker militants hegan to raise fresh
demands, in particular for the establishment of 2 minimum
wage over and above the agreed increases and, failing this,
for the nattonalisation of their factories. In one area of Paris
the Hotchkiss workers issued the call for an elected central
sirike committee, grouping representatives from 34 local
factories. On 11 June, when Thorez made his famous speech
tor 2 meeting of Paris Communists, the country was at fever
pitch and the capital ablaze with rumours that a demonstra-
{ion to the city centre was under preparation. Mow surely this
was the time for the PCF to give effect to its talk of popular
elected committees and the still current slogan of *Soviets
everywhere!' Had not Dimitrov ut the Seventh Congress
stated that, ‘as the movement grows and the unity of the
working class strengthens, we must go further, and prepare
the transition from the defensive to the offensive against
capital, steering toward the organisation of s mass political
strike’? [13] And had not Thorez himself argued that with
the Ffarmation of a Popular Front government, ‘the Popular
Front and the Communist Party will occupy new positions,
which we shall utilise to prepare the installation of Soviet
power and the dictatorship of the proletariac'? [74]

When he was actually faced by & mass strike movement,
however, Thorez could see only one way forward: “we need
10 know how to end the strike’ thal was so menacing to
‘national security’. In reality, the French Communist Party
had throughoul the ‘disorders’ done everything in its power
to prevent the movement from finding a political voice. It
had refused to participate in the Blum Governmenl, not
because il saw it a5 a bourgeois administration, but because
sthe Communists will serve the people™s cause betier by
supporting the Socialist-led Government loyally, uminter-
ruptadly and without reservations, than by their presence in
the cabinetr — which would give the enemies of the people a
pretext to launch campaigns of fright and panic.” [75] Once
the spontanenus sirike wave had begun, the party could
evidently retain its mass base and influence over events only
by active participation in the movement. But all its efforts
were directed towards limiting the struggle to purely
economic demands, and it never ceased to present itsell as
the party of order and ‘national interest’. Thus, on 6 June,
Vaillant-Couturier gave in L'Humanlié the following reason
for desiring a speedy end to the conflict: *The prolonging of
the present siluation, which is due to the egotism and
obstinacy of the employers, cannot but imperil the security
of the people of France.' Several months later, when he was
no longer under such intense mass pressure, Thorez went s0
far as 1o disavow what Johnstone refers to as ‘the greal sit-in
strikes, in which the Communist trade unionists played a
leading role and the Communist Party gave its full support.’
[76] On reflection, the Stalinist ‘son of the people’ thought
‘it is better not to use that form of struggle, given the
development of reactionary campaigns that sow trouble and
uncertainty among the common people [les petites gens]'.
[

“The Communisi Pariy Means Order!' proclaimed in bold
headlines L'Humanité of 14 June, and indesd thiz waz no
empty boast. Only the party that was still linked in the
consciousness of the masses with the October Revalution,
that still declared fts commitment ‘in principle’ to soviet
power, and that had placed itself at the head of the strike
movement — only that party was capable of bringing the
waorkers to heel. Thorez's speech of 11 June, in which he
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gave instructions 10 the Communists to bring the strikes to
an end, represented the culmination of a process whereby the
Communist Party had been transformed from a revolution-
ary vanguard inlo an agency of bourgeois order within the
workers movement.

Monty Johnstone attempts to defend Thorez by one of his
grotesque historical analogies. “This was no more 4
Ybetraval®’’, he says, ‘than was the action of Lenin and the
Bolsheviks who in June and July **held back and shaped into
a peaceful demonstration’ the "'spontaneous gxcitement'” ol
the Petrograd masses...” [78] What Johnstone forgets 18 that
the Bolsheviks' action during the July days was guided by
the aim of the seizure of power, and by the need to win over
breader sections of the masses Lo that revolulionsry goal, i
was the Mensheviks and Right SRs who then ‘meant order’
and who were preparing to liquidate the power of the SOV iets
into the ‘Democratic Conference’. And in France it was the
Communist Party that was guided by its explicil rejection of
revolution as the way out of the crisis of bourgeois society
At the same time, Johnstone's invecation of the example of
the Bolsheviks demonstrates "loo much’ for his purposes
For even if the May-June strike movement were comparahle
io the July Days, this would show that what was involved in
France was not simply an everyday struggle for econamic
demands, but a profoundly revolutionary mood amongst the
workers, which the PCF for its own reasons felt compelled to
dampen.

Monty Johnstone's further thoughts on the subject of
revolution (which, it must be remembered, he has already
ruled out for that epoch at least) read like a Menshevik litany
of cravenness: ‘Even assuming... that the Socialists with
16.92 per cent had been prepared 1o join  with the
Communisis in proceeding *“from the very first day of the
strilke’* 10 establish "*a regime of dual power'', would they
have had @ reasonable chance... of carrying the majority
with them? Was it not simply wishful thinking to believe that
millions who had registered their support for bourgeois
parties at the ballot-box one week would have transferred it
to the workers parties on the barricades the next? And,
indeed, if thesz millions were really capable of such volatility
and illogicality, is it not just as probable that they would
have veered back sgain to the right when things became
dificult the week after?... Had the workers' parties as o
minority artempted ““the conquest of power by the
proletariat””... the likelihood is that they would have driven &
significant part of the one and a half million Radical voters
into the arms of the Right... Across the Rhine stood Nazi
Germany allied to Fascist Italy..." and so on. [79] If such
wisdom had prevailed in April 1917, when the Bolsheviks
still represented a small minarity of the proletariat, not (o
speak of the peagant masses, then the world would have been
a very different place indeed — the French workers would
have faced in 1936 not just German imperialism {and we
should add British imperialism ‘just across the Channel’),
but Tsarisi-bourgeois Russia further tothe East!

What is completely absent from Monty Johnstone's
thinking is a realisation of the enormous social and political
power of the working class when it is united behind a
determined revolutionary leadership; he sees the strength of
the enemy and the vacillations of the petty bourgeoisic as
insuperable barriers to the advance of the working class,
cather than as elements of class struggle that confront the
proletariat as obstacles 1o be transformed and overcome. In
shart, for all his talk of *hegemony’, he sees the working
class not as the potential leader of humanity, capable of
rousing and directing the broad masses under its banner, but
as @ shame-faced giant that must hide its power [or fear of
provoking reaction.

What, then, was possible in June 19367 We have no wish
o follow in the footsteps of centrist confusionists like
Marceau Pivert, who could excitedly declare in one breath
that ‘Now evervthing is possible!’, and in the next breath
express their unbounded confidence in Leon Blum. If the
proletarial had possessed a leadership adequate to its tasks,

2

Trotiky and Lenin ‘hald back” the spontaneous deman-
strations in July 1917 because broader masses had first to
e wan ta the goal of the seizure of power, successfully
accomplished in October; Johnstone attemprs a grotesque
analogy with Tharez's call to end the strikes in June 1838,
whosa purpose was precisely the opposite.
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it could rapidly have placed itself at the head of the papular
masses in the struggle to destroy the power of the capitalists;
bul the French 'Communists’, who cynically exploited their
revolutionary past in their claim 10 leadership, counterposed
1o Piveri’s formula ‘the Communist {1) declaration: every-
thing is mot possible; the crucial slogan of the Party
remains: “'Everything for the Popular Fromt, everything
through the Popular Front™'. [80]

Monty Johnstone pretends that the choice in June 1936
was either immediate insurrection or the policy pursued by
the Communist Party. In this he is following a long
anti-revolutionary tradition rhat seeks to ridicule the
revolutionary perspective by identilying it with the seizure of
power lomorrow. Mow, amongst Leninists it is of course
possible to discuss the precise tactics applicable ar every
point of a mass upsurge within & shared revolutionary
srrategic framework. But, as in Russia, what was egsentially
under debate was not the military-political organisation of
insurrection, but the definition of a revolutionary perspec-
tive, the organisation of the vanguard of advanced
workers around it, and the formulation of clear conjunctural
slogans responding 1o the needs of the masses and leading
towards that goal. [B1] We have already given sufficient
evidence to show that the policies of the PCF were aimed at
removing the danger of revolution.

Nor is it trie that the distinction is between the “wishfuol
thinking® of revolutionary Marxists and the “sober realism’
of the struggle for ‘cconomic demands'. In a period of
capitalist crisis the anly way out for the masses is Lhe fosion
of the struggle for their material interests (against falling
living standards, unemployment, ¢rosion of democratic
rights, and the fascist bands) with the political struggle for
slale power,

Let us take the example of living standards. One of the
principal economic geins of the mass strike {which had
nothing to do with the Popular Front programme} was
across-the-board wage increases of between 7 and 15 per
cent. Faced with the threat of revolution, the capitalists were
preparcd to grant what were then massive rises in the
knowledge that they could be recuperated in more peaceful
times by mechanisms such as inflation. And indeed, within
one or (wo vears all the gains of 1936, except paid holidays,
had been liquidated by the capitalist counter-attack. Any
genuine socialist could have foreseen this outcome as well as
the working class response: the automatic rise of wage levels
simultaneously with rises in the cost of living (a *sliding scale
of wages'). However, the French Stalinist, Socialist and
trade union leaders well understood that such radical
meastires to defend the interests of the warking class would
be completely unacceptable to the capitalisis and the
*Radicals’, and would quickly bring to the fore the question
aof where the state power lay. Just as Blum and Thorez held
up ‘unity’ in 1934 as a self-sufficient goal for the masses, so
in June 1936 they presented the Malignon agreements as @
self-sulficient victory that could be consolidated by a period
of ‘democratic order’. Thus, far from it being the case that
the PCF pointed a ‘realistic’ way forward, the only way in
which the immadiate needs of the French masses could have
been defended was by revolulionary-despotic measures
enforced by the power of the mobilised masses.,

All the propaganda and agitation of the French Trotsky-
ists centred on these tasks facing the working class and on
the need 10 forge a leadership adequate to them. Although
we should not exaggerate the extent of the Trotskyisis'
influence, the bourgeoisie and the Stalinists certainly did not
share Johnsione’s view of them as & ‘puny band’.
L'Humanité launched an hysterical attack on Trotskyist
‘provoeatenrs’, with whom it identified the revolutionary
tendencies of the working class itsell; and on 14 June it
implicitly associated itsell with the Blum Government's
confiscation of the Trotskyist paper La Lutte QOuvridre. As
we shall see more clearly in the case of Spain, the ‘defence of
democracy’ was inextricably bound up with the suppression
of workers democracy and the basic democratic rights of

revalutionary opponents of class collaboration.

AFTERMATH

The aim of the French Communist Party in June 1936 was
to hinder the movemen! of mass action from raising any
directly political goals. ‘Everything for the Popular I'ront.
everything through the Popular Front® involved the charac-
teristically reformist concentration of polilical activity in the
meeting-rooms of parliameni and cabinet, and if the
demobilisation of the masses was in the end accomplished
with relative ease, this was due above all to the illusions in
the Blum Government systemalically aroused by the
professedly "Marxist® SFIO and “Bolshevik' PCF,

What, then, were the fruits of moderation? A year later
Blum withdrew from the centre of the stage having achieved
nothing bui the consolidation of bourgeois rule end the
demaralisation of the mass movement. *“What wenl wrong?',
asks Monty Johnstone, and with a show of 'fairness’ he
admits that of course ‘the Communists. . did make certain
mistakes in spplying their new line in novel and complex
circumsiances'; however, his balance sheet is limited o 2
quatation from Thorez’s own statement in 1947 (which. as
we have seen, responded to the polemical needs of the hour):
“We did suggest the creation of People's Front Committees
democratically elected in the factories and localities. We
suggested the holding of a National Congress, composed ol
delegates elected by popular assemblics at the base . . bul we
did not succeed in breaking the opposition of the Socialists
and of our pariners to the holding of a sovereign congress.”
[82] The bureaucratic deceit underlying this assessment is
quite transparent, At the highpeint of mass activity in
May-June 1936, the Communist Party did not even raise the
slogan of committees, still less engage in a systematic fight
for them; it supportied the Blum Government and its Radical
successors even during its own campaign for aid w the
Spanish Republic; and, most significantly, it attempied to
broaden the Popular Front not by mass mebilisation and
organisation but by raising the slogan of the ‘French Front'!
This innovation, which is not mentioned by Monty
Johnstone, was to be based on ‘respect for the law, defence
of the national economy and of the freedom and
independence of our country’ — in other words, on a
programme that could be (and was intended to be)
acceplable to the most conservative bourgeois politicians.
[83] In the end, the PCF leadership declared iis willingness
in March 1938 to form a straightforward government of
national union that would include such reactionary Catholic
diehards as Louis Martin. So much for Monty Johnstone's
argument that the Communist Party's policy of alliance
prevented the Radicals from being driven into the arms of
the Right. [84]

Finally, we should look at the positive achievemnents
attributed by Johnstone to the Popular Front. [85]

1. ‘The People's Froni did succeed in its first aim which was
to stem the growih of the French Fascist movement’.

It is certainly true that the powerful mobilisations of the
working class movement in February 1934 had demonstrated
that the fascists would not march to power with the same
ease as in Germany. One of the reasons why the German
bourgeoisie had backed Hitler after 1930 was its ETOWIRE
conviclion that he would not meet with any effective
resistance from the SPD and KPD — resistance that would
have unleashed the spectre of proletarian revolution. In the
face of the capacity for spontaneous working class action
{vividly realfirmed in May-June 1936), the French capitalists
could no longer be so confident. Thus, although they
doubiless considered contingency plans for a military coup
hacked by a fascist movement, they hesitated to turn to the
leagues as a political solution. We cannot of course assert
categorically the way in which the petry bourgeoisie and
fascisin would have developed, ‘i’ the inter-imperialist
contradictions had not become so closely intertwined with
the national class struggle after 1939, What we can say,
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however — and in this sense Trotsky was perfectly correct —
is that the Popular Front, by leading the mass movement
into the dead-end of bourgeois coalitionism and consequent
rapid demoralisation, prepared the most fertile ground
possible for an anti-working class dictatorship of ong kind or
another, Despite the evident dissimilarity between the Pérain
regime and traditional fascism, it s nevertheless true that it
was Lhe Hitler-Pétain dictatorship thal succeeded in the task
of the destruction of the organised workers movement,

Johnstone further points 1o the dissolution by Blum of the
fascist leagues and attacks Trotsky for describing this as “a
lie and deception’. Blum did indeed issue an order on 18
June 1936 dissolving the Croix du Fen, But Johnstone does
not mention that the very next day its leader, Colonel de la
Rocgque, founded an ideologically identical Pari Soclal
Francais, which was allowed 1o function throughout the
fallowing perind. Nothing in the history of France or Spain
haz challenged Trotsky's position, which had previously
been that of the Comintern, that ‘only the armed workers
can resist fascism’. [B6]

1. “The Popular Froni periad was also ane of irade union
unification and growih frem ene (o five million members’.

Again, this coniains an element of truth, but no more, The
enormons growth of the OGT occurred in the wave of
enthusiasm Lthat accompanied and briefly succeeded the
spontancous strike wave of 1936 and the temporary
conguests. However, by 1938 hundreds of thousands of
workers were already leaving the CGT, which on the eve of
the war stood at the same level as in January 19536 (f.e.
approvimately one million members), [R7] There could be no
clearer indication of the lack of perspective for the workers
movement provided by the Popular Front and its Sialinist,
Socialist and syndicalist guardians of social peace,

It is naturally impossible to discuss here Tully the course of
the revolution and civil war in Spain. [88) However, il is
in the policies pursued by Stalin and the Spanish Communist
Party (PCE) that we can see mosl clearly the anii-
revolutionary character of Monty Johnstone's positions, as
well as the difference between revolutionary Marxism and
the Popular Front.

THE SPANISH
REVOLUTION

Between February and July 1936, as Iohnstone recognises,
* a great explosion of militancy and initiative among the
working people’ swept Spain, *Workers occupied factories
and peasants and agricultural workers took land from the
big landowners' [#9] in a movement strikingly familiar Lo,
yet going considerably beyond, the May-June evenls in
France. The major difference was thal the Spanish
Communist leaders, who knew as well as Thorez “how to end
a sirike', did not have sufficient prestige and influence
among the masses (o bury the upsurge in an equivalent of the
Matignon agreements. Despite the efforts of the Fopular
Fromi, which had won the February parliamentary glections,
this instinctive revolt posed more and more sharply rthe
question of power. And yet Monty Johnstone claims that
these actions were in accordance with the perspective of the
Popular Front!?

The bourgeoisie rapidly understood the depth of the
upsurge and the lack of room lor compromise: it could place
no confidence in the ability of the Spanish Blums, Thorezes
and Jouhaux to carry out their policing role within the
workers movement. In June-July 1936 the capital was filled
with rumours of an imminent military putsch, which the
Republican Popular Front Government of Cesares Quiroga
awaited as it would a natural disaster. The '‘Communist’
Republicans, drawing greater energy from their Bolshevik
past, called on the Prime Minister to take ‘firm action’
against the ploters, as if a lifeless mummy in a Madrid office
could utilise any section of the forces of ‘order’ to combal

the rebellinn of viriually ihe entire state apparatus! Only the
arming of the masses and the ruthless dispersal of the
‘Republican’ army and the police could have spared the
Spanish masses from the coming civil war. Bul, as Moniy
Johnstone will leamedly point oul, the slogun of “workers
and peasants’ militias® would have been “highly provocative’
under the prevailing circumstances: it would have nixed up
‘Lhe defensive” and *the offensive’; it would have separated
the workers from ther ‘mddie class allies'; 1 would have
ignored the sacred distinction between bourgeois-democratic
and socialist stages; it would have suggested that stale action
against the fascists was indeed ‘a lie and s deception’; in
short, it would have blown (o pieces the whole criminal
policy of cowardice and class collaboration that went by the
name of the Popular Front. Therefore. the Communist
Party did not agitate for militias in the oritical days before
the 18 July

Bven afier the launching of rthe military rebellion. the
Ciovernment continued in the words of Trotsky so resented
by Monty Johnstone, ‘to lull the workers and pensanis with
parliamentary [llusions’ by lis broadcast appeal: ‘The
Ciovernmen! has noted the offers of aid it has received and,
while ofTering iis gratioude, sintes (hat the best way 10 help us
is 1o carry on pormally with everyday life, in arder o 52l an
example of calm and trust in the military forces ol the state.”
[ Faced with such paralysis, the Communist Party and the
right-wing Soclalists lssued a treacherous communiqué of
their own: ‘Il 3 a8 dillicell, nol | desperate Lime. "The
Government is sure that il has adeguate means (0 crush this
crimunal move, Should its wwans prove inadequate, the
Republic has the Popular Froni's [i.e. of the CP and 5P)
solemn promise. 1t is ready to intervene in the struggle as
soon i il i esked Tor help. The Governmen| communds and
the Populsr Front obeys.' [91]

Fortunately the Spanish masses paid little heed to such
advice and, following the initiative of the CNT and UGT in
calling a general strike, began to arm themselves and crush
the rebellion in the major centres, dragging along behind
them the Comintern “leadership”. It is ironical that the
historically doomed forces of anarchism and left-socialism
proved more adequate guides for workers action than the
leaders of the Communist International (although in the
maonths 1o come, of course, their inahility 1o engage in the
struggle for power was to prove fatal for the revolution).
Twenty years after October, the full extent of the
degeneration of the Comintern was strikingly revealed.

In the days following 18 July, as Dolores Ibarrui and
Monty Johnstone are forced to admit, ‘the whole state
apparatus was destroyed and state power lay in the street.’
[92] Mol just in the street, we may add, but in the countless
revolutionary commitiees which rapidly covered the unoc-
cupied part of the country. However, Johnstone's trusl in
parliament and the Popular Front is not so easily shaken, lor
on Lhe same page he argues thatl ‘lo have overthrown the
parliament just elected by the people by a révalurion for the
establishment of sovier power' would have played into the
hands of Franco! Thus, even when ‘the whole state
apparatus (which for Marxists includes parliament) is
desiroyed and state power fies in the street’, even when he is
faced by the most gigantic revolutionary upsurge in the
history of at least Western BEurape, Johnstone repeats the old
refrain that revalution is ‘highly provocative”, To the power
of the armed people of July 1936 he prefers the atomized
voiers of February; o the *"ultra-leftism’ of the masses he
prefers the sobnety of impotent Republican gentlemen and
theirr Stalinist and social democrutic hangers-on. Even six
manths later, by the way, the prime minister of Spain, Largo
Caballero, could reply 1o Stalin's praise of parliament with
the ohservation that ‘there are no enthusiastic defenders of
parliament to be found here, even among the Republicans',
[93]

IF in July the bourgeois state was smashed 1o pieces, and il
parliament lay and continued o lie suspended in mid-air
above the masses, nevertheless none of their leaders had the
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will to administer the coup de grace. The Caballero Socialisis
were swept along by events, whilst continuing 1o mouth
phrases about the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’; the
Anarchists recoiled in horror from the idea of a workers
state, whils! entering the bourgeois government ‘just for the
momeni’; and the POUM, dreading above all ‘sectanian
jznlation’, fell into line at the decisive conjunciures. Again
the parallel with the situation of the Russian workers
movemeni is evident. But whereas from April onwards the
Bolshevik Party gradually won decisive leadership of the
masses in the strugegle Tor workers' power, the Spanish
Stalinists — who were alone among the major currénts in
having & precise poal — set about the reconstruction of the
demolished bourgesis state with tremendous energy and
determination. In this they were greatly assisted by the
military support and growing political control of Moscow
over the actions of the Republican Government., Their
authority was nonctheless also based on a single argument
that has for millenia been the stock-in-trade of the deceivers
of the masses, namely, ‘first we must win the war, then we
shall sec about liberty, equality, fraternity, who knows,
perhaps even socialism’. The speech of Dolores Ibarruri
quoted by Johnstone gives a flavour of the demagogy of the
period: *.... this miners’ wife and daughter made it clear that
the struggle was "‘not for the Spain which is dying together
with the enemy, but for the Spain we wanl to have — a
democratic Spain .... which will give the peasants land,
which will socialise indusiry under the control of the
warkers™ and **will completely and comprehensively, and in
a revolutionary spiril, solve the economic problems that lie
at the foundation of all revolutions.™ ' [94]

In July 1936 there were just two strategic roads open, and
indeed two ways of combatting the military vprising: either
the centralisation of the exsting revolutionary commitlees
and militias into a powerful workers state and army, or the
destruction of the committees and militias and their replace-
ment by a strong bourgeois state apparatus, largely by-
passing or abolishing the institutions of bourgrois democ-
racy. In his writings, Trotsky repeatedly argued that the key
1o victory lay not in a handful of bourgeois Republicans and
their friends in London and Paris, but in the mobilisation of
all the energies of the masses behind their own state and their
own army; any other course would lead to the demorali-
sation of the masses and inevitable bourgeois repression
against their militant vanguard.

By depriving the masses ol their mosl important
weapon — their revolutionary organs of struggle — the
Popular Fronmt coalition broke the fighting unity of the
workers and peasants. 1t was only & matler of time before
this was consummated in the physical suppression of those
workers” organisations that responded, however ineffec-
tively, to the revolutionary aspirstions of the masses.
Alreadv on 17 December 1936 Pravda gave the cue to its
GPLU agents and their native associates in Spain: ‘In
Catalonia the elimination of Trotskyists and Anarcho-
Syndicalists has already begun; it will be carried out with the
same energy as in the USSR." After the first Moscow trial
and the shooting of innumerable ‘mad dogs', ‘spies’ and
‘wreckers', the implication of the threat was unmistakable.
Thus, whereas for Trotsky it was the revoletionary unity of
the working masses that was essential for victory, to the
Executive Committee of the Communist International it was
‘the complete extermination of the Trotskyist POUM gang’
that constituted *one of the most important prerequisites for
victory over the fascist murderers and vandals’. [95] Begin-
ning with the exclusion of the POUM from the Madrid
Defence Junta in November 1936 [96], and culminating in
the arrests and murders of POUM and Anarchist militants in
1937, the counter-revolutionary Stalinist-Republican repres-
sion was one of the principal factors of demoralisation and
demobilisation. It should also be realised that the Negrin
Government, which followed the removal of Largo Cabal-
lero in May 1937, was a bourgeois-democratic regime thai
had “‘important elements’ not of socialism but of military
dictatorship: it was based on a widely emplayed censorship,
suppression of ‘anti-Republican® organisations, ‘catch-all’
definitions of capital offences (such as ‘acts or demonsire-
tions tending to weaken public morale, demoralise the
Army, or diminish collective discipline’), a powerful secret
police, and so on. By late 1937 no less a figure than Winston
Churchill could write appravingly of the dramatic changes:
“When in any country the whole structure of civilised and
social life is destroyed by atavistic hatreds, the State can only
be reconstituted upon a military framework ... In ils new
army .... the Spanish Republic has an instrument not only of
military but of political significance.” [97]

It is in this light that we should view the events of May
1937 in Barcelona, Despite the formation of a regional
bourgenis government, the growing control exercised by
Negrin, and the dismantling of the power of the committees,
Catalonia had remained a stronghold of the CNT and



FOUM. On 3 May, as the climax to a campaign against these
two organisations, the Stalinist leader Rodrigues Sala led &
detachment of armed police 1o occupy the central telephone
exchange, which had been administered by a joint CNT-
UGT committee since the previous July, Fighting broke oul
almost immediately and by evening a spontaneous workers’
insurrection had placed Barcelona in the hands of the
masses. CNT leaders were later to repeat ceaselessly that,
had they wished, they could have laken power with the
mimimum of effort. The problem was that they did not wish,
and all their efforts were directed instead to securing the
dismantling of the barricades and a return to work. The
punishment for their betrayal was swift indeed: ulilising the
results of their own provocation, the Stalinists depicied the
uprising of the Barcelona proletariat as a plot by Trotskyist
fifth-columnists, and in the ensuing wilch-hunt they
succeeded in behecading the POUM and isolating Caballero
Sacialists and Anarchists within the Government.

What is Monty Johnstone's account of these evenis? He
ignores the attempted occupation of the telephone exchange,
which triggered the explosion, Instead he portrays the lefi-
Anarchisis, POUMists and ultimately the Barcelona prole-
1ariat frzelf as plavthings of a handful of Franco agents, thus
implicitly excusing the brural repression of the workers'
leaders by the GPU and its Spanish accomplices. [98] In
support of his bureaucratic-police conception of history, all
he can do is guote the boast of Franco's brother to the
German ambassador that his thirteen agents in Barcelona
had ‘succeeded .... in having the shooting started in the
sireets, which then led 1o the desired results’. It is obvious
that Franco, whose brother was @ imasier of black
propaganda, had a vested interest in thus describing to his
Mazl allies the mirsculous feats of his agents. In any case,
Franca does not mention where his agents were placed: it
would seem more logical that they had been behind the initial
act of provocation — the Stalinist occupation of the tele-
phone exchange.

Ultimately, of course, all this talk of provocation is beside
the point. In the spring of 1936, (wo powers and two
tendencies Taced each other in Catalonia. One of these was
revolutionary and, whatever the desires of its leaders,
associated with the CNT and the POUM; the other was
bourgeois Republican and consciously identified with
Stalinists and right-wing social democrats. A clash between
them was inevitable — the GPU and Stalinists had long been
meticulously preparing for the final confrontation with the
revolution, If it had not been fully clear whether this would
mest with resistance or capitulation on the part of the CNT
and POUM leaders, after the surrender in Barcelona there
could no longer be any serious doubt aboul the oulcome.

CONCLUSION

Throughout Monty Johnstone’s articles, one feels the
author straining at the leash of ‘scrupulous analysis' to
which he has supposedly committed himself. Al the end,
however, he finally breaks loose and feels free to heap on
Trotsky one of those epithets coined in the high Stalin
period. It now seems that in 1933 (i.e., at the height of his
struggle against the petty-bourgevis hysteria of the “Third
Period”) Trotsky had all the features of what one ‘Ralph Fox
aptly described . . as ‘‘the petty bourgeots in a hurry™" ', [9%]
What then, we may well ask, does this Monty Johnstone
represent?

We have seen enough examples of the handiwork of this
amateur forger: how he systematically distorts Trotsky's
positions on the German revolution; how he ignores
Trotsky's real views on the united front in France; how he
covers up the role of the Comintern at the decisive
conjunctures and falls into the most blatant self-contradic-
tion when he tries to justify it. Devoid himsell of the slightesi
trace of dialectical thinking, he can only try to bury the
revalutionary continuity of Trotskyism in thal stagnant
swamp of eclecticism and zig-zag that has characterised

Stalinism throughout its history. It is true that he no Jonger
considers Trotsky 1o have been in the pay of the imperinlist
secrel services in October 1917; but in his ‘research’ he has
done little more than sift through the stale left-overs of the
Stalin school of felsification and warm them up for a new
public.

It i no accident that the CPGB (not to speak of the
CPSL) i still incapable of honestly facing up 1o lts own
history, passing off such scurrilous intellectual swindlers as
‘abjective critical analysts’. For the whole existence of
Monty Johnsione's political stage-managers is based on a
deception that inevitably breeds the method of eclecticism
and distortion. What else can be expected of people who talk
occasionally of revolution only to conceal their fear of it
fram advanced workers; who, in the manner of the most
despicable labour bureaucrats, equate the prostration of the
lialian Communist Party before Christian Democracy with
the sirength of the workers movement; and who, when they
are faced in Spain or Chile by the revolutionary aspirations
of the exploited and oppressed masses, can recognise only
‘petty  bourgeois haste', ‘threats to national unily’ and
‘mrovocation of the bourgeaisie’? Truly, they show no limils
to their “peity bourgeois haste’ Lo assist the bourgeoisic in the
exorcism of the spectre of communism!

Mevertheless, these cynical manipulators will in future
have to call on the services of rather more capable scribes
than Monty Johnstone. The recent revival of Marxist theory
and of informed interest in Trotsky's historical struggle has
left little room for such shady characters, whose intellectual
prostitution is clearly discernible beneath cven the most
highly polished surface. And in the vital, frank debate that is
now developing amongst revolutionaries on the central
questions of revelutionary strategy and tactics, Marxists will
treal with the contempt it deserves the debilitating stew of
historical fakification and class capitulation that has long
been the staple fare of the Johnstone kitchen.
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Trotsky’s
arxism

ART 2

Denise Avenas

This article is transiared from the pamphler Trotsky
Marxiste, published in Paris as No. 2 in the series Marx ol
Créve |Maspers, 1971). Part fappeared in owr last e,

PROLOGUE

"Troisky came to Lenin as to a teacher whose power and
significance he understood later than many others, b
perhaps more fully than they.’
Trotsky, History of the Russian Revelution, p. 814
‘Lenin unstintingly paid tribute to Trotsky, saying that since
he had hroken with the Mensheviks there was no better
Bolshevik."
Deutschier, The Prophet Armed, p. 259

It took the October Revoluiion to iron out all the
ambiguities in Lenin"s and Trotsky's theories, and to show
that there was no basic contradiction between Trotsky's
perspectives for revolution and the strategic line of
Bolshevism. Mandel, polemicising with Nicolas Krassa on
the subject of “Trotsky's Marxism' in New Lefl Review 47,
has summed up this meeting of the ways, in theory and
practice, as follows: ‘The victory of the October Revolution
resulted fram a historical combination of Lenin's theory and
practice of the revolutionary vanguard party and Trotsky's
theory and practice of the permanent revolution,” This does
not mean that the revolution magically resolved the
problems, but it did require Lenin to make a basic review of
his theories and Trotsky 1o revise his organisational practice.
1t is with this in mind that we now turn to examine the body
of Trowsky's theory and practice after 1917 in the light of the
advance of the revolution.

Krasso shows that Trotsky's Marxism ‘forms a consistent
and characteristic unity, from his early youth to his old age.’
But his conclusion, like that of the worst period of Stalinist
falsification, is that Trotsky's early errors determined those
he made later, and that the cardinal sin of his youth, his
failure to understand the Leninist theory of organisation,
was the basic weakness of his struggle against Stalinism, and
of his analvsis of the new period opened up by October. |
intend to show that, on the contrary, Leninism and
Trotskvism were fused in Bolshevism after Ociober on the
theoretical basis of the theory of permanent revolution and
the relationship between economics and politics underlying
it. It was precisely with the ideas first set out in Resulis and
Prospects that Trotsky was able 1o grasp the dialectics of
world revolution and the objective and subjective reasons for
its setbacks and, whal is more, to grasp the basic ideas of
Leninism. | do not wish to underestimate the political
mistakes he made after Lenin's death; but I shall show that
what some people are pleased to call ‘the course of history'
in no way invalidated his theories. Rather, for a whole
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period they have been tragically proved correct; and loday
ihe revolutionary processes in the third world and the
advanced countries, the dialectical relationship between
ihem, and the repercussions they have on the ‘socialist’
countries can only be understond in terms of the shaitering
of Sialinist hegemony.

The hasic unity of Trotzky's theoretical and palitical
thought before and after October can thus in no way be
adduced as proof that he never ‘corrected his mistakes’, or
that an inability to re-evaluate general perspectives led him
into political fantasy, into insoluble contradictions between
reality and what might have been, or in Deutscher's words,
between ‘the power and the dream’. [ shall attempt to show
that, once Trotsky had understood the correctness of Lenin's
theory of organisation, he was the most important exponent
of Marxism in our time.

We have examined Lenin's and Trowsky's theories as they
were farmed in the struggle over the theoretical and practical
problems facing Russian Marxists in a situation whose
essentials were not foreseen by Marx and Engels: the
preparation of proletarian revolution in & country still not
completely subjected to the capitalist mode of production,
before it had taken place in the most advanced capitalist
countries. Only in this way can we understand the extent of
their differences, and show that Stalin's revival of their
polemics lacked objective foundation. Everything Trotsky
says in Permanent Revolution about his relations with Lenin
before 1917 tends to confirm that the basic reason for their
long-standing variance was their difference in perspectives.
Each betrayed theorerical or political weak points or
unclarity, stemming from two forms of thought which
tended to converge but were not identical; as expressed in the
sphere of political struggle and theoretical development, they
were structured differently according to their understanding
of Marxist methodology.

Lenin and Trotsky faced the same reality and shared the
same perspective of the actuality of proletarian revolution.
Once this revolution was carried out, therefore, their
antagonism faded before a basic unity of perspective, Lenin
saw, in Lukacs's words, that ‘the real revolution is the
dialectical transformation of the bourgeois revelution into
the proletarfan revolution.., in other words, the remaining
relevant demands of the bourgeois revolution can only be
realised within the framework of the proletarian revolution,
and the consistent realisation of these demands leads
necessarily 10 a proletarian revolution,' [27] From that
moment there was no unbridgeable gulfl between Trotskyism
and Leninism.

It was, in the last analysis, what Trotsky had always said.
When he argued that 1l was necessary o prepare directly for
the dictatorship of the proletariat, he did not, as Lenin



thought, mean that the revolution would be socialist a1 the
outset. Trotsky was not unmindful of the importance of the
agrarian question, which would have to be resolved before
proceeding to ‘purely’ socialist tasks; he simply argued thal
this could only be done in the first stage of the proletarian
revolution. Hence Lenin's theory of revalution by stages
fused with Troisky's theory of permanent revolution withoul
Lenin at first being aware of it, The step Trotsky had to take
was bigger and more difficult. Bul it should not be
forgotten thal he had never rejected the principles of
democratic centralism and the selection of members; and we
may therefore say that he joined the Bolsheviks not simply
over the political questions on which he split. with the
Mensheviks, but on the basis of a full assimilation of Lenin's
theory of the building of the party and the role it had to play.

In analysing imperialism Lenin came 1o ground his
internationalism, which had until then been of an abstract
character, on the objective world situation. The pnieashing
of imperialist war was producing a revolulionary situation
an an international scale, and the Russian revelutionary
process could no longer be viewed in isolation from the
revolutionary perspectives for the Western countries. Lenin
argued that the imperialist war must be transformed into an
international civil war, and saw the Russian p oletariat only
as u fraction of the world proletariat which had everywhere
lo enter into struggle sgainst the world bourgeoisie, The
perspective of proletarian revolution in the West cast more
doubt on the need for a democratic stage in Russia. At least
it would more quickly grow over into the dictatorship of the
proletariat. Lenin was gradually growing closer to Trotsky's
point of view.

But only the October Revolution united them in struggle.
Trotsky saw the April Theses as a recognition by Lenin of his
own views. But he also saw that the Mensheviks had gone
100 far down the road of epportunism, and that it would
endanger the future of the revolutionary struggle to retain
any connection with them. Contrary to what Micolas Krasso
claims, it was precisely this that convinced him that only
Bolshevism could, by the firmness of its principles, rally all
the really revolutionary elements among the old intellecteals
and the advanced sections of the working class; and that omly
because it had been able 1o build a compact revolutionary
organisation could it advance at once from the position of
democratic revolution 10 the perspective of socialist revolu-
tion. “Trotskyism’, then, was developing into a rigorous
system of theory. Trotsky had pnderstood that only an
organisation of the Leninist type could both lead the fight of
the revolutionary masses and ensure that the proletariat
would remain in power after victory, the point at which all
previous revolutions had failed. Lenin awakenad the old
Bolsheviks living in Russia from their slumber of dogma-
tism, and Trotsky joined the Bolshevik Party: and the
misunderstanding which had divided their forces for so long
was at an end. Later there were many points at which friction
arose hetween them — for example, over the Brest Litovsk
treaty and the trade union question — but never on the scale
of their previous polemics; for what mattered now was the
solution of concrete problems within (he same theoretical
and political perspective, based on the theoretical fusion of
Leninizm and Trotskyism.

The paradox of the Fehruary revolution, the cOmpromise
between the Petersburg Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers’
Deputies, which held power de facto, and the bourgeoisie,
which formally held power, convinced Lenin that the
democratic stage was over in Russia. The proletariat would
have 1o pursue its struggle directly if it was not once more Lo
be crushed by reaction. The analysis he made in the course of
these events is less decisive than Trotsky's post facto account
in History of the Russian Revolution. He still located the
revolutionary process unfolding in Russia after the February
revolution within the theoretical framework of revolution by
stapes; but the speed with which the situarion was changing
persuaded him that a revolutionary dictatorship of the

prolctariat and pensaritiy such as he had lorescen wis
impossible, He could siill grasp the unfolding ol the
revolution by means of the theory of the direct growing over
of the bourgeois stage into the proletarian revolution,
but the theary of permanent revolution made it possible for
[rotsky to understand the mechanism much more clearly

From his exile, Lenin urged the Petersburg Soviet and the
Bolsheviks not to allow any compromise with Kerens ky, who
proposed to put the monarchy back in control and continue
the imperialist war, as a bourgeois state in alliance with
French and British capitalism. ‘The proletariat’, he wrote,
'utilising the peculiarities of the present transition situation,
can and will proceed [irst 1o the achievement of 2 democratic
republic and complete victory of the peasaniry Ovel the
landlords. instead of the Guchkov-Milyukoy semi-monarchy,
and then to Socialism, which alone can give the war-weary
people peace, bread and freedom.' He was to go further
still. In April he showed the Bolsheviks, who were still
thinking in terms of the democratic dictatorship of the
proletariat and peasantry, that this glready existed, in a form
he had not foreseen, and that the formula was now irrelevant
or at least did not correspond to the real perspective of
struggle. 1t had been achicved in the Petersburg Soviet,
whose executive commitiee had given up power 1o the
hourgeoisie. He went on to say that the waichwords of the
Rolsheviks as a whole had been entirely confirmed by
history, but that in their actual carrving out things had
developed differently from what he or anyone els¢ had
anticipated.

The embiguities in Lenin's view of the revolution are here
expressed for the last time; he still did not accept the need 10
reject the theary which had guided him in struggle, although
his perspectives had proved inadequate 10 the course of the
revolution. He had defined theory as an idea approximating
1o the complexities of life, and he was thus able to say that
the democratic perspective had not been completely wrong,
only carried out in other forms. In fact, from 1905 Trotsky
had *foreseen’ that the peasantry, under Lhe leadership of the
Social Revolutionaries, could only take the side of the
bourgeoisie. But by preparing the party and the proletariat
for taking on the dictatorship, Lenin showed in practice that
his prognosis had been wWrong. He stressed that contrary 1o
the ideas of the old Bolsheviks, who had been unable to
discard previous theories to the museum of history, the
preparation of the proletarian revolution did not mean
‘skipping over’ an unachieved democratic siage; and at the




game lime he implicitly acknowledged that February showed
the impossibility of either & bourgeois revolution proper or
a democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry. It
was necessary 1o break with the Mensheviks and Social
Revolutionaries who had taken over the Soviets and were
being forced by their class positions to liquidate the embryo
of the democratic stage, 1o stop it being used as a
springboard 1o the dictatorship of the proletariat.

The nature of the October Revolution was the final
confirmation of Trotsky's theories. At the first congress of
the Third International in March 1919, Lenin declared that
‘when, in capitalist society, the class struggle on which it
rests becomes more acute, there is nothing between the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie and the dictatorship of the
proletariat,’ Only the dictatorship of the proletariar could
ensure real democracy, in both advanced and backward
countries. In Russia the slogan of the Constituent Assembly
had been abandoned because it was no longer relevant to the
neads of the moment, Only the dictatorship of the proletariat
could resolve the agrarian question, but in this respect it was
in the initial stages a bourgeois revolution. At the same
Congress, Lenin said: ‘In October 1917 we seiped power
together with the peasantry as 4 whale. This was a bourgeois
revalution...' Trotsky, explaining this position in Permanent
Revolution, goes on: ‘Lenin himself estimated the October
Revolution — its first stage — as the true realisation of the
democratic revolution, and by thal also as the true, even if
changed, embodiment of the strategic slogan of the
Bolsheviks.' The ‘bourgenis’ revolution of October was only
rransformed into a socialist revolution once the class struggle
was taken into the villages. Once the immediate tasks of a
bourgeais revolution — the agrarian programme af the
Sacial Revolutionaries, corresponding to the needs of the
peasant struggle — had been carried out, the dictatorship of
the proletarial was transformed into the socialist revolulion,
with a complete reorganisation of the economic structure,
The growing over of which Lenin had written was not the
dialectical transformation of the democratic stage into a
bourgeois siage, but-more precisely this transformation
within the dictatorship of the proletarint itseli.

From then on any discussion of Leninism had to take the
revolutionary process in Russia in 1917 as ils point of
reference. Trowsky strongly denounced the Stalinist method
of approaching new historical problems not in the light of
the revolutions which had been achieved, but in terms of
quotations to show how the revolutions had been envisaged
heforehand, Stalin and his ‘theoreticians’ forgol on the one
hand that for Lenin theory was only a guide to action, and
there should be no hesitation about changing it according to
need. and on the other hand that Leninism was clarified
retraspectively by the experience of the October Revolurion.
Trotsky, who embraced Leninism through the theory of
permanent revolution, and separated it from the national
standpoint which had led Lenin to impose democratic
limitations on the strugele of the proletariat, in a sense gave
Leninism its most complete theoretical expression. Lukacs
achieves something similar in Lenin: by retrospectively
grasping Leninism in terms of the perspective of the actuality
of the revolution he leaves the ambiguities aside and takes up
the basic ideas, and in doing so makes a synthetic
interpretation which confirms that correctly formulated by
Trotsky after October,

This is the starting point for our analysis of the underlying
unity of Trotsky's thought in his analysis of the period
opened up by the Russian revolution. In the 1929 preface to
The Third International After Lenin, he wrote that he had
not for @ moment let slip the threads of the ideological
heritage of communism. This was not simply a ‘moral’
gance: it meant that “objective conditions’ on a national and
international scale made it possible in practice Lo carry out the
Holshevik programme, *Trotskyism® was neither a ‘romantic
myth' nor a ‘symbol’ as Nicolas Krasso writes. Still less was
it the expression of a ‘rosy optimism’, but rather the Lrue
understanding of the nature of the historical epoch opened

on a world scale by October, the only possible perspective
for the struggle to overthrow imperialism.

II. THE AGE OF
PERMANENT
REVOLUTION

“The present epoch is the epoch of the disinlegration and
collapse of the entire capitalist world system, which will
drag the whole of European civilisation down with i il
capitalism with its insoluble contradictions is not destroyed.’
(28]

This was the objective basis for the foundation of the
Third International. 1t was not simply a conjunctural
analysis, the political expression of the ruin of the capitalist
economy brought aboul by the war, but the theoretical
framework within which to view the new historical epoch
beginning with the October Revolution. ‘Socalism or
barbarism’ was not a catastrophist perspective, but the
fundamental tendency of the epoch, signilying that the most
urgent task of the pericd was the preparation of the
revolutionary forces and their vanguard for the resolution of
the contradictions in which capitalism was rotting. It did not
mean, as Lukacs explaing, that capitalism could no longer
find any ‘purely cconomic’ way out; ‘For capitalism, then,
expedients can certainly be thought of in and for themselves.
Whether they can be put into practice depends however on
the proletariat... Admittedly, the fact that the proletariat
obtains power at that momenl is due to the “'natural laws™
governing the economic process. But these “natural laws'
only determine the crisis itsell, giving it dimensions which
frustrate the “peaccful’’ advance of capitalism. However, if
left to develop {along capitalist lines) they would not lead to
the simple downfall of capitalism or to a smooth transition
ta socialism. They would lead over a long period of crises,
civil wars and imperialist wars on an ever-increasing scale 1o
the “mutual destruction of the opposing classes®™ and 1o a
new barbarism." [29]

The International called on the world proletariat 1o take
on the decisive struggle against the imperialist conspiracy of
capital, for the International Republic of Workers' Soviets.
This was ne voluntarist siogan: even though the capitalist
system had obtained a respite following the failure of the
Furopean insurrections, the struggle for world socialist
revolution was still the only correct political perspective, as
the contradictions of capitalism were bound to grow more
acute. The October Revolution was only meaningful and
legitimate in the context of the general failure of the
capitalist system, and represented the first victorious attempt
1o subvert it. The building of socialism in Russia could only
be undertaken once the enemy had been beaten and the first
objective, the overthrow of capitalism, reached — at least in
the most advanced countries. It was Pyatakov who declared,
at the end of 1917, that the fate of the Russian proletariat
depended completely on the advance of revolution in the
West, and that the phase of permanent revolution had now
begun. The revolution was permanent because the inter-
national development of the productive forces was ‘ripe’,
and it was permanent in Russia because the building of
socialism (here depended on the course of world revolution.
The world party of the proletarial was now the decisive
element of the epoch.

The sel f-development of the productive forces had led to the
October Revolution and the general crisis of the capitalist
system. There was no longer any such thing as absolute
cconomic determinism; mankind was moving from the realm
of necessity to the realm of freedom. As Lukacs wrolg:



“What is novel in the present situation 15 merely — merely!!

that the blind forces of capitalist economics are driving
society towards the abyss. The bourgeoisie no longer has the
powear 1o help society, after a few falbse starts, o break the
“deadliock®” brought about by its economic laws. And the
praletariat has the opponunifty (o turn events in another
direction by the conscious exploitation of existing trends. To
desire this consciously is to desire the “realm of freedom®”
and to take the firsl conscious step Lowards its realisation.’
130] N was now possible le overlhrow the capitalisi
relationship of politics (o economics on an international
scale. The October Revolution only began the concrete
reglisation of this task, and Tor the first time signalled the
leap from pre-history to a history made by humanity. 1t was
the first concretisation of Engels’ formula in Andi-Ihshring
whershy: "'The laws of his own social activity which have
hitherto confronted him as external, dominating laws of
nature, will then be applied by man with complete
u|'._d._=-r:.1ar:-.‘ling" ardd hence will b2 dominated by man.” But in
Russia irself, until the revolution was carried throughout the
world, this rask conld only be bepun. The hasic task was Lhat
af stimulating the world revolution and only with  that
perspective of *holding on’ in Russia.

Capitalism hed reached the stage of embarking on a phass
of long term stagnation; which is not to say that there was
shanlulely no possibility of development of the productive
forces within il. It meant that relative 1o the possibilities of
rational development into a planned economy, the forces of
production had stopped growing. This was the thearetical
framework of Trolsky's tireless struggle against Stalinism;
and even after the failure of the struggles of the European
proletariat in 19191920, there was never any ground lor
douobting il
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1. Holding on until
the appearance of
generalised socialist
revolution.

“The question at stake is not whether Russia is able, with
her own resources, to build socialism. For Marxism there s
mo such guestion.’ So Trolsky wrote in 1929, Bul the war
had not resulted in the victory of the revolutionary forces in

the West: in particular the German revolution, in which the
Bolsheviks had placed all their hopes, was defemed. The
European prolefarial was driven into a reireat of indeter-
minate duration, leaving Soviel Russia to her own devices.
The problem was now that of maintaining proleianan powerin
an iznlated coumiry; and most of the old Holsheviks
proved unable (o accepl thal without & revolution in the
edvanced countries, the first dictatorship of the proletarial
was doomed. The theory of socialism in one country
appeared (o be the answer to an actual situation, while the
failure of revolution in Europe was similarly taken as
evidenue Lhal il was impossaible.

Yeu they had all accepted that capitalism itsell had broken
national Mrontiers, which were now incompatible with the
development of the productive forces. A national ecaonamy
would therefore be a siep backwards relative 1o the
develapment of the internatinnal division of labour within
capitalism, Moreover a proletarian revolution had come
abont in Russia nol because the economy was ripe for
socialism, but becapse it could no longer develop along
capitalisi linez in the same way as the economies of the
advanced countries. An essentially peasant couniry, Russia
in isolation did not possess the material prerequisites of
socialism. It could even be said that Russia was the least
suitable country Tfor building socialism, with a rate of growth
incomparably lower than that of the European countries, let
alone the United States. In The Third International after
Lenin, Trotsky wrote that because the Russian proletaris
had been the first 10 seize power it would not necessarily be
the first to reach socialism; and he pdded that in the last
analysis the limits of the socialist transformation were
determined by economic and political conditions at a world
level. However great the enthusiasm of & couniry, it was not
possible to overtake the whole globe. As Lenin said, the
compleiz victory of the socialist revolition required at least
the collaboration of several of the advanced countries,
togelber with Russia.

The need for & strong injection of capitalism, which
became apparent towards the end of 1920, was the first solid
evidence that the diciatorship of the proletariat would have
to accept major retreat: in order to survive in a capitalist



environment. This did not mean throwing away the basis of
a socialist society, only that such a state of society could not
be attained as long as the proletarian revolution was not
extended into the advanced capitalist countries.

In his work on the Russian peasantry during the grear left
turn of 1928-1930, Moshe Lewin explains that the New
Economic Policy was the first result of the incompatibility of
the interests of the two allies of the revolution. October had
combined the democratic agranan and proletarian socialist
revolutions, the peasantry following the Bolsheviks as their
liberators. Their only interest, however, was 10 complere the
destruction of serfdom; but isolation and the civil war forced
the Bolsheviks 10 take the class struggle inta the village too
soon, and immediately take radical measures. The alliance
was heavily compromised, and there was a separation of the
two sides of the revolution which threw the regime into a
crisis situation. The worsening standard of living of the
peasantry convinced them that the disadvaniages of a
revolution outweighed the gains. Afier the seizure of power
it was necessary for the Bolsheviks, while they still hoped for
the imminent victory of the European proletariat, o undertake
the reorganisation of the country. But they soon had 10
give up the attempi to introduce a socialist economy by
degrees, initially through workers control of production.
Lenin wrote that it was hunger that obliged them 1o take a
‘purely communist’ action, establishing straightforwardly
commumst relations of production, requisitioning agricultu-
ral produce and taking steps against the kulaks. Bur the
Bolsheviks allowed themselves to go too far in this; while the
appalling difficulties and hardships of the war left the
military course as the only possible solution 10 economic
problems, Lenin noted that they went further than was
theoretically or politically desirable.

The political error of thinking that socialism could at once
be built in Ropssia was to be explained by the fact that the
European insurrections had not yet been crushed; the
Bolsheviks still counted on the forthcoming support of the
Waestern proletariat. Their faillure was the first concrete
confirmation of the impossibility of building socialism in
one couniry, as he Bolsheviks were forced to do in the
extremely critical situations thrust upon them.

It had been necessary (o sign the Bresi-Litovsk treaty in
order to maintain Soviet power. Now that the world
revolution had besn set hack, the demands of the
internal ally of the dictatorship had to be satisfied, to
avoid at eny cost a break with the countryside which would
be the death-knell of the regime. But re-esiablishing a free
market for the surplus production of the peasaniry meant
reviving capitalist social differentiation, and even raised the
spectreof dual power, Leninargued that without satisfving the
economic needs of the middle peasants and allowing free
exchange, it would be economically impossible to maintain
proletarian power in Russia; the problem was whether the
peasantry would accept the lead of the proletariat in its
endeavour to build socialism, or that of the capitabsts calling
on them to turn back from the dangers of socialism. While
Russia remained isolated, the most that could be achieved
through political power was somehow to prevent the
transition towards socialism — cut short by war commu-
nism — from being turned back along the capitalist road.
The economic policy of the early years of the revolution had
failed to stimulate the development of the productive forces
which was its most urgent task. The measures the Bolsheviks
had been forced to take, the sacrifices they had been obliged
to exact from the workers, had cul them off from the  social
base of ‘their' power. The ‘immediate construction of
socialism® had to be abandoned in favour of the primitive
accumulation Russia required as the material basis for
socialism, They had to provide the prerequisites elsewhere
supplied by capitalism uself on their own and in the most
difficult conditions: and they had to avoid a break with the
peasantry, now the obsession of the regime,

Far the first time the class holding political power was the
producing class, and the workings of the economy were in
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principle no longer independent of the will of social classes
as in the capilalist mode of production. The class in power
became the conscious instigaor of economic development.
Iri The New Economics, Preobrazhensky wrote, *as, in the
sphere of economic reality, the commeodity of the capitalist
mode of production is replaced in the planned economy by
the product, value by the measurement of labour time, the
market (in its capacity as the sphere in which the law of value
manifests itself) by the book-keeping of planned economy,
surplus value by surplus product, so in the sphere of science,
political economy gives place to social technology, that is,
the seience of socially organised production.” What charac-
terised the phase of transition which began in Russia with the
NEP was the conflict beiween the law of value and the
planning principle within a single economic organism, in the
form which Preobrazhensky put forward as a new law ol
seonomics, the law of primitive socislist scenmulation.
From Russia’s need to go through a phase of primitive
accumulation similar in principle if not in form (o thal of the
capitalist mode of production, he once more drew economic
determinist conclusions of the kind developed by Marx, and
did 50 morecver on a national level, The implication of his
book was that such & task could be carried out by an isolared
warkers state, and in this respect he did not have such great
dif ferences with the theory of socialism in one country. His
support for Stalin, whom he saw as the instrument of new
economic needs, was therefore implicit in his work on the
new economics. His position on ¢conomics led him 1o
conceive of state policy us nothing but the result of the
struggle between the two economic systems coexisting in
NEF, a dangerously mechanistic way of viewing the
problem.

Economic constrainis would of course only disappear in
classless society, with the withering away of the dictatorship
of the proletariat. Trotsky was well aware that Russia had a
combined economy, which placed certain limits on political
power; but this was in no sense the kind of economic
determinism operating in the capitalist mode of production.
Once again, it seems that it was no accident that Troesky did
not write economic theory. Even during the transitional
period, economic problems were directly political. Preobra-
zhensky's ‘error’ was perhaps that he tried 1o do for this new
period of history what Marx had done for capitalism. There
was of course an economic struggle in Russia, and one of the
two seciors would have to triumph, but the final victory
would in the last analysis depend on the strategy of the ruling
power. The greatest possible development of the state seclor
must be ensured, so thal the narional capitahst sector, at
whose expense primitive accomulation was to take place,
could be rapidly re-absorbed. Tratsky therefore supported
Preobrazhensky against Bukharin’s unconditional peasant
policy. Although he tended to ler the costs of primitive
accumulation Tall much more heavily on the working class
than did Preobrazhensky, he understood that they must so
far as possihle be able to appropriate the surplus of the
private sector, in other words of the peasantry. But he
refused to accept all the implications of Preobrazhensky's
problematic, 1o imagine that Russia’s economic problems
cauld be salved by autarchy, and above all to restrict theory
1o the alternalive of isolation. Preobrazhenszky, viewing the
development of the productive forces in a national
perspective, wasrepeating Lenin's mistakeol 1898,

In 1929 Trotsky wrote that the economic problems of the
Soviet republic more than ever called for a political solution.
This was the basis of the struggle he conducted in the Left
Opposition from 1923 onwards. His economic strategy s
summed up in the three basic themes of industrialisation, the
gradual collectivisationof the rural economy, and a single plan
for the whole scomomy. He was comscious that the
ceonomic  problems expressed in conflicts of varying
inlensity between the proletariat and peasantry had serious
repercussions on the social compaosition of the party and on
its policy. But until the Opposition was completely
decimated. he refused to regard this as the incvitable



Bl e S e ——— s )

corollary of ‘objective conditions'. He always stressed that
the Stalinists had a share in the political responsibility for the
‘stabilisation’ of Western capitalism, which intensified still
further the internal contradictions of the Soviet regime. He
wrote on the twellth anniversary of the October Revalution
that the basic causes of the contradictions within Russia
stemmed from the objective sitsation of an economically
backward country forced o be the first 1o undertake the
dictarorship of the proletiriat and the buliding of socialism,
and above all from the fact thai Russin was cut off from the
international division of labour; though it was nonetheless
troe that the secondary causes included the incorrect policies
of a leadership under the influence of the petty bourgeoisie,
incapable of taking the situation in hand and making use of
the economic and palitical resources of the dictatorship.

Trolsky's economic strategy was not in the least idealist,
nor a8 Nicolas Krasso asserts, a ‘purely theoretical’ solution.
Still less was it demagogic, as Trotsky’s economic perspec-
tives required much greater effort from the working masses
than Stalin's before 1927. Had they been applied in time they
would undoubtedly have prevented many mistakes, sspec-
tally the brutal liguidation of the NEP carried out by Stalin
in 1928,

In 1923, faced with the acute prohlem of the ‘scissors’
between agricultural end industrial prices, Trotsky wrote
that the anly solution to the danger of & rupture with the
peasaniry was to speed up industrialisation: a turn to the
countryside did not mean turning one's back on industry,
but turning indusiry 1o the countryside, for the peasants had
little to hope for from a state deprived of industry. Only
industrialisation, and a single plan for the whole economy,
would make it possible to replace NEP by a new, socialist
cvonomic policy. Bukharin, in encouraging peasant pros-
perity, blinded himself to the Mact thar his policy wenl against
his avowed inlention of preserving the aliiance at all costs.
Finding that the State, as a client, was not responsive 1o their
immediate interests, the peasantry stored up their com or got
fd of it on the open market. Bukharin’s policy only
aggravated the problem of preserving the alliance. This was
the real meaning of the need for a fair economic policy,
which could be ndapied to the cconomic process as a whole
without being at its mercy. Instead of adopting a general
etonomic plan which would nor Impose absolute constraings
but would hurmonse production and - allow for necessary
carrective measures, Stalin and his nilies of the moment
chose the perspective of building socialism in one country, at
a snail's pace il necessary, though time was of the sssence.
Isolation reduced the combined character of the October
Revolution to the problematic of the socialist or the
capitalis! road. Trolsky and Bukharin were at either political
extreme emerging from the October Revolution, Trotsky
strugpling o muintain and consolidate the position of the
proletariat, Bukharin becoming the spokesman within the
parly for the reaciionary forces produced by NEP, despite
his avowed intemtion of leading the peasantry gradually
Iowards socialism.

It was in 1925 that Trowsky posed the question of the
socialist or capitalisl road, in 8 response (o the bourgeois
writers and politicians who saw NEF az proof of the
impossibility of & soctalist type of economa. He showed rthat

the evonomig results demonstrated the Superiority of the
stale sector over the privale sector, while pointing out the
political measures which would be necessury to maintain
such u baiance. He did not consider it theoretically excluded
that capitalism might be restored, but this could only be as
the result of cumulative mistakes by the party, leading to a
greater development in agriculture than in state industry.
Bukharin had unilaterally declared for the peasantry, saying
that the kulaks themselves must be invalved in the socialist
reorganisalion of the economy through economic compet-
ition betwern the state and private sectors. He denounced
Trotsky as & ‘super-industrialiser’, who scorned the demands
and interests of the peasantry — surely a congtant element of
Trotskyism’, as his polemics with Lenin before the

revolution showed? — and who wanted to liguidate the
NEP. Troisky in fact never opposed the NEP, and saw the
need for it long before it was inltiated as he patrolled the
front in the civil war; he was simply concerned not to open
the door to the economic and political hegemony of the
peasantry over the proletariar,

Hukharin aimed, by galning an exact knowledge of market
conditions and by iaking rhe correct economic measures, 1o
bring siate industry into harmony with agriculiure in line
with a prepired plan. He failed. The peasantry had only
profound distrust for & regime which could not provide the
goods thev needed. The party, whose rural units they had
taken over for their own ends, and which had unwittingly
become the agent of their economic development, proved
incapable of fully satisfying them, and was soon faced with
the major crisis of 1928,

Radical measures were required apainst the peasantry’s
‘spontanénus Bukharinism®, which had the suppori of the
right wing of the party. The economic measurss edvocated
by the Lelt Oposition were taken over in their entirety.
Without any political preparation, and without the necessary
material basis, the collectivisation of all the means of
production was imposed on the peasaniry, 1ogether with
forced industrialisation on the working ciass. The result was
an enormous wastage of the productive forces. From being a
‘Menshevik in economies', Stalin iook an abrupt ultra-len
course, giming to “catch up with and overtake' the advanced
capitalist countries in a very short space of time on the basis
of a completely unachievable maximalist programme. The
siluation was certainly saved, but if Trotsky saw Stalin's new
economic policy &s the confirmation of the positions of the
Left Opposition in that respect, he refused to follow many of
hiz supporters in capitulating 1o it. The parly had been
confronted with a Tait accompli, and the campaign against
"Trotskyism” became all the more virulent the more Stalin
adopted its economic theses. There had to be an understand-
ing of the change in which Stalin, contralling as he did the
party and state apparatus, was able simply to throw over the
previous perspective of building socialism at a soail's pace.
T'here had to be a denunciation of the incorrect theory of the
liquidation of the private sector as crossing the threshold 1o
socialism
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The Platform of the Left Opposition had never advocated
the brutal elimination of NEP, but its gradual disappearance
and the extension of the state sector. Above all, economic
measures were not distinct from political measures, and
“Trotskyisi' economic policy was based on the restoration of
proletarian democracy. The Left Opposition argued that
only the co-ordination of the three axes of state planning, the
market, and soviel democracy could ensurc that the
sconomy would be properly run during the transitional
period. While it would be utopian to imagine that
imbalances could be rectified within a few years, they would
be diminished and the hases of the dictalorship of the
proletariat simplified until the time when new revolutionary
victories would widen the arena of socialist planning and
recomstruct the system,

This is why Trotsky did not recognise his own work in the
distorting mirror of the new Stalinist policy. He looked for
the basic causes of it and found them in the nature of the
party. The co-existence on & world scale of the capitalist
mode of production and an embryonic socialist economy
was reproduced within Russia in the fact that the law of
value governing the capitalist system had still not been
replaced by the planned production of use values, and
Trotsky and the Left Opposition were engaged in a struggle
to prevent the autonomy of politics from being too
drastically curtailed by it. Stalin, having subordinated lus
policy to capitalist development in agriculture, then vinlaied
the coursé of economic development with political measures
directly opposed to those he had previously taken in hne with
Bukharin’s thinking. He never really understood the
relationship between politics and “objective conditions', and
therefore always swung between opportunism and adven-
turism in national and international politics. The degencra-
tion of the party and the state apparatus gave the Stalinist
faction absolute power, and political power was completely
separated from the base of the diciatorship. Passing oul of
the control of the working class, it became exposed to the
influence of the petty bourgeoisie and at the merey of their
ambitions. At the same lime, as the aspirations of the petty
hourgenisie came lo be incompatible with the interests of the
ruling caste, this caste was obliged to turn against its
previous hase. The relationship between economics and
politics established by Stalinism was nol dialectical but
mechanical, and 1t is for this reason that Sialin was able
simply to take over the economic positions of the Left
Opposition wholesale, without also taking the concomitant
political measures or seeing that they were themselves
paolitical.

The problem which remains is te establish why the
Opposition was defeated, Traisky's explanation of the 1928
left turn was the only valid one, and it made it impossible for
him to support Stalin. The party apparatus, becoming more
and more bureaucratic, had been substituted for the party;
and the bureaucracy, divorced from proletarian control,
had turmed for support ta the kulaks who in the early period
ensured the development of the productive forces necessary
to the survival of the regime. It had turned the party into the
unconscious agent of the capitalist development of the
peasantry, which had turned the Communist units in the
countryside to their own use, But the deepest roots and
interests of the bureaucracy lay in the state sector, and
therefore with the working class. The ambitions of the
kulaks, driving the regime to make more and more
concessions, therefore had to be curbed, Bukharin had even
begun to speak of a neo-NEP. Hence Stalin's left turn,
which ensured that at the cost of innumerable unnecessary
sacrifices, as Trotsky said, the basic gains of October were
afterall preserved.

The phenomenon of the bureaucracy is the key element in
Trotsky's understanding of the nature and direction of
Sealinist policy. It enabled him further to understand why
the Dpposition was defeated. A new problem then arose:
why had the wheel turned so far in favour of the bureaucracy
= Stalin was able to take over the economic positions of

39

the Left Opposition without restoring party democracy?
Thix reveals the basic weakness of Trotsky's political
practice in the years 1923-1930, 1t is easy to declare after the
eveni thal Trotsky's programme was unrealistic, since il was
never realised. It is incorrect to counterpose Stalin's
‘realism’, as Krasso does, to Trotsky’s utopianism; it is in
any case no argument against his positions to say that he
‘paid dearly' for his views, He made certain political
mistakes, but in a sense these tend rather to prove that his
programme could have been carried oul. The basis of
Trotsky's political practice was that he never separnted
political and sconomiz problems, hence his position thart in
the last analvsis everything depended on having the right
political line. It was not that Stalin, as some say, made a few
‘mistakes” of varying enormuty; his whole political line was
wrong. It was hecanse Trotsky always approached Russian
problems as an internationallst that he alone was able 1o
analyse the basis of the ‘objective conditions’ impeding the
socialist transformation of the USSR. We now turn Lo
analyse the development of Trotsky's problematic of the
bureaucracy in this light.

2. Trotsky and the
‘course of history’

The proletariat, Engels said, takes state power and makes
the means of production state property. But by that very act
it ceases (o be a proletariat, and suppresses all class
differences, all conflicts between classes, and therefore by
the same token does away with the State as such. As the
transition towards socialism and classless society, the
dictatorship of the proletariat is no more than & state form
whaose nature is (o perish or wither gway.

But just as the reorganisation of the economy and the
building of socialist society can only be completed on an
international basis, the State could only wither away when
the Western bourgeoisie was defeated. The perpetuation of
the isolation of Soviet Russia had created a new situation for
which the Bolsheviks were unprepared. The dictatorship had
1o be strengthened in order to preserve the regime against the
pssault of imperialism. But must it become the ‘unpreced-
ented instrument of coercion’ which Stalin made it? Twenty
years after the October Revolution, Trotsky wrote that even
in the loftiest flights of fancy it would be difficult to find 2
more striking contrast than that between Marx, Engels and
Lenin's concept of a workers state and that of which Stalin
was the head. What pan did ‘objective conditions’ play in
this degeneration, and how much was due to political
mistakes? Was Trotsky doomed by the “course of history® 10
be no more than & ‘prophet unarmed', tending to put
forward abstract perspectives, unable to influence the course
of events — and more importantly still, was the rise of
Stalinism proof of the error of his theories?

In 1936, Tronzky wrote in The Revolution Betrayed that
‘during the first ten years of its struggle, the Left Opposition
did not abandon the programme of ideological conquest of
the party for that of conguest of power against the party. lts
slogan was: reform nol revolutien. The bureaucracy,
however, even in those times, was ready for any revolution in
order to defend itzell against a democratic reform. [n 1927,
when the struggle reached an especially bitter stage, Stalin
declared at a session of the Central Committee, addressing
himself io the Opposition: **Those cadres can be removed
only by civil war!' What was a threat in Stalin's words
became, thanks to a series of defeats of the European
proletariat, a historic fact. The road of reform was turned
into a road of revoletion.'

Such was Trotsky's view of the evolution of the
dictatorship of the proletariat under Stalin’s leadership. He



came 10 helieve that the struggle of the Opposition had been
a hopeless one, since if the revalution was not extended inin
the world arena on & proletarian basis, it would Inevitably
begin ro retrear behind national boundaries on a buoreau-
cratic basis. In determining whether such a view contradicied
whal he had at first thoughi, the fact that the Opposition
failed is in the last anelysis secondary. The question here is
wheather that failure steinmed from & theoretical crror,and
whether it casts doubt on the principls underlying his
analysis of the inter-war perkod

Deutscher and Moshe Lewin, who differ in their analysis
of the possibilities Macing the Soviet regime after 1923, reach
similar conclusions about the possibilities for Trotsky.
According Lo Deutscher, the Bolsheviks were caught during
Lemin's illngzs in a coniradiction which even he would have
found insoluble. The revolution in the West had failed, and
the oid Bolsheviks refused tor accept thal this might mean the
condemnation of their own revolution. Reireating into its
national shell, the Soviet Union would have had to establish
an ‘iron diciatorship' in order 10 survive, the more 50
because the proletarial had been decimared by the war and
the building of the staie and party apparatus. Theoretically,
it might as Trotsky claimed bave been possible to restore the
democratic source of the dictatorship withoul endangering
the regime, but in fact the tendency o make the party
substitute for the proletarial proved imeversible. Lemin
struggled 1o maintain the balance between democracy and
dictatorship, but, as Deutscher puts it, the tendency was too
sirong for him, and could not be reversed, let alone
eliminated. Had Lenin lived longer, he would have had to
choose: bul the working class could not provide sufficient
democratic support 1o enable the perty 1o uwindernake the
restoration of proletarian democracy. Lenin would himself
have become an autocrat; and after his death Stalin was the
man of the hour,

Muoshe Lewin's conclusion 15 more zubtle: more correctly,
he stresses that the chowe was not between democracy and
dictatorship but betwzen the type of dictatorship Lenin
might hzave been able to esimbhsh and that which Sialin
aciuaily insialled. Bui in the last analyzis he agrees with
Deuischer. Had Lenin lived, he writes in Lemin's Last
Strogple, he would have been abie to establish ‘a rational
dictatnrial regime, with men of integrity at its head and
cfficient institutions working consciously 10 go beyond both
underdevelopment end dictatorship " — by no mesns 2
utoypdan goal amoitseli. He would not have won at one blow,
bar ‘what may be gaid with certainty is that he would have
dome his utmuosl (o combat the processes thal were (o make
the Stalimist period what it was’. He would have strogaled
tirelessly against * “‘administrative methods"', and the insuf-
ficieney of the burcaueracy, and sgainst Russian national-
mm’, which had combined 1 the Oeongian affair (o show
him the extent of the infirmity of pariy and State. Trotsky on

his own could net carry on this struggle; says Lewin: “He
succumbed Lo a fetishisation of the party, 1o a ceriain
legalism and to scruples that paralysed him and prevenied
him from reacting unhesitatingly, as Lenin would have done,
1o what his enemies were doing against him.” With Lenin
dead, Stalin's victory was assured.,

It 15 true thet Trotsky was silenl at the decisive moment.
He did not wish 1o endanger party unity by provoking a splil
which would have been catastrophic for the Tuture of the
regime, given the difficalties of the period. Lenin, on the
other hand, would not have hesitated to unleash the
thunderbolt he had prepared against Stalin, which could
have changed the course of history. Troisky accepted that in
the last analysis the party was always right, being the only
instrument the working class had to carry oot iis historic
tazks, and he bowed to the verdict of the Stalim=ts, who took
advantage of the respite he gave them by declaring that he
would not demand Stalin’s dismissal if he chanped his
policy. The guestion is whether this constitutes proof that he
shid back into the same view of party unity that made him,
prior ta the revolutian, the objective ally of the Mensheviks;
that he had not understood the Lemimist theory of
orgunisation.

'Subjective’ problems aside (Trotsky did not have Lenin’s
prestige with the Old Guard, who still regarded him as an
upstarl in the Bolsheyik Party; and he refused to have
anyihing o do with Stalin's inlrigues), Trolsky does seem [0
have made some mistakes in laethes and assessment; bul they
do not lead 10 the conclusion that he had failed to assimilate
Lenin's organisational principles. In the ‘obscure tum' (Lo
use Viclor Serge's expression) which was to decide the fate of
the dictatorship, il was necsisary o see beyond Lhe
inlernecine party struggle to the social forces it reflecied, and
it was in this respect that Trotsky was weak. He had still not
assessed Stalin's importance, nor gone to the roots of the
bureaucratisation of the party and State he was carrving out.
This is not 1o say that objective conditions inevitably
dragged the regime down into Sialinism; bur without
measuring the deep-rooted nature of the phenomenon of
bureancracy — which Lenin himself said he had not had
enough time to study — Trotsky could not develop a paolicy
to reverse the process which was to drive him out.

Troisky, like Lenin, thought it possible to reorganise the
party from within; but they only saw the external
manifestations of the bureaucratisation of Stare and
party, and therefore thought energetic measures would be
sufficient, The redrganisation had to go much deeper. The
setback to the revolution made this an extremely difficult
task, but it was not impossible, At the end of hiz life Lenin
understomd that Trolsky was right aover economic strategy,
and that the single plan he had at first rejected as utopian and
unnecessary would in the present situation be an indizpen-
sable means of struggling against the degeneration af the




regime, as the strengthening of industry and control over
capitalist development would make it possible 1o strengthen
thepndumnllh:pmmmlhlmmnmudlnih
party. In this sense political and economic measures Were as
one to Trotsky. The regenerated dictatorship of the
proletariat alone could carry out the economic tasks, and
this would be the best guarantee of the possibility of
restoring proletarian democracy.
Trotsky's policy after the death of Lenin was not then &
‘moral’ one intended only to preserve the theoretical gains of
Polshevism. Trowsky's proposals were part of a siriegy
applied to Russian conditions, and theoretically justified as
such. Trotsky struggled untiringly against Staln, although
he let slip the moment at which a correction of the political
line could have led to a more rational construction of the
foundations of socialism. Trotsky's analyses of the Soviet
state between 1923 and 1936 may seem contradictory: for
example, in elaboraling a new strategy (that of the Fourth
International) for the world revolution and the Soviet
Union, he seemed to discount the previous struggle of the
Opposition, not because of its tactical errors, but because the
objective conditions allowed rhe buresucracy 10 take power.
He blamed the international situation and the actions of the
bureaucracy for this defeai, In explaining Stalin's victory in
The Revolution Betrayed he wrote: “A political struggle is in
. its essence a struggle of interests and forces, not of
arguments. The quality of the leadership is, of course, far
from a matter of indifference for rthe outcome of the
conflict. but it is not the only factor, and in the last analysis
is not decisive.’ In the battle of 1923-1928 the Opposition,
which *more truly foresaw’ the processes laking place, was
defsatad by a less clear-sighted faction, Stalin being only the
spokesman for the all-powerful interests of the bureaucracy.
‘It would be naive to imagine that Stalin, previously
unknown io the masses, suddenly issued from the wings fully
armed with a complete strategical plan. No indeed, Before he
felt out his own course, the buresucracy felt out Stalin
himsell.' Trolsky adds: *The new ruling caste soon revealed
ite own ideas, feelings and, more important, s interests.'
Had Lenin lived longer, he could only have contained the
tide of bureaucracy, but il is doubtful whether he could long
have withstood the current of history. Trotsky here seems 1o
be putting forward Deatscher’s position; but what was “the
course of history” in his view?

The defeat of the Left Opposition and the constant
deterioration of the Stalinist regime in Russia induced
Troisky to go back to the basis of his analysis of the Soviet
siate. The ambiguity in his thinking lies in the fact that he
had no evaluation of his own share in the responsibility for
the evalution of the regime. Nonetheless, it was truc thal e
process of degeneration of the State and the party had gone
100 far 1o be corrected from within, Trotsky's analysis of the
historical origins of what he perhaps misleadingly called the
‘Caviet Thermidor' shows an understanding that ‘objective
conditions’ had been much more decisive in framing
Stalinist policy than he had thought uwp to 1927. He
considered that the social process the Opposition had tried 1o
fight had been much o strong for them Lo succeed. Bui
nonetheless there was a political solution 10 the Soviet
problem, and therefore the general theoretical framework of
his approach (o the domestic siluation in Huossin and the
imternational situation was nol in question. What had 1o be
snalysed was the nature and basis of the ‘objective
conditions” which had in the end determined his [ailure. He
could not simply proceed on the same lines of analysis, but
was forced to re-examine the basis of the problem and make
2 mare thorough study of the bureaucratic phenomenon.
Constantly developing his analysis of the internal and the
mternational situation, he came to change the orientation
of his political perspectives, though only after weighing ther
smplications for a long time.

The Platform of the Left Opposition had drawn up in a
political programme the ideas advanced by Trotsky in 1923

the need for a new party orientation. With the end of
civil war, the party embarked on & new historical period
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which made the old party methods obsolete, for it had come
of necessity to substitute itself for the proletarial, and
establish  what Moshe Lewin calls a ‘dictatorship in the
void'. [n peacetime, measures which were indispensable 10
war communism could be harmful; and the basic sources of
bureaucratisation were the authority the Old Guard wished
to preserve unchallenged, the infiltration of the adminis-
trative methads of the state apparatus into the party, and its
unfavourahle sacial composition. The *Bolshevik tradition”
did not arm the Old Guard against deviations and
conservatism; and the only guarantee against both bureau-
cracy and factionalism, as well as the only way of avoiding
deviations in & party forced to monopolise political life, was
the gradual restoration of inner-party democracy, for the
party had come 10 be divided in two between those whi
decided and those who carmed out decisions.

This was all the more necessary when the remtroduction of
capitalism revived =ocial differentiation and gave rise to
social interests which were nol easily reconciled. In 1927 the
deformation of the party was much worse, but the
Opposition was still confident that it could be combatied
without endangering party unity It was however 100 late 1o
restore the party from within, either from above as Lenin
intended, by purging and reorgamsing the apparatus, or
from below, by proletarianising the party and its leading
bodies. The working class remained indifferent to the storms
shaking the party, and the grip of burenucracy was oo tight.
The strategy had 1o be changed, and the Opposition had 10
find @ way out of the impasse in which it had become the
prisoner of party discipline. A new course had to be found,
but for Trotsky there were certain theoretical prerequisites.
The problem was no longer whether it was possible to
siruggle against the buremucracy by vigorous Inner-party
measures, but the chass nature of the Soviet siate, and what
that implied for the kind of fight to be waged.

Trotsky ser himself to discover the basic reason for the
disjuncture between principles and reality, for the bureau-
cracy’s iriumph not just over the Opposition but over Lenin's
programme and party; and how the ‘tail of the revolution’
had proved more weighty than its head.

The Soviel state, as a bridge between capitalism and
socialism, was of a dual nature: ‘socialist’ in so far as it
defended the collective appropriation of the means of
production, and ‘bourgeois’ in s0 far as the distribution of
goods was organised according to capitalist standards of
value, with all the consequences that entailed. Such a
‘bourgenis state without & bourgeoisie’ proved incompatible
with authentic soviet democracy. It was able to defend
socialist ownership against the attacks by the counter-
revolutionary forces, but failed to resolve the problem of
inequality in consumption. If the State, instead of withering
away, became more and more despotic, and the represent-
atives of the working class more and more bureaucratic, it
was, said Trotsky, because of the unfailing need o maintain
a privileged minority so long as real eguelity could not be
sacured. The more backward the socicty, the more inevitable
the process. Marx himself had written that without the
development of the productive forces, the indispensable basc
of communism, there would only be socialisation of want,
and the old evils would reappear. Purely political inner-party
measures against ‘bureaucratic deformations’, advocated
first by Lenin and then by the Left Opposition, could only
have been carried out in the context of international
revolution: in isolation, the main problem was the back-
wardness of the country, The truce social democracy had
granted the bourgeoisie, together with the policy of the
Sialinist International, had created a new historical period.
and the State was strengthened o guarantee the privileges of
the ruling social caste. *The burcaucracy struck while the
jrom was hot, exploiting the bewilderment and passivity of
the workers, sefting their more backward strata against the
advanced, and relying more and more boldly upon the kulak
and the petty bourgeois ally in general. In the course of a few
years, the bureaucracy thus shattered the revolutionary
vanguard of the proletariat.”
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The basic historical reason for the failure of the
Opposition and the aggravation of the coniradiction between
the spheres of production and distribution was therefore the
sethack of the world revolution. Betause Trotsky never
abandoned internationalism, he did notl fall inlo either the
positions of those who lurned their backs on the Soviet
Linion when it fell short of their ‘nonms’, to become the
disenchanted peddlars of bourgeois 'pessimism’ about the
impossibility of socialism; or the positions of those who
abstained from all sacrilegious criticism or ended by
supporning Stalin, on the grounds that the Soviel state was
the produel of the Ocober Revalution. He was able o
attack Stalin's political line without erring on the side of
fatalism, or revisiomsm, which produced the deviant theary
of socialism in one country. His writings are the only Marxist
interpretation of the process which took Soviet Russia so lar
from the ‘ideal’ of classless socicty: the Stalimst theoret-
icians, for their part, slid inlo deeper and deeper contradic-
Lions.

In 1926, the Smarnov group took the position that the
Soviet Thermidor was complete: industrial backwardness,
the rize of the kulaks and the Nepmen, and their links with
those in power, together with the degeneration of the party,
had gone so far thai after the crushing of the Oppasition
there was no possibility of returning 10 a socialist course
without a new révoluiion. In 1926 Trowsky rejecied this:
Thermidor was a threal, & possibility, bul had oot yet
arrived, In the 1930s, he said that Thermidor had begun in
1924, and & new kind of bopapartism was now emerging.
This was nol in fact 50 contradictory as it seems: what the
Smimov group meant was a return 1o capitalism, which they
said was well underway with Bukharin's right course,
Trotsky never sbandoned the position that there was no
more possibility of a pesceful return 19 capitalism than there
wits ol & peacetul road o socialism: bureaucratic power would
not ‘grow over” inio  bourgeois power withour viclemt
counter-revolution, and to say that the Soviet stare had
gradually turned into a bourgeois state was simply winding
the film of reformizm backwards.

In whal sense was there then & Thermidor? In the
historical analogy of France in 1794, the power emerging
from the revolution shifted to the right: bat il was not a
counter-revoluiion, as the developmeni of the productive
forces within capitalism was only just  beginning, and it was
necessury for the bourgeoisie 10 consalidate political power,
Phernudor wins un udyance in the diciaiorship of capital, not
a refurn o fendalism. 1 was a misiake (o see the righl turm ol
1924- 1928 usacounter-revolution. But the 'Soviet Thermidor!
wins i laglily amboguous term. The rewction which began with
the rise 1o power of the bureaucracy was nol simply a shift (o
the rights the economic and social base was quite different,
and Trotsky realised that the pnalogy had only obscured the
dehate. The Soviet Thermidor only represented reaction
within the economic and soclal framework produced by the
revolution. If there had not been & return to capitalism —
and Stadin®s Jeft turn conlirmed that there had not — what
was the nature of the palitical and sodial regime of Uk
LSSR?

Despile p monstrous bureaucratie degeneration, Trowky
wrped, the Soviel state was still the historical instrument of
the working clnss, o8 it ensured that the sconomy and culture
would develop on the basis of the nationalisation of the
means of production, and prepared the conditions for o real
emancipation of the workers by the liquidation of the
bureaucracy and of social ineguality. By developing the
produciive forces on the basis of the collective appropriation
of the means of production, and so strengthening the
proletarial, the bureaucracy was digging fts own grave. The
revolution which was now inevitable in the USSR would
therefore be a political and not a social revolution, as
sociilizt relations of production were already in existence.
The burcaucracy was based on the backwardness and
isolation of the country, the product of the social
contradictions between the town and countryside, between

proletariat and peasantry, Soviet economy and the capitalist
environment: it had overcome these contradictions by
climbing up on the backs of the masses 10 ensure its own
political domination, but its very power was based on the
relations of production resulting from Ociober. Sialin had
been able ta exploit the internal divisions of the bureaucracy
and make himsell dictator, but his dictatorship did no
negate the dictatorship of the proletariat. In spite of the
economic suecess of the state sector, the bureaveracy
remained the product of conradictions peculiar 1o the
transittonal period 1n an solsted, buckward state. To the
extent that the basic gains of October had after all been
preserved it could not be said thal the dictatorship of the
proletarial was morbund. The burcavgracy had expropria-
ted the proletarial politically, bui withoul altacking the basis
of proletarian power, which was the key point.

The dictatorship of the profetatiar therefore found &
distoried but undeniable reflection in the dictatorship of the
hureaucracy. This was only one of the manifestations of the
law of the uneven development of history. The dictatorship of
the proletariat should have secured the real political rule of
that clase, by effecting as much participation as possible in
the wffairs of state, LInforeseen historical circumstances
had given it a new, equally unforeseen form. There was no
call for *Kantianism' or holding that the dictatorship of the
proletarial had only existed in tis ‘purest form' in the Paris
Commune and in Russia before Hresi-Litovsk, The bourge-
ok tasks had to be faced even more than in the early vears of
the revedurion. The dictatorship of the proletariat could no
be examined throdgh the lens of idealism, The facts had o
be correctly interpreted; to say that the restoration of
capitalism had begun in the USSR would mean thar the
bureaucracy was a new incamation of the bourgeoisie. A
class is defined in relation 1o the means of production; and
the economic regime of the USSR was not state capitalism,
since the forces of production in Russia had been developed
by socialiss means, Classes are defined not only by the
distribution of the national income, but by their independent
role in the general siructure of the economy. The
bureancracy did mor own the means of production:
mdissolubly bound op with the economically dominant class,
it endured or fell with ir,

Cinly with the correct theoretical undersianding of the
situation was it possible 1o advance a correct political line.
Burcaucrati¢ rule was contradictory, creating the conditions
for i1s own overthrow. Two kinds of oulcome wers
possible: & return to capitalism by violent counter-
revolution, or the restaration of the dictatorship of the
prodeiaria in the Fullest sense. In either case there would be
an end to the burcaucracy sz a privileped caste wielding
political power, Stalin's policy clearly aided the possibility of
a viclory for the forees of capitalism, but the situation was
not ¥et desperate. The wsue must be argued in terms of
historical perspectives, nol catastrophism. Above all the
international situation had 10 be taken into account fn the
working out of o theoretically and politically correct
strategy. The removal of the monstrous excrescence of the
burezucracy invalved a dual task: rthe creation of a
revolutioniry Marsist party m the USSR, since the Russian
CP had become o police organisation in the pay of Stalin and
wits now an impedimeént to the struggle; and above all, the
creation of a new Internetional, the flucroations of the
Soviet recime having always been a part of the international
development of the revolution, The best guarantes of the
re-awakening of the Russian working class, since the grip of
Stalimsm had stifled jis revolutionary instincts, was the
victorious development of the world revolurion,

In 1933, Trotsky defined the essential tasks as merciless
eriticism of the Stalinist burcaucracy; the education of the
cadre of the new International; and the regeneration of the
capacity for struggle of the world proletarian vanguard. Is
this further proof of Trotsky's ‘sociologism’, resulting in
‘voluntansm' because the “subjective’ conditions of advan-
ced palitical consciousness of the world proletariat were not
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npe any more than they were dunng Trotsky's struggle in the
Left Oppositon? Did he not under-cstimate the objective
basis for the stabilisation of capitalism, the apathy of the
working class in Russia and throughout the world? Trotsky.,
like Marx belfore him,. was wi ong about the duration of the
delay, but the guestion i whether il was for the same
reasons, and whether it proves the incorreciness of his
theories. It is my beliel that with such arguments it is
mpossible o0 understand Stalinism and the inter-war
periodand, above all, thecurrent resurgence of ‘Trotskvism®
Frotsky and the Lett Opposition were crushed by the
political and economic dynamic which brought the Stalinist
faction 1o power. The sombre warning againgt the degenera
t1on of the party in the 1904 pamphlet had been fulfilled in a
way neither Trotsky nor Stalin himself could have imagined.
But the cause did not lie in either the Leninist ivpe of
orgamsation or the Bolshevik programme, With his under
standing of thal, Troisky could offer a correct perspective
even at the very height of Stahmsl reaction. Above all he
understood thal in the last analysis the deterioration in the
‘objective conditions' was rooted in the basically incorrec
policy of the Stalinist Internalional; and he therefore always
refused o take the ‘hastoricel tendency” manifest in the
appearance of Stalinism as inevitable, or 0 bow down Lo i,

3. Why the Fourth

International?

“The historical crisis of mankind 5 reduced to the crisis ol
revolutionary leadership,’ Nicolas Krasso takes this (onmu-
fation Mmom the Transitional Programme as flagrant proof of
Trotsky's idealism and his refusal ro take into account the

economic, social and pohtical problems of the 1930s. 1 shall
endeivour 1o show thal in facl Trotsky was well aware al
these, and that the measures he advocated for re-building the
vanguard did not go bevond the bounds of objective
conditions, His strugele in the Fourth International does in
retrospect seem At vain as the stroggle of the Leh
Opposition in the 19205, But it seems strangs that Krasso
could conclude that the struggle for a new I[nternational had
no results in the Western countries, whereas Lenin's party
had secured the victory of the Russian Revolution, and that
I'risky had never fully assimilaied the Leninist theory of
aorganisation. Sorely it 18 Krasso who i Targetting ‘ohective
conditions’, which bhe scarcely brings into the picture here.
This chapter will analyse the basic rcasons for the building of
a new world party of the profeiariol, and show more Tully
I'rotsky™s pohtical thought as a totality m some ways on a
higher level even than Lenin's. The bulding of the Fourth
1|'I|l':.|a|:'11|'--| s Lie ‘I-‘,::l"'-' I_"l|1lt"|'\1||'f| i |Itl_' '|:|.'.|_-r._|r_'l,|_'r-
minaion’ of politics characteristic of Trotsky's thoughi,
fram beginning (o end of s whlings

The Third International had been built under the hanner
of the revalutiomnr il T nsive 'he disgolution ol the

capirabsr ecomomy prodiced by the war had 1o be exploiied
ta the hilt, and the Furapean proletariat urgently prepared
lor the struggle for power by the developmemt of revolu-
(ronary lemdersinps which had broken from social demo-
cratic idenlogy, so treacherous (o the workers movement
during the war, The struggle for intérnabional revalulion was
the most imponant wask ol the first dictatorship of the
profetariar, and this was the only basis (or ‘holding on’® in
Russia, ssice only the victory ol the i-u'll'."l_'_u |ru|r_‘[l|r!;-1
would make it possible to build socialism in Soviel Russin.
The International ook as its task o generalise the
revolutionary experience of the working class, o rid the
movement of the impurities of opportunism and social
parriotism, 0 wunite the forces of all the genuinely
revolutionary parties of the world |'!r|||1'1.-l'i.r'_ and h:. that
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very means to aid and hasten the triumph of communist
revolution throughout the world. The only parties which
could be admilled as sections of this world party, the
international expression of Lenin's organisational principles,
were workers parties which had purged their ranks of all
reformists and opportunists who thought it possible 1o reach
spcinlsm vid the parliamentary road,

The first two congresses took place in an atmosphere of
expeclation of the imminent triumph of the revolution.
This did not mean thal such & triumph was guaranteed, but
that imiemsive work of organisation and education had 10 be
carried out o creale & strong enough vangoard 10 lead the
revolutionary struggle and ensure the seizure of power. This
had 1o include a constant denunclation of the reactionary
llusions propagated by the soclal democrats, showing that
therewas nomiddle way between the dictatorship af the prole-
ariat and bourgeois democracy, which had revealedits real nat-
ure with the assassination of Liebknecht and Roga Luxemburg.,

The Third Congress, however, had to take note of a turn
in the revolutionary sruggle: the Mirst insurrections had been
defeated, and the bourgenisie had sufficiently recovered
from the great fear ro fortify itself. A new strategy was called
for, but firs: there was a theoretical problem 1o be solved:
did this failure mean that the programme of the Inter-
national was wrong, and was there now a new period of
organic development of capital? In other words, was the
deleat of the European proletarial economically determined
as in 18487 If capitalism had not yet run its course, and there
was room for a new growth of the productive forces, the
Cutober Revolution would in the short term be doomed by
ecpnomic necessity because it had (gken place in advance of
the decisive decline of the capitalist system of production.
But if in the last anabysis the reason  Tor the crushing of Lhe
Buropesn insurrections was political, the direct attack on
imperialism would have to be abandoned in fevour of the
preparition of future struggles, thoogh without it being
necessary 1o revise the basic premises of the activity of Lhe
International. Such was the choice, Lenin never saw il as the
‘hudlding ol socialism in one country' in & capitalist
environment. It was within this theoretical framework that
Troisky underiook the construction of the Fourth Inter-
natianal: the capitalist system was in its death agony, and it
was ip I0 the proletariat to put an end to it under penalty of
disappearing with it in &n unprecedented world cataclysm.
The basic task was theretore the cdugution of the working
s nnd thie comstruction of the viangoard.

Al the Third Congress of the Imernational in 1921, Lenin
and Trotaky were geeused of pursuing a right-wing policy, of
concilintion, and of sacrificang the revalutionary struggle 1o
the same considerations that lay behind the NEP. In fact,
what they hod learmed was (hat hevoic sirugele was not
enough, it was necessary 1o win, and that the new offensive
sl therafore be carefully prepared. This involved the
denuncidon of social democratic illusions, winning the
majurily of the proletariat 1o Bolshevik ideas with a new
strategy in the trade unions (or (ransforming economic
struggles o political struggles, The Third Congress became
a ‘school of revolutionary strategy'. The material pre-
reguisites of revolution were there: but il was necessary o
lenrn ihe lessons of Lhe deleats of 1919-1920, due largely m
e (et that the Communist Parties were at that time more
like tendencies than Tormed, recognised vanguards; and o
learn the ant of struggle. The working class could only
conquer if it was headed by an orgamsation representing s
living historical experience, generalised in theory, and giving
practical leadership in every struggle. Trotsky's only “error’
was that he never went back on these principles, which he
worked out together with Lenin in the first four years of the
Communist Internatianal.

Conditions had of course changed by 1938 when Trotsky,
after much hesiation, embarked on the building of the new
International, 1 imend to demonsirate the theoretical
justification of this new orientation, even though for a long
time it way a ‘labour of Sisyphus’, o use Deuotscher's
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In the Transitional Programme, Trotsky wrate that the
objective prerequisites for socialism were not only ripe, they
were rotten ripe. In 1921, after the defeat of the European
proletariat, the Bolsheviks had demonstrated that the
immediate post-war recovery of the capitalist economy was
ariificial, as the 1920 crisis had shown, affecting even the
USA which had taken rdvantage of the war 1o assume a key
pasition in the world capitalist economy. The stock exchange
crisis of 1929, and the approaching Second World War,
confirmed that capitalism was far from having overcome its
contradictions — crises now immediately assumed inter-
national propartions, the basic contradictions were growing
sharper, and the political solutions advanced by the
bourgeoisie could achieve nothing. Meilher the New Deal nor
the Popular Fromt offered o way out of the economic
impassc: still less did fascism, the bourgeoisie’s last card,
which in fact drove it nearer to catastrophe. The Stalinist
Interrational, nol understanding this, led the world prolet-
anat into defeat after defeat. Thiz did not mean that world
capitalism had no immediate way oul. It meant that the
system as 3 whoele could not advance. In 1929 Trotsky hid
wiitten in The Third International After Lenin that ‘the role
of the subjective factor in a period of slow, organic
development can remain quite a subordinate one’, while
here can be no ‘leaping over stages®; 'bul as soon as the
objective prerequisites have matured, the key 1o the whole
historical process passes into the hands of the subjective
factor, that is, the party.” Since 1913 the situation had
radically changed: i1 was no longer just the proletariat but
the whole Communist International which had suffered
defleats, for its policy had come to dominate all other
guestions. He demonstrated that this was so in the case of all
the abortive revolutionary crises (Germany, China, Spain,
France). Was this imposing an arbitrary schema on very
varied situmtions, or denying the ‘objective condifions'
peculiarioeach case?

The second basic element in Trotsky's policy during the
1930 was therefore the close connection he demonsirated
between the stabilisation of imperialism and the policy of the
International, Every position lost for the proletariat was a
foothold gained by the bourgeoisie. ‘Politics considered as a
mass histarical force slways laps behind sconomics.’ [31] The
realisation of the hasic economic conditions for revolution
did not mean that the bourgenisie would abdicate power. On
the contrary, it strengthened its powers of repression al any
cost, in the military, ideclogical and political fields, in order
to ward ofl the prolctarian threat first concretised in the
USSR, The subjective conditions did nol directly follow
economic condilions: the different aspects of the historical
process — cconomics, politics, the State, the stroggle of the
working cliss — did not advance simultaneously, The
eonsciousness of the working class did not grow parallel with
the productive Forces, the bourgeoisie did not decline as the
proletariat advanced. The different aspects were linked
nol schemalically or simplistically but dialectically: the
scholustios could nol recognise that between mechanical
determinism and arbitrary subjectiveness there lay the
materialist dialectic. Sialin's domestic and international
policy constantly oscillared between the two. If Tmtsqu's
prognoses were often wrong, he was nonetheless able to give
the dearest illustration of the interaction of econamics and
politics in & period in which the subjective factor was
decisive,

A good example is his analysis of China after the tragedy
of 1927, As long as capitalism remained undefeated, it would
go on developimg as well as il could, the most important
conclusion  being the clarification of the political con-
sequences of the law of uneven and combined development.
Chinge was 2 much more backward peasant country than
Russia: but thelaw of combined development cruzhed even the
embryo of 4 democratic stage which Russia had expenenced.
To be more precise, the only possible democratic dictator-
ship was that of the Kuomintang which had hastened to




ligmidate the communist forces, subordinated o it on the
pretext of the need for a stage of the *bloc of Tour classes’.
Trotsky wrote, ‘those obhjective socio-historical causes which
pre-determined the *‘October’’ outcome of the Russian
revolution rise before us in China in still more accentuaied
form.' The oppartunist policy was rooled in a failure to
understand ‘economic determinizm’ and ils relarionship to
politics; but also in left adventurism. The Canton insurrec-
tion, which was drowned in blood, was the corollary af the
previous policy of alliance with the Kuomintang, which had
been given every opporiumity (o strengthen frself ar the
expense of the revolutionary forces sapposed 1o he marching
with it to ‘demoeracy’. With China, as with Russia before
1917, the prohlem was not whether the country was ripe for
socialism (it was clearly no more 5o than hackward Russia)
but whether it was ripe for the dictatorship of the proletarial.
Sralin’s hasic error was to confuse national economic
considerations with political considerations. The law of
comhined and uneven development had ‘overdetenmined’
ihe relationship between politics and cconomics which was
the necessary starting point. This relationship was only
meaningful on an int¢rpational scale, the scale of Lhe
struggle of the world proletariat against imperialism. Al
this level, the defeat of the Chinese revolution under the
directives of the International was a tragic confirmation of
the Bolshevik position.

ad s

O v an internationalist understanding of the relationship
of objective and subjective conditions made it possible to
understand the dialectic of periods of rise and ebb of the
world revolution, The fact that the age of world revolution
hat Begun did not mean that subjective conditions were
automatically ripe for it. The Stalinists’ basic failure to grasp
this relationship made them unable to decide on the moment
for insurrection. In Germany in 1923 the defeat was duc to
the party’s hesitation at the decisive moment. By the time
insurrection was decided on the masses were no longer ready
for it, A similiar process produced the defeat of Canton. A
sudden turn was imposed on the Chinese masses without
preparing them for it or giving them a real revolutionary
leadership. A revolutionary leadership could only be formed
on the basis of an understanding of the epoch and its sudden
turns. No-one understood this better than Lenin, as he
showed in July during the Russian Revolution, and even
more at the Third Congress of the International, when he did
sot hesitale 1o take a ‘rightist' position, arguing that
subjective conditions were not yel ripe for an all-out attack
on capitalism. But should a real revolutionary situation
g=velop, the opportunity would have to be seized.

Lenin's fexibility aver tactics was evidence of an ability to
Sormulate strategy for a specific situation without losing
wgnt of the final goal of proletarian revolution. His
“sealpalitik’ had nothing in common with Stalin’s so-called
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‘realism’, which led logically to “peaceful coexistence” after
the Second World War when the stabilisation of capitalism
seemied to be confirmed. Lenin and Trotsky acted on the
basis of a correct theoretical understanding of the basic
tendency of the epoch. Reality is hard on theoretical
mistakes. and withoui the guidance of strict proletarian
principles Stalin veered from left to right according to
circumstances, For him theory was not a "guide 1o action’
but a means of justifying a particular political orientation.
Al the present time', wrote Trotsky in 1929, *the weology of
the Comintern is not guided but manufactured to order.
Theory, ceasing o become an instrument of knowledge and
foresight, has become an administrative technical tool.'

This was how the theory of 'sociulism in one country” and
the stages theory were used whenever the opportunist course
of Comintern policy had 1o be justified. Empiricism in
theory only reflected the imernal contradictions of ihe
isolated Soviet regime, But the grip of ihe burcauciacy over
the Communisi Parties everywhere made it nlse the most
suituble idenlogical weapon for weaning the masses from
revolutionary struggle, An International at the service ol
‘eocialism in one country' was a contradiction in terms. Mo
longer @ revolutionary force, it was the most powerul
guaraniee of the impasse in which the Russian Communist
Purty was locked. Dy serving that party's immediate interests
it undermined its base in the long run, as the Seviet state
coild only emerge from its contradichions when the socinlist
camp was exiended

The Comintern became the direct political agent of the
stabilisation of capitalism. The United States had gained a
hegemonic position within world imperialism. Hul the
siabilisation was only on the surface, and was the result not
of economic necessity bui of political error. It was therefore
pot in the least *idealist’ to define the crisis of mankind as the
crisis of revolutionary leadership. The building of a new
International was theoretically justified. In 1929 Trotsky still
refused to begin this task. He was well aware that & ncw
banner and new slogans were not all thar were needed Lo
create a revolutionary pole of attraction, and that the world
proletariat still recognised the International founded by
Lenin, even if it had turned away from its goals. The decisive
hiztorical event which led him to proclaim the idea of the
Fourth International was Hitler’s accession o power in
1933, 1n 1928 the Comintern had decreed a new revolutionary
period, with the erisis of capitalism sounding the death-knell
of *siabilisation’. The Communist Farties were ordered io
return io the offensive, and in Germany that meant the
denunciation of social democracy as the main enemy. The
rise of Nazism, which Trotsky called the expression of
‘counter-revolutionary despair’, was from then on assured.
The Comintern did nol recover from its amazing blindness
even afier the defeat of 1933, Trotsky issued warning upon
warning. When the Comintern declared Hitler's electoral
viciory meaningless, and refused o recognise that this
strategic defeat would leave the German working class
prostrate and paralysed for many years, Trotsky decided
that in the Tace of such & betraval of the revolution the time
had come to rebuild the International on a new basis. After
the event, it was too late 1o talk of a united front. The new
International would have to be built in the most difficult
conditions, but it was the only way forward.

There was nothing voluntarist about this decision of
Trotsky's, The analysis he developed in the 1930% was
extremely complex, He was able to show that the failure of
Salin's International did no! mean that the USSR had
ceased to be a workers state which had to be unconditionally
defended against attacks by the counter-revolution. It was
the social basis of October, not the bureaucracy, which was
to be defended. He never departed from this position, His
situation was extremely difficult, On the one hand, the
combined influence of Stalinism and reformism had tumed
the masses away from their goal. On the other, his position
had been comsiderably weakened when most of the
Oppositionists went over 10 supporting Stalin. The Stalinisi
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bureaucracy had been able to present iself az the faithful
heir of Marxism-Leninism, and it took & thoroughly
dislectical grasp of the situation to follow all the subtleties of
Trotsky's analysis and break with the existing CPs and the
Comintern in such a compkex period: the more 50 since
Trotskyism was portrayed as the enemy of the USSE and
therefore of communism.,

Trotsky experienced the scparation of the vanguard from
the masses much more intensely than Lenin, When Lenin
was fighting to build the Bolshevik Party he had to free the
working class of Russia from petty bourgeois influences and
turn ils spontunecus class consciousness into  political
consciousness. When, after dwelling on every aspect of the
problem at Jength, Trotsky embarked on the building of the
Fourth Interaational, the masses were steeped in Stalinist
ideology, which was much more difficult to struggle against
than direct bourgeois ideclogy. The bureauvcracy, divorced
from the control of the base, had developed an objectively
counter-revolutionary ideology, but played on its position as
the guardian of the sovial heritage of October and on the
lgnorance of the masses to mainiain its own position,
subjecting them completely to ils domination. The new
vanguard had a dual rale: (o struggle agains the influence of
social democracy, whose reformism made it the guarantor of
bourgeois rule; and to fight Stalinist ideology, which
appeared as the bearer of a canenised version of Leninism,
The cunsequences of the successive defeats of the working
class in Germany, Spain and France made &t siill more
difficult for the exhausted masses to understand the need for
a basic revision of all the ‘theories' with which they were
lulled. The evaluation of the nature and policies of the LISSR
was what made it difficult to build & strong revolutionary
pole. Troisky did not want to rally the disillusioned, but
people capable of undersianding the contradictions of the
epoch without schematism. The Fourth International had no
miss sudience, and this was the basic reason [or its
weaknese, for the moment of separation, if prolonged,
would become 3 source of conservatism. But this in no way
proves Trotsky'salleged ‘sociologism’; he more than anyone
clarified the dimlectical process of the emergence and
disappeamnce of the ‘subjective conditions’ for insurrection.

The aim of the Fourth Internafional was nol the
immediate subversion of the éxisting onder bul the prepari-
uen of 4 vanguard capable of winning the masses 1o the
intermudponnl revoluton against the directives fssuing from
Mastow. The new organisation had o join in the daily
strugele of the masses while preparing them at the same time
Tor o revolubon urgently called for by "objective conditions'.
This s why Trotsky put forward a programme of
transitional demands with the objective of preparing the
prodetavint for  polieal struggle through trade union
demunds. Lukacs had written that the marked organisational
prepaialion of the conscious vaoguird and the broad masses
i only. g moment in the united, dialectical process of
evolution of the whole class amd s consciousness. The
obgective basis of the Fourth International was the failure of
the Stalinist Lnteriutional wlisch hud led the proletirat into
defoan aler defear. It was not an artificial creation. But the
bursavcmiie and (deological haold of Sialinism was 50 strong
thal it was even more dilficall than Trotsky had thought 1o
take the new organisation ioto the working chiss. Keeeni
events noneiheless tend to show that if Trotsky's precise
prognosls was wrong, his historcal, theoretical perspective
wzs hazically carrect. &

Internationalism was, as Deotscher sud, the very sinlf of
Trotsky's thought; it was the basis of his conception of the
new organisuiion, which he struggled to build from the
outsel on an miternationul seale, The internal relationship of
forees, in the ecomonne and political (ields, chenged as a
result of the falure of Stalinist policy, iself the product of
the contradictions which rose up to confront the proletariat
in a backward couniry which was the first to achieve a
profetarian revolution. The weakness of the working class
and its revolutionary leadership was n the last analysis

responsible for Russia's continued isolation. Nonetheless, if
the LSSK survived the inter-war period, it was because the
cpitalist system staggered from crisis lo crisis. The situation
was still objectively revalutionary. The only way out of the
impasse was therefore the development of a strategy to take
gccount of the new international situation, and a new world
organisation 1o carry it oul. The fact that this organisation
remuained weak for a long time is secondary relative 1o the
theoretical analysis on which its creation was based. As
Trotsky wrote in 1929, stabilisation had not fallen from the
sky, nor was it the result of an automatic change in the
conditions of the world capitalist economy, but the fruit of
an unfavourable change in the political relationship of forces
between the classes.

The building of the Fourth International was the direct
political corollary of this basic thesiz.

CONCLUSION:
The theoretical advance

of ‘Trotskyism’

‘The category of the totality, the all-pervasive sUpremacy
of the whole over the parts, is the asence of the method
which Marx took over from Hegel and brilliantly trans-
formed into the foundations of a whole new science.’ {32]
What distinguishes Trorsky from all the Marxists of his time,
including Lenin, is thar he directly expressed international
reality through this category. The concept of the totality
structures the whole viewpoint of Trotsky's theory, much
maore than it does in Marx or Lenin. He produced theories
with which the actuality of the world revolution can be
undersicod much more concretely than Marx or even Lenin
were able to do. ‘Linking up countries and continents that
stand on different levels of development into a system of
mutuil dependence and antagonismi, levelling out the
various stsges of their development and at the same time
immediately enhancing the differences between them, and
ruthlessly counterposing one country Lo enother, world
cvonomy has become a mighty reality which holds sway over
the economie life of individual countries and continents.”
[33]

It is in Trotsky's wrtings thar we find the clearest
theoretical expression of imperialism as the organic inter-
national reality of the capitalist mode of production, as a
totality in which the whole conditions the parts. It appears in
the law of combined developmeni. The basis of the
international policies of the Stalimist school was a fetishisa-
tion of the law of uneven development, both in the theory of
sociglism in one country and in the siages heory of
revolulion. [t was claimed that Trotsky held the position that
because conditions were everywhere 'ripe’ there had 1o be
simultancous revolution in every country, which was clearly
unpossible, The dialectical armoury of Trotsky's thought is
revealed in all its complexity precisely in the theory of
perminent revolution. ‘The entire Tormulation of  the
guestions as ouilined above Mows from the dynamics of
the revolutionary process taken as 8 whale. The international
revolulion is regarded as an interconnected process which
cannot be predicted in all its concreteness, and, so to speak,
ity order of occurrence, but which is absolutely clearcut i its
general historical outline. Unless the Iater is undersiood, a
correct pulitical oriemation is entirely out of the question.'
[34]

The capitalist mode of production, going beyond the
framework of national boundaries, had spread the various
forms of its basic contradictions throughour the world,
Trotsky understood this process of economic unification and
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s became the theorist of world revolution, The world
revolution was dialectical in time and space, for an advance
or g revolution in any sector took the whole system [orward.
Similarly any error in revolutionary strategy had implica-
tions for the whaole world.

With the whole imperialist sysiem entering the stage of ils
death agony and decling, and with the vital interdependence
it had created among all countries — though by such a contra-
dictory process thar the unification and levelling out of
the world economy was proceeding with more violence and
convulsions than in any previous epoch — the age of warld
revolution had begun. Trotskyist theory therefore became an
overall political position. In the imperialist stage the
dialectics of economics were directly expressed in the
dialectics of politics. It was because he viewed world reality
from the standpaint of the totality that Trotsky was able 1o
demonstrate the primacy of politics in the new historical era
which had begun for mankind. This was why he was able 10
disentangle the body of Marxist theory from all the
gradualist, positivist and mechanistic deviations which had
gathered around it — ard to which even Lenin still
subscribed in Materiglism and Empirio-Criticism, Trotsky's
conception of combined development made it possible for
him to explain the relationship of objective and subjective
canditions as being mediated through the interaction of the
different sectors of the capitalist mode of production, and
what is more through the revolutionary process itsell. His
anderstanding of the dialectical movement of history over
time and space enabled him to write that *history does not
repeal itself”. Each new historical event was conditioned by
the totelity of previous history and by circumstances. There
could no longer be a democratic stage, both because world
economic development made it redundant, and because the
bourgeaisie knew that it would be historical suicide 1o form
an alliance with the revolutionary proletariat and peasantry,
should they be hegemonic.

Trotsky's political theory forms the living body of the
revolutionary Lheory and practice of the period which began
with October. There is slill nothing to challenge it. I is no
longer possible to base a political perspective on a prier
posilions on economics. Politics is the direct expression of
international economic and social contradictions. Trotsky's
greginess was thal he developed and gave theoretical
expression Lo the principles of Marxism and Leninism. 1L was
because of this that he could write in hiz Diary in Exile in
1935 that it was then, at the heighl of Stalinist degeneration,
that he was indispensable. *Had | not been present in
Petersburg, the October Revolution would siill have taken
place — on the condition lhat Lenin was presenl and in
command.” The same was true for the difficuk period of
1917-21. But after Lenin's death, only he could *carry oul
the mission of a |Ilil!|E a new gonct ation with the revolution-
ary methods over the heads of the leaders of the Second and
Third Internationals’. He added: °I need at least about five
more years of uninterrupted work 1o ensure the succession.”
It appears, then, that Trotsky was under no fllusions about
the difficulties awairing him in his new underiaking. The
persecution against him made it impossible to dedicate
himself 1o the task as folly a5 he would have liked. But
despite the difficulties of his situation he not only upheld the
gains of Bolshevism but even developed them in the light of
new sitnations, and began the work of putting them nilo
practice. He survived the objective and subjective conditions
which had defeated him without negating his principles; on
the contrary he used them Lo explain his experience, whereas
much less dangerous situations had been the undaoing of such
eminent theoreticians as Bernstein, Kautsky and Plekhanov,

With the excepiions of Lukacs and Gramsci, Trotsky
made the lazt decisive contribution 1o Marxist theory, and it
has not progressed since his time. Trotsky developed, the
elements which offer a way out of this poverty of theory, It is
extremely inléresting that the *theoreticians’ who have been



*

unable to detach themselves from Stalin's revisionism have
abandoned low slanders for the higher ground of ‘theoretical
polemics. Leo Figudres® work on ‘Trotskyism, the anti-
Leninism® has nothing much new (o say. It remains at the
level of the old sccusations abont ‘skipping over a slage,
underestimating the peasaniry...” But if they atlempt to set
Lenin and Trotsky into conflict over principles, the epigones
af the decline of Stalidism will find themselves in trouble.
The resurgence of basic “Trotekyist' ideas is no accident. If
the new vanguard recognises Trotsky as its mentor, it is
because only hix problematic offers an explanation for the
vicdent death agony of imperialism, the rise of the *“Third
World" revolutions, the delay of revalution in the
advanced coumtries, and Stalinism itsell. The historical
feilure of the Stalinist experience has affected the whole of
the workers movement. Theory did not escape the debache:
Stalinism (urped Leéninism inte obhscurantism, replacing it
with a greszly distorted. schematised body af theary, so that
the professional miellectuals emploved 1o raise i1 10 the level
of clernal truths now have their work cut out to explain the
hasic téndency of our epoch. Stalinist theory, built on
infallible dogmas and pbsiract references taken out of
context, bails down 1o wulgar, mechanistic Manpasm,
usurping the name of dialectics and resting on the weakesi
texts in Marxist theary: for example, the thread which runs
through Engels' Dialectics of Nature and Leonin’s Materialism
and Empirio-Critleism, colminaring in Diakectical Material-
i=rn und Historical Materialism by Sialin and Chairman
Mao's Philosophical Fssays,

Uin & workd scale, the sotial and political reladonship of
forces has turned again in favour of revalution; in terms of
economuic necessiiy it always was, But with the dissolution of
the political and theoretical edifice of Stalinism, *subjective
conditions’ can potentially be transformed nto revolution-
ary forces. All revoluiions gince the Second World War have

taken place aguinsi the directives of Swalin and his
sccessors: the Chinese revolution for one. The Cuban
resolution and the struggle in Latin America have also defied
the policies of the CPSU on a basis closer 1o ours.
Conditions arc therefore right for the theeretical gs well as
the historical ‘rehabilitation® of Trotsky. More than ever, the
theory of permanent revalution is the necessary theoretical
framework for understanding the dialectical complexity of
the period. Trotsky's work was not an [llusion or a symbol,
and was not carried oul in vain. The rise of the revolutionary
forces throughout the world is the most dramatic confirma-
tion af his positions. Those who would denigrate Trotskyism
s an abd theary, an ideology belonging to the past, as much
as those who think it wrong, are unable 1o understand the
meaning of a8 theoretical tradition and irs relationship to
history. They forget that, like revolution, theary must
spmetimes Burraw underground for @ long time. Bot theory
oo ik like our ald friend the mole.
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TWO ARTICLES BY

INTRODUCTION

One of the less satisfactory features of John Mahon's
recently published hiography of Harry Politl | Lawrence &
Wishart, £6] is the very slight treatmeni of a major event in
his subject’s career, namely, his accession to the post of
General Secretary of the Communist Party of Great Britain,
Yet Mahon fully apprecisted the importance and interest of
ihal eveni.

In 1940 | wrode an arficle [the first texi reprinted brelow]
commemorating (he 20th anniversary of Pollitt as party
leader, and circulated copies to a select list of [riends and
acquaintances in the purly, One of these — I think it was
Jack Woddis, now head of the International Depariment —
saw fil 10 hand his copy 10 John Mahon, whe was thea in
charge of ihe party's London District. Mahon sent for me
and told me that it was an offence against party discipline to
sirculate documents like this. 1t was not, he said, that there
was anyihing incorrect in what 1 had wrilten: on the
conirary, he had been there at the time and knew thul things
had happened just as | described. Bul the story could be
misunderstood and be used against the parly. In fact, a copy
of my little piece had gone astray and was being used by
‘enemics’ in Lambeth. ..

As | am sure Mahon well appreciated, | had not written
my article on ihe change of party leadership in 1929 just ont
of an lich to celebrate jubilees. After 3 period immediately
after the Second World War when the CPGB had followed
an extreme righl-wing course, signs appeared in 1948-49 of a
possible turn to the left, This was very welcome (o parly
members of a certain type, 1o which 1 belonged — what were
sumelimes called *Sixth Congress Communists’, meaning
comrades who had joined the party before the Sevenih

Comintern Congress [1935], in the ‘Third Period® of
ultra-leftism, and had never shaken off nosinlgia for U
slogans and style of work of (heir political youlh. In those
circles the criticism “from the left” of the British party's
post-1945 palicy which had been made by the Australian CP
was well-received: on this episode, see Edward Upward's
novel set in this period, The Roten Elements [Penguin, 35p].
Al the same time there was marked resislance (o any “felt
furn’ an the part of important sections of the parly who were
quite happy with the right-wing line. I was us un attack on
ihese people that | wrote my article on the party struggle of
1929, secing in that o kind of precedent for the conflict of
1949,

Eight years later | wrote anoiber study of the same events,
{his time sel in a broander condext, entitled *The Communist
Pariy and the Labour Left, 1925-29°, and this was published
by John Saville as one of the Reazsoner pamphlets. The paint
of view was quite different, and a number of new facts were
mentioned. The text of this pamphlet [which originally
appeared with the writer's name given as ‘Juseph Redman']
iz incloded in Essays on the History of Communism in
Britain, by Michael Woodhouse and Brian Pearce [New
Park, £1.50]. This also contains five other contributions by
me to the history of the Hritish Communist Party, all
originally published in Labour Review in 1957-59. It does
noi include, however, the second text reprinted below,
‘Marxists in the Second World War', writlen by me under
the pseadonym ‘B. Farnbarough', which appeared in the
Labour Review of April-May 193%.

BRIAN PEARCE
16 October 1976

#



For the 20th anniversary of
comrade Harry Pollitt as
General Secretary of the
Communist Party (1949)

Introduction

Comrade Harry Pollitt's report 1o the extended Executiva
mesting last February Included an imporiant saction on
‘Criticiem and Self-Griticism’ in which he reviewad ‘Dppor-
tunisl mistakes' made by our Party In recent years and
stressed the impartance of driving ‘Social-Oemocratic
Hiugicnz and Social-Demodcratlc methods from our own
ranks’

Augusl 1949 Is the 20tk annivarsary of sweeping changes
in the policy end leaderahip of the British Communist Party
which rescuad the Party from an opporiunist course which
was leading il towards political nullity a5 a8 mera lefi
exiension of Social-Democracy. Thasa changes, which
wera the cutcome of a prolonged and sevare Innar-Party
struggla, Included tha appointment of Comrade Pollltt as
General Secratary. It may be uselul 1o recall now the events
il that pariod, tha greatest crisls in the history of the
FParty to date. Although the situation, both national and
intarnational, is different loday In many importan! respects
fram whal it was in the late 18208 (most ol all, perhaps, in
the wvaslly qreater strength of the USSR}, we can
nevertheless draw soma lessons from what happensd then
in the working class movement generally and in the
Communist Party in parlicular. The record is especially
televan! 1o the curment struggle agains! Social-Democracy
and oppanunist endéncies in the Parly.

From the General Strike
to the 9th Party Congress

Tha Gonoral Stnko of May 1828 was balrayed by the
lwaders of the TUG and 1he Labour Parly al ihée momenl
when the workara” aclidarily and lighling spirit wara at their
highast, This betrayal mpesented a choice by the then
Ieaders ol the labour movemeant — againet working ctass
alruggie whioh must lead o & showdown with the capitalist
giate, for co-operation with (e capilalisi slate 10 maka
caplializm work al the expensa of |he workers. Eapecially
aignilicant was the participation in tha betrayal of & numbear
al trada union leadars, such as Purcell and Hicks, who had
masguaraded s lell wingers, largely on the basis al thair
speschas on ovarsess allairs.

The elfect ol the bairayal upon he workers was o
disillusion greal numbers of them with their old leaders and
the palitical conceptlons associated with those leaders, A
markad turn ol farmer Labour Party stalwarts towargs the
Communizl Party loak placa; (n the liva montha after tha
batrayal af tha Ganaral Strika the mambership of the Party
doublad, Thess workers admirad the Party's fight lor
‘prapargdnass’ in (he period leading up 10 [hé sirike and 1§
slaunchand bold leadership during 1ha strike, and now looked
loil to lead tha slruggle lorward in the néw situation creatad
by tha batrayal of tha sirike. It was a greal opporiunity, the
praatasl thal had avar been prasentad to tha Communist
Parly in Britgin

In those deys thare axistad the Communist Intemational,
thraugh which the CPSU {B) and other Communistl Parties
wara able to pool thair expariance In ordes (O advise sach
Individual Communisi Parly. In Juna 1926 Lhe Exsoutive
Committes ol the Communist intermational {ECCI) held a
mesating at which It reviewed the General Strike and draw
up a saries al racommandations to tha British Party for
policy in the new situation, Tha Party, which hitherto had

tunclionad largely as a ‘ginger group’ bringing pressure to
bear from the lall on the leaders of the Labour Parly and
TUC and supparting tha 'Lafts’' among Ihesa leadars againsi
the ‘Rights’, was urged 1o move In the direction of
independant leadarship of the workers. Thare should now
ba undartaker ‘rulhless denunciation' of the so-called Lefts
in the General Council of tha TUC. The Party should finally
break with its traditions as a propagandist sect and lake
organisational sleps to root itssll In the factaries. With the
leasl possible delay, a Communist daily paper should be
launched, to counter the Social-Demacratic Daily Herald.

The comrades who al thal tima were the lsaders of the
Communist Party did very little to implament thesa
proposals, or 1o make any assessment of the new faalures
of the situation lollowing the Ganeral Sirike. They
continued to issue the slogan 'Mora Powar to the General
Council’ {of tha TUC, in relation to individual unions). They
profested 1o the Soviel trade unions agalnst the sharply
critical message which the latler had sent ta the General
Councll after the betrayal of the Ganaral Sirike.

The ECCl discussed British alfairs again at its meeting in
November 1926, 1t noted the growth of class consciousness
among the warkers and declared {haet conditions for tha
davalopment of ‘a mass Communiat Parly’, rivalling tha
Labour Party, were now present. At tha same lima, it
warned the British Communiats abais their conlinued atti-
tuds of uncritical tolerance towards the ‘Lefts’ among the
Labour and Irade union leaders, including the minars' lsader
A.d. Cook who, although he had stood boldly and alone
against the batrayal of tha Ganeral Strike, was now showing
signs ol vacillation

During Iha year 1927 the capilalists took steps to
canaalldale their viclory over The workers won in the pre-
vious yaar wilh the help of Soclal-Democracy. Spesd-up
and ‘rationaliselion’ were eccompanied by the perseculing
and victimising of militant workers. The Tur\l,' Government of
Baldwin brought In a Trades Dispute Bill which was aimad
lo maka some lypas of sirike lllegal and to restrict severely
the rights of trade unionists In such strikes as remained
legal; the workers nicknamed || the "Blacklegs Chartar. The
working class reacted vigorously against these attacks and
threats of further attacks. The May Day damonstration al
1927 was |he iargest and most militant for many years. The
ECCI, again reviewing tha British situation, urged the Party
lgadership 1o riee 1o the occasion by setting up local
Councils of Action for struggle against tha Trades Disputes
Bill and leading the workars in tha direction ol a second
Ganeral Sirike, this time lo be led by the Communists.

The Party laadership did not da this. however, but instead
enterad upan a palitical fiirtation wilh & new movemant, led
by A.J. Cook and James Maxion of the ILP, which was to
‘ginger up' the Labour Party from within. Considerabla
publicily and prestige were givan to these adventurers by
the Party speakers and press. This caused a good deal of
confusion amongst the leftward-moving workers, who saw
‘Cook-Maxlon' &s & sort al altarmative to the Communist
Farly which was being recommended 1o them by the Parly
itsell. {Comrade Arnot wrote lwo years |ster shaut this
episode: Il was parhaps more the comic opera futility of
Maxton than the policy ol the Party which pravented the
alfective grawth ol a third parnly standing betwsan tha
Labour Party and the Communists.’) Al tha municipal




glections of 1927 tha Parly ran candidales only whare this
would not involve a conflict with the Labour Parly, which
meani thal they made a véry pacr shawing.

The workers who had flocked inlo the Party began to
trickle out again, disappointed at the absence of a clear
fighting lead. The lallure of the Party to take ovar the
leadership of the class struggle which had been rencunced
and abandoned by the Social-Democrats led 1o the
spreading of & mood of deprasslon and cynicism amangsl
sacilons of the workers who had been esger 1o Qo forward
10 battle, The warking class movement as a whole lell inlo
discredit amongst the workers, the Labour Party vole
geglined & by-eleciions and membership of the trade
uniong fell oll, Taking advantaga ol the Party's hesilancy
and feebleness and the resullant confusion amongst the
militant workers, the trade union buresucracy put through
measuras ta exciude membars af the Cammunisl Party or of
the Cammunizt-led ‘National Minarity Movemenl® ol mili-
tanis in the trade unions from halding any officlal positions
In Trades Councils

Whan tha Bth Congreas ol the Party met in Sallord in
October 1927, Il had befora it & letter from the ECCI calling
for ‘most bitler struggle’ against tha Labour leaders. ‘Frash
class batiles confront the British warkers', it daclared,. ‘and
the task of the Parly Congress |s to prepara the Communist
Party for l2adarship in these farthcoming conllicts.” In spite
ol this appeal, the resclutions put balora the Congress by
the Parly leadership ware substantially the mixture as
befora; except thal now, instead ol just ‘a Labour
Government’, the demand was for ‘a Labour Governmen!
controlled by the Executive Commitiee of tha Labaur Party’
— MacDonald cantralied by MacDonald.

From the 9th to the
10th Party Congress

A nmumber of leading Parly members were exiremely
wartlad by the complacency of tha majorily of the Central
Gommittes and alarmed by the latter’s ability o pravenl any
criticism orserlous discuasion of Party policy from erising, al
Congrass or al any athar time. Outstanding amangst these
comrades was Harry Pollitt, ona of the Pany leaders who
was clogest to the working class, being leader of the Parly
fraction in lhe Matianal Minarity Movemenl. Associated
with him was A.P, Dutt. Thay saw that the attack of the
capitalists and the Labour |laaders against the working
class, which was now entering Lhe phasa of Mondism, was
going from victory to victery (the Trades Disputas Act had
haan pazsed inlo law) without any serious counler-offensive
by the Communist Party, which was not fullilling s duty
|0 the workers. They decided that the situation was 0 des-
perate as 1o |ustily the laking of special measuras to break
through the well-organised resisiance of the majorily of
the Cantral Gommitiee, Thay wenl to Moscow soon after
the end af the 9th Party Congrass and raised the guestion of
the situation in Britain very sharply with the ECCI. The latter
communicated with the CC of the British Parly and as a re-
sult the dacisions of the 8th Party Congress were broughl
up lor reconsideration (only three months aftar they had
bean adopted) and a really free and open discussion on pol-
icy was inaugurated for the first tima. The majorily of the
CC sel forth a statemant ol their views on ralations with the
Labour Party for the membership 1o study and discuss
alongside a counter-statement, which comrades Dutt and
Follill were allowed to publish, setting forth tha views ol

ihe minarity

The ‘majority’ statemenl claimead that It Lenin's advica of
1820 (see Lelt Wing Communiam] was valid when il was
given, then it must be more valid in 1928, since the zitualion
in the latter year was ‘not 50 révalulionary as in 1820°. The
waorkers stili had faith in the Labour leaders in spile of the
Latour Government of 1824 and the batrayal ol the Genaral
Strike; tharelore the Communist Parly must again halp fo
‘nush a Handarson-Snowden Govermmant Into office’ as tha
anly way wharaby the workers might through thelr own
experienca, learn tha folly of reformism In no cifcum-
stances must the Communists pul up candidates against
Lahaur Party men In any election where a possibility existed
thal to do so would let the Tory in

Camradag Pallitt and Dutt, in thair counlar-statement,
pointed oul that Lenin's advice of 1920 was piven baloré
there had been a Labour Govarnmenl. How many Labour
Governments had there 1o be belore the Farty appreciated
thal a new situation had come into balng in which Lanin’s
advice was nao longer 100 per cent valid? In any event, ‘tha
viaw that wa must wait lor the conviction and dislllusion-
mant of tha majority of the working ciass bafore lhe
Communist Party can begin ils direcl fight agains! the
Labour Party leadership Ieads fo a dangerously passiva,
deleatist view ol our role’. Tha existing policy towards the
Labour Party ('support with griticism’) was 'a patchwork ol
confusion, endeavouring to combine virtually inconaistent
policies. The disadvaniages of two policies ara combined
withoul the advantages of alther.” Tha rall in lhe Labour vote
noticed at by-alections in 1927 revealed the danpgar ol
apathy spreading In the warking class movement If a new,
Communist leadarship did not come to the frant. Still more
sarious was the decline in Communist Party membership
aflier the remarkable growth in 1926. Il could not be
gxplained, as spokesmen of the majority had tried to
axplain i1, as due (o ‘persacutions”; ‘whare polilical interest
and consciousness are sirong. persecution can lead to
increased strength and nol to decling'. The majority were
oo fond of attributing setbacks due to thelr own misiakes
to what they called ‘objective circumstances'. (For in-
stance, they depicted ‘psychoiogical depression’ as the
inevitable and unaiterable result of the batrayal of tha
Ganeral Sirike; thiz was a libel on the workers and an alibi
for the Party leadership.) ‘It is a serious fact that, at tha
same time as the leftward advance in the working class is
visibly going forward in 1827, the Communist Party
membership should be declining. We belleve Lhal an
impartant part of the ceuse of this lias in tha fact that the
independant fighling leadership of the Communist Party,
which was 8o strongly visible in the conditions ol struggla
in 1926, has not been ahla to ba so visible in 1927... Tha
solution al this lles in the indepandant pelitical leadership
of tha Communial Parly directly leading the fight againsi
the official Labour Party leadership.' As regards election
tactics, the Communist Parly should everywhere appeal 1o
the Labour candidate 1o subscribe 1o a sel of ‘united front
demands’ based on lhe immediate neads ol the workers,
wheore he accapted, the Party should work tor him, but
whera he refused, 'we should call on the worksrs to give nim
no supparl and o refuse to vole, explaining fully our
reasons and making clear thal as soon as we ara sirang
enough we shall bring lorward a real workers' candidate.’

Representatives of the majority and the minority in the
CC appaared belore the ECCI In February 1828 and argued
their raspective cazes. The spokesmen of the majority
claimed that the Communist Parly must call on the workers



to vote Labaur 'as against the candidate of the open
capitalist parties' bedause the Commanist Party was not yet
in a position ‘to be the national alternativa to the Baidwin
Government on the ana hand or the Labour Govemment
an the other’, Communist candidates should be pul up enly
in constituancies whera the Parly was already sirong. If the
minarity claimed that this mean! choosing ona’'s constitu-
encias on 'smpirical’ rathar than on “political’ grounds — so
thal, faor example, & nolarkous right wing Labour feader
might go unfought by a Party candidata because the
Communists happened al the moment to be weak in his
constituancy — wall, "Il ampiricism consisls in lacing hard
lacts, | plead guilty 10 baing an ampiricisl... Unlorlunately a
palitical sitvation is bulll up of delails’ As the majorily saw
it, the minority ware advocaling that ‘the Communist Party
Is to go to the waorkers and say, we ane 50 weak we cannot
put up candidates; plsase wait unlil we are strong encugh
and we will put up candidates lor you to vota for.' On the
other hand, ‘il the Parly puls up candidates and as a rasult
ol putting them up the Labour leaders should gel 20,000
votes and the Pary representalive gets 1,000 votes, yvou am
not demonstrating strength and you sra demonstrating
waaknass', The Parly must not eall upan the warkers 1o
spoil their ballot papers In any constituency, because this
is what the Socialisl Parly of Great Britain advocales. and
‘we da not want to be forced into the position of making a
united front with the SPGB." Above all, the minority, In thair
anxiety to sharpen Lha fighl against Social Democragy, weara
lorgetting the maln enamy, the Tories: ‘Comrades, in all
these discussions and all the stalemenis made here, tha
Baldwin Governmenl is entirely lell oul of tha picture.’ Qne
of tha majority spokesmen put forward a proposal 1o trans-
form a number of local Labour Partiea which had bsen
disaffiliated for (heir left-wing activity and were ajraady
linked logether as the National Left Wing Mavement inlo a
naw [eft Lebour Party, 1o be sat up against the old Labour
Party leg by MacDonalg,

The spokesmen of the minority accusad the majarity of
taking too narrow end short-tarm a view of the probiam of
Communist alection tactics, The Parly must not, of oourse,
‘Yarpat 1the morning aller Lhe election’: bul i must
‘ramambar still more the question of the future of the
working class — nol simply tha moming alter tha slaction,
bul the nexi day, {he next year, the next two years.' Tha
arguments advanced by the majority against doing anything
that might 'lat the capitelist candidate in' had beéen hurled
by tha Lib-Labs againgl the ILE when it began the fight tor
indapandent warking class represeniation In the 189039, The
proposal to sat upa new "lell” Labour Party would “‘merely
craale a bartier belween the Communist Parly and the
workers', Ihere should be ‘no intermediary party. no
mediator between the Gommunist Party and the working
ciasa’,

A numbsar of contribulions wara madae o the discussion
by roprespntalivas ol beather Communisl Parties. Ona ol
lhase offered this observalion: ‘Il Is a fact that the British
caomradas am inclined (o basa thalr taotios more on thalr
opinions of whal the workers think of the situation in the
country rather Ihan on the opinlons ol our own comradas
en the actuil situatien.’ Ancthaer defined tha guestion which
underlay the whole controversy as: ‘To what extent can one
take Into consideration the Labour illusions which exist
among the working massas  withoul running the danger of
sirengthaning thasa illusions by the policy of our Party,'

Alter this thraghing-oul of the Issues, the ECCI resolved
that In vlew of the greal changas since 1920, especially the
auperience ol the Labour Govwernment and the Gensral
Sirike, and Ihe constitutional and disciplinary changas
inaide Ihe Labour Parly which meant that It was ‘bacoming
10 an inoreazing degree an  ordinary Sociai-Uemocratic
Party’, the Communisl Party must change lis relationship
and attltude to the Labour Party. The Communisl Party
should come oul consistently as the independent leader ol
the working class in its siruggle against the capitelists. The
Party's alm should no longer be a Labour Govarmment but a
Revolutlonary Workers Governmenl. Communist candidates
should be put up againgt the lop lsadars ol the Lebour Perty
regardless cf the axisling strength ol tha Party in thair
constiluancies, and alsawhara, wharaver the local strength
of the Parly warrantad (1, 1o the maximum number possible.
The Party should supporl candidales of disatfillated Labour
Parlies who pul up against official Labour and also other
Labour candidates who pledged themselves 1o supporl ‘the

elementary damands of the working class', ‘Voting for
Labour candidates In the remaining districts musl definitaly
be decidad upon only after all possible preliminary work is
dang In the matter of putting up our own and Laft worker
candidales.’

Tha rasoclution of the ECCl, embodying as it did
substantial endorsement of the minority’'s criticiams, was
accepted formally but without canviction By the majority af
the GG of the British Party. No real salf-critical discussion
of tha ‘New Ling" was organised in the Party, but unly a
series of ‘enlightenment conferences’ al which tha diffar-
encas between the ald line and the new wara siurmed aver as
much as possible. The Parly weekly, Workars Life, avan
described the new line a5 a ‘continustion' of the oid!
Conlusad behaviour in the by-glections which took place
soan afler the ECCI meeting reflected the conlinuance of
divided counsels in the lesdarship. For axample, at
Linlithgow s Communist candidata was lirst put up, then
withdrawn In favour of the Labour candidate, and finally
advice was given to abstain lrom voling. The Party
continued to toster lhe devalopmant of the National Lefi
Wing Movemant in the difrection of a reformed Labour Party,
with the declared alm of "a Lell Labour Government' and a
complete programme of the Centrist typa, |.a. for socialism
but withoul the dictatorehip of the praletarial. Comrade R.P.

Dull wrate in the Communisl Review of January 1929; ‘The
old line can silll go merrily an and find 8 homa In the

Matlanal Laft Wing... I it is arguad thal i |5 necessary for
thia Cammunis| Party lo organisa this tandancy as a bridgs
Lo itsalf, then It becomas in the end egquivalent 1o arguing
that [t isthe task of the Communist Parly o organise Cenlrlam
..o It i8 urged that it is necessary lor the Communist Party to
assis! tha left-wing workers and those moving to the leftl, This
is corracl, but it is nat assisting tham to encourage tham in
theirillusions and appear to give 1o thesa the aulharity of tha
Communis Parly.”

Mearwhile, the year 1828 saw the triumph of Mondizm in
the ieading circles ol the labhour movament and the
baginning of large-scala unampioyment due to some extent
lo tha ‘rationalisation’ of Industry which was carried
through under the banaer of Mondism,

At the 10th Parly Congrass, held at Bermondsey In
January 1829, 1he delegates showed themselves enthusias-
tic for the new line recommended by the ECCI and highly
critical of the majority of the CC for having appliad it
hesitantly and Inconsistently and without making a bonfire
af remnants of the gid line. They expressed discontent
with the failure 10 take steps lowerds the launching of &
daily papar and |owards basing tha Parly on tha factoriss,
both al which had basn urged by the ECCI sc long before as
June 1928, One of 1he Congross resolutions wamed againgt
‘tonoilialion towards the oid ling' which tandad to reduce
the Party to Ihe leval ol a |eft wing of tha Labaur Party' and
led towards ‘polltical sxtinction’. Comrade Tapsall, an
active fighter for the ECCI line who was later kilked in
Spain, noled in an article aboul the 10th Party Congress
Ihal it was frae from ‘tha fraditional meek following of the
platfarm’; al tha sama time, howsver, ha notad that, whila
tha platfarm adapted ilsell to the mood of the delegates, *if
ever (here was & Party leadership obatinalaly detarmined
not to be self-critical It was tha Party leadership at the 10th
Congrass’.

From the 10th to the
11th Party Congress

The garly months ol 1920 saw the final stages in tha
passing over ol A.). Cook, whao andad his pariod of left
masquerada by daclaring lor a Labour Government and
‘ordered progress’ and calling for an end o recriminations
about ‘whal happened in 1926'. Whean, belaledly, the Parly
lsadership now ariticised this 'Left’ Labour leader wham [t
had dome much to bulld up In the syes of tha militant
workars, ha savagely attacked il So ended the disasirous
cull ol A.J. Cock, which had lad many workars 1o think
thal 'Communiam and Cookism', as Comrade R.F. Amot
expressed i, 'are just as good as ona anothar and thail
‘thara |8 a “true socialist” standpoind inlermadiate batwesn
the Labour Party and the Communist Party',

The Gensmm! Election of May 1828 found tha Parly
leadership still facing both ways. Five members of the CC
ware atill, slmos! on the very eve of tha election, in lavour of




automatically supporting the Labour candidate in avary
gonetituengy where the Party was not running ita own
pandidata. There had bean since the and of 1828 a growth in
anli-Tary bltterness amongst sections of the workers pre-
viously not politically conscious, largely owing to tha rise in
unamployment; bacause of the weakness and ambigulty of
the Parly's stand, this fealing gxprassed lzell in a big vots
for Labour, while the Communist candidates did poorly.
During the election campaign, Labour candidates quoted
Party documents of 1827-28 with telling effact.

The Genaral Eleclion resulls, which wera accompanied
by a sharp decline in Parly membership, caused &
gharpening of the palitical conllict within the Party. On the
gne hand same of the majority of the CC inginuated that it
was the naw line of the ECCI that was leading the Party 1o
disasler. In this gpirit, the Political Bureauy Was rearganised
shortly alter the elaction in such a way as fo sirengthen the
opportunist element, Comrade Dutl, howsver, writing for
Comrade Pollitt and the other comrades of 1he minority as
well as for himsell in the Moscow magazinge Tha
Communist International, declared that by fighting the
glection as an Indepandant Parly tha Cammunist Party had
shown Itsell to the workers as the alternative 10 the Labour
Party, whether or nol they agread with it at the moment, and
that was the main thing. It markead ‘tha historical starting
point of 2 new advance’. The small size of tha vote obtained
was a result of tha delay and weakness in the application of
the new ling,

& regular ‘revolt’ of the Party memhbarship against tha
opportunist majority al tha Centre now dawaloped. The
London, Manchester and Newcastle Dislricl Party Coms-
mittees and the Mational Confersnce of Lhe Young
Communiat League declared their lack of conlidence in the
majarity of the CC and demanded [hal drastic action should
he taken to sava the Parly {whose membership had mow
dwindlad to 2,600 as against 10,000 &t the end of 1826)
from llteral xtinction. Thay called for the summoning
before 1920 was out of a special Party Congress o make 2
clean Break with the aid line and Iis devolees atherwise
ihey would appeal 10 tha Communist Intemational The
Party Gantra, dominated Dy the apportunists, danounced all
concemed In this movement as guilly ol factionalizm &nd
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violation of Party disciplina.

At Ihis critical juncture (August 1828) the ECCI held a
mesating at which it again reviawed the British ituation and
gave full support Lo the revoll of the mambership lad by the
minority of the GC with Comrades Eallitt and Dutl at thair
head. It condemned the strangthening of the apportunists
in tha Political Bureau and called for a change of leaderahlp
and a special Congress. AsSessing the causes respanaible
lor the drift of the British Party into it desparale condition
al this time, it noted thal ‘the British Parly 15 a soclety of
great triands’, in which deviations from Leninism ang never
serlously discussed lor lear of giving ollonce 1o the
individuale concerned: 'good melations petween pAarsons
haing placed above 'good relations to principles’.

Supported on the one hand hy Iha révelt of the
membarship and on (ha other by the ECCI, tha minorily
werg now at last able 1o overcome [he resistance gl tha
majorily and turn the tables in ne CC. Thres mambers ware
removad Irom the Political Bureau as the most ohdurale
opporunists, and the General Secretary himsalf was
replaced by Comradeé Harry Pollitl. The new leadarsnip
arranged a special Party Gongress io be held In Novernber.
Al this Congress a genuing and thorough turn would be
made in tha whole lile and work, ol the Parly. Commeniing
al this stage on the ECC| decisions, Comrada Pallitt
slrassad the obligations of the Brilish Party to {he world
working class movemant and sald ihat its fallure lon maal
theso obfllgations must na anded &t once, whatgver the
difficulties in the way of doing this which had accumulated
as a result ol past erors. Even ‘dafeats in gonorela actiand
and campaigns arg better than passivity, Inactivity and
agoing behind Lhé masses’. Comrade Dutt (closasl 1o
Comrade Pollitt in the great lighl ol the minarity now
nearing its triumph) obearved that ‘Ihie mistakes of the pasl
|wo yaars have already cosl 4s 100 much. Theé easygoiny
sttiiude which iz satisfied tn "recognise’” mistakes and pass
an, withoul deaper analysis or drawing of lggaons for the
fulure, and with the insvitabla consequances al rapeating
these mistakes in new forms must end It is no longer
sulticient merely ta “recognise’’ a misiake after it i= poiniad
oul, and pass on. |l i5 nacessary 10 draw aut by Ihe roals
the tendency revealed by tha mistake and brand it.° I a
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particular kind of mistake was rapaated, tha Pary must ba
‘preparad 10 draw Lthe necessary conclusions, including
those with regard to changes ol leadership’. Especially
there mus!t ba en end to the procedure, at which the old
Palitical Bureau had shown lizell adept, of accapting tha
ECGIs line in words but nal carrying W oout in aGtion,
"Inferprating” 1" instead ‘in such a8 way as o conceal its
dilterence from incormest lines'

When the 111h Congress of the Party met al Leeds in
Movember 1929, i1 had befare it a letter lrom tha ECCI which
warned that any furthar delay in resclute application of the
new line, any further '‘pandering to right opportunist
deviations, passivily, lack of resolution and initiative and
following in the wake o eventa’ would threalen ‘the very
gxistence ol the Party’.

Tha Congress confirmad the changas in leading person-
nal mada in August, including the appointmant of Comrade
Harry Pollit as General Secrelary. Il congratulated the
membership on its struggle for the EGCI line ageinst the old
opporiunisi leadership. As againsl lhe charges of laclion-
aligm, il Dlemed (he (eaders of the minority lor not having
done mam (o draw [ha rank-and-fila into their light againzi
tha majority of the CC. Survaying the mathods of resistance
wsed by the opportunists in their effort to hold up
recognition ol the need lor change, Lhe Corgrass noted Lhat
they had Iried "o magnity the seriousness of “Left” and
saclarian smors in order to cover up Right mistakes'. Tha
principal decisions of the Congress Included;

1. To reorganise the Party on the basis of factory cells as
basic Party unila.

2. Toraorganiae the Pary (sadarship 8o a5 to bring to the
forefront working class comrades having closa ties with
the faclories and exparience in  slrikes. Only 12
mambars of the okl CC were re-sfacled and 23 new
comrades were broughl in.)

3. Tolaunch immediately the Communisi daily papar, the
political need for which had bean pointed oul by the ECC|
ovar three years earlier. (The Dally Worker began publica-

tion, undar the aditarship of the late Comrade Rust, on 1
January 1930, less than-a month alter he conclusion of the
Congress. )

4. To make sell-criticism and broad political discussion
thancefarth aregular fealuraol Party lila at all levals.

Conclusion

Thie decizions of tha Lesds Gongress (called by Comrade
Pollitt ‘the most important in the history ol the Party')
restored the Pany to vigoraus lile when il was on the point ol
death, They enabled the Party to keep the Red Flag fiving in
Britain whan there was a rea! danger that it would go undar,
Thay cama too late (after tha dwindling of Party membership
toatiny figure, after the loss of foothalds in the labour move-
mentwhichthe Party had won in 1926, after tha election ol the
sacond Labour Governmant, and after tha baginning of tha
great slump with the mass unemployment which il broughtin
its train) Lo save the British working class movement from
travarsing an extremely ditficult period in 1930-31. Thanks lo
the resalule lsadership of Comrade Pollill and the new CC,
sustained and helped by the ECCI the Parly caried on
through thase dark years, keaping alive the apirt of the clazs
struggle when the most ruthiess efforls wera being made (o
kill i1, and maintaining bath in propaganda and in action on
immediale demands an aiternative leadership to that of
MacDonald and Co. When the crash of the second Labour
Governmant and tha Instaliation of the National Governmani
ot Baldwin and MatDonald, ‘the Government of Hunger and
War', towards the end of 1931, taughl the jabour movement &
lundamental lesson 'the hard way’, a new period opened in
which the Communisl Party, praservad for the working class
by the changes made in August and Novembaer-December
1929, wasablelogo lorward o new ballles at the head ol con-
siderable massas of workars. The Party emearged from the
isclation and small mambership into which it had fafien in
19&7-29 and which had continued through 1930-37 and enter-
ed & new period of growth end extended inHluence which
braught both naw opporunitias and new problems
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Marxists in the Second World
War

William Hunter's anicle in the December Labouwr Raview (8 8
mos! valuable contribution 1o the lltérature of his subject.
Navarifalgss | Ihink 11 needs (o be supplemented if the
madar 18 fo undarsiand clearly the differance betwaan the
Marxist ling and that ol the Communist Party in tha pariod
batore 22 June 1941, when Hifler atiacked Russia and
between the Marxisl line. and the line ol, say, the
Indapendent Labour Party (n tha pariog aller that historic
dara. It is also imporiant to show thal the Marxisis did nol
mechanically rapaal |enin'e slogane ol 1914-17 in the war ol
15385

The British Siwlinisis, aler Iheir initial blunder of
proclaiming support far the war (and calling tor an allied
effansiva fram the Maginot Ling Into Garmany), turned not
fo Lamn's ling of ‘lurm the imparialist war info civil war', but
fo demanding thal pescae be made on Thie bazsis ' of lha
Boviet-Gorman declaration of 28 Saptember 1838 {('Poland’s
done tor, so what ks Ihera (o Tight about™), Tha pamphial
‘Why This \War?", by A.P. Dutt, issued &t the beginning ol
Movember, stated: 'Tha Govarnmani must ba compellad ta
make paace. We demand an immediate Armistice and e
caliing of a peace Conference’ (p. 18}, and did nol shrink
from ohanging Ihe wording ol Karl Liebknecht's siogan
fram ‘1he main enamy is af home' Info 'the enemy |5 at home'
(g 23y During theantoa pariod up (o tha fall of France, the
British Communist Parly lunctioned as a propagands
sgency lor Hitler, Typical was the editorial in the Daklly
Worker ol 1 February 1940, commenting on a ageech by
the Funrer: ‘Hitler rapesatad once again nig claim that the
war was thrust upon him by Britain. Against this historic
fact there is no raply. Britain declared war, nol Germany.
Attempls were made to.end this war, but the Soviet-German

prace avarfures were ralected by Britaln.' Already in this
pearind the Marxists had to differentiate thair appraach from
that of the Slalinigts: “The Militanr wanls peaca, but il dogs
notl want an imperialis! peaca... The peace which the Daily
Waorker now demands on bahall of Hithar and Stalin is an
imperialisl peace’, deglarad the London Militanl in its issus
of Ocrober 1639

Hitler's anstaught an the Low Countries and France, the
sell-out by tha Franch ruling ciass hesdad by Patain, tha
immediate menace of invasion of Britain, and the reper-
cussions ol &l this among the capitalisis and the workers
ol this country respaclively, draw from tha British
Communigt Pary a remarkable manifesta, published on 22
Juna 1940, This warned againsi the Churchill goveérnment,
which not only conlained ‘men of Munich” but also
compromised the dalence af the paople by identifying it
with 'the maintenanoe of Empire possessions and the domi-
nange ol the ruling clasa.” Il the workers were 1o 'defaal all
their anemies within and without Britain', & new govarn-
mant musi come {0 power, ‘raally represeniative of the
working peopls, a governmani! in which thara shall ba no
rapresentative of impsrialism or Irend of fascism.' All
responsible for the situation must be cleared oul of
commanding positions, in tha services and in the econaomy;
tha kay Indusirigs nationslised, workers conlrol ¢ommit-
tees loke over in the enlerprisas, the workers armed on &
lactory basis; the class system In the appoinitment of
officars broken down; complete [reedom for the working
class movement ensurad, thesubject peopies of the Empire
liberated.

What is particularly interesting abpul this manifasio is
ihat it zubstantiatly coincides with tha ling indicatad by
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Trotsky in his last writings (he was murdered in Augusl
1040}, Thus in his reply to some guestions from American
Iriends he wrote.

‘Tha Americen workers do not wanlt ta be conguéred by
Hitier, and to those who say “Lel us have a peace
programme’’, the workars will reply, “But Hitler does nol
want & peace programma’. Therefore we say: We will
defend the United States with a workars army, with workers
ollicers, with a workars government, &te... Il would be
doubly stupid 1o present a8 puraly ahbstract pacilist
position today: the fesling the masses have i that it is
necessary to defend themsalves. We musl say. “Roosevalt
{or Wilkle) zays it is necessary 1o defand the counliry, oo !
Only il must ba our country, not that of the Sixty Families
and their Wall Streat. The army must De undar our own
command; wa must hava our awn oflicers, wha will ba loyal
o ug.” In this way we can lind an approach 10 the Massas
that will not push them away fram us, and thus prapare
\hem loe 1he secand slep — a mare revolutionary ong. We
musl use the example of France 1o the very snd...’

Again, in a memarandum commenting on & ‘very
pretantious, very muddied and stupid article’ in tha Parrisan
Review far July-August 1940, Trotsky warmed against a
mechanical resuscitation ol Lenin's slogans:

"The pragent war, ag we have slated on mare than one
occasion, is a continuation of the last war. But a
continuation does nol signify a repatition. As a general
rule, & conlinuation signifies a developmant, a deapening, a
sharpaning. Our palicy, tha policy of the ravolutionary
proletariat, towards the sacond imperialisi war 15 &
continuation ol the palicy slaborated during the |ast
imperialist war, primarily under Lanin's leadership, But a
conlinuation daes not signily a repetition... in 1315 Lenin
referred in his writings 1o revolutionary wars which the
victorious proletariat would have lo wage. But it was &
guestion of an indefinile historical prospect, end nol of the
lask lor the naxt day... The second world war poses (he
question al change ol regimes more imperiously, mare
urgently, than did the firsl world war. It is first and foremast
a question of the political regime. The workers are awara
thal damocracy is sullering shipwreck everywhere. and that
they are threatenad by lascism even In those countries
where lascism Is as yat non-existent. '

The implications of Trotsky's ideas were fully worked out
aftar his dealth, at a special conference of tha Socialist
Workars Party ol the USA held at Chicago in Seplembear
1940, which adopted what was called ‘tha military palicy’, a
policy for proletarianising the armed forces. Speaking on
this occasion, James P, Cannon said:

‘Our fighl againsl war undér condillons ol peace was
comect as far as It wenl. Bul It was nol adequata. |l must be
gxlended. Tha old principles, which remain  unchanged,
must be applied cancrately lo the new conditions al
permanent war and univarsal militarism.. We didn'l
visualise a world sileation in which whole countries waould
be conquered by lascisl armies. The warkers don't want 1o
be conguered by foreign invaders, above all by lascisis,
They reguire a programme gf military struggle against
toreign invaders which assures their class independenca.
That is lhe gist of the problam.

‘Many times in the past we were put to a cerlain
disadvantage: the demagogy of the sccial democrats
agains! us was effeciive 1o a certain extenl, They said: “Yau
hava no enswer lo the guestion of how to fight against
Hitler, how to prevent Hitler from conguering Frands,
Salglum, ate.” (Of course thair programme was very simple
— the suspensiaon of Ihe class struggle and complete
subordination af the workers te the bourgecisia. Wa have
ssen Ihe results of this treacherous policy.) Well, wa
answered in a general way, tha workers will lirst overthrow
the oourgeoisie al home, and than thay will lake care of
\msaders Thal was e good programme, but the workers did
sol make the revolution in lime. Now the two tasks must be
sslsscoped and carrled oul simultanecusly...

"W are willing 1o fight Hitler, No workar wanls 1o 588 that
gang ol fascist barbarians overryn this counlry or any
esantry. But we want to fight fascism under a leagarship wa
zan trust... We will never lel anything happen as it did in
_.. The waorkers ihemselvas must take charge of this
against Hitler, and anybody elsa who invades their

“The contradiction between the patriotism of the bour-

geaizie and thal of the masses must be the poinl of
departure of our revolulionary activily... We musl Dase
curselves an tha realily of war and upon tha reaction of the
masses (owards the events of The war. .,

This pality bacame the policy al the Marxists in Britain In
the months fellowing the fall of France. Thus, lor exampie,
in the December 1940 |ssue o Youth for Socialism, an
article ‘The War Exlends” concludad:

‘Mo worker in Ihis country wanls to come under the
blacdy tyranny of Hitler. On tha contrary he will tight
againgl thig with all hia sirength Bul he cannot do this
while Britain is capitalisl; whike india is in bondage; while
the capitalist class cantrals the Army and the Workare are
unarmed. The deleal of Hitler, the defence of Britain, Iha
ending of the war — lhage are not simply @ matter of
SUper|or arms Of Morg. NUMefous arms, More Important s
— who wields the arms and lor what? If it is explolted
workers lighting for capitalism, thair "victery” will not be so
very differant lrom “defeat”. But il it is militant workers
fighting for socialism they will, besides the weapans they
take out of the hands of the capitalists, have one supreme
weapan agains! which Hiller cannat fight — the fact that
the German workar can now join them n the fight against
Hitlgr, Irem fram the lear of British capitalism wailing (o
pounce on tham,'

A policy decision of the Marxist "Workers Iinternational
League' pointed oul that Il wauld ba wrong to lump the
‘detencisl’ fesling of the masses with that of tha capitalial
clags or ihe Lapour lsadership. ‘The defanclsm of the
maeess stams largely from entiraly progréssive motives ol
preserving their own class organisations and democratic
rights fram destruction at the hands al lascism and from &
loreign invader’; and it was accom panied by ‘a desp-sealed
suspicion of the aims and slogans of |he ruling class’, The
Marxisis’ lask was 1o find ways of separaling the workers
Irom |he capitalists and thelr lackeys, following out the
indication give by Trotsky, in the Transitional Programme
{1838), that in the palriotism of tha masses (here are ‘elements
which we must know how 1o ssize upon in order (o draw
the requisite conclusions'. Youth far Socimiism  af
February 1941 carried an article on the approach once mong
of the campaigning season, under the headiines: "Arm the
Workers: The Only Guaraniee against Hitler's Invasion’
(*Nat by curtalling the power of the workers in the faclory
and the Army — but by organising workers control of
industry and arms can thare be & guaranies of victary not
anly over Hitler bul qver the Fifth Colump gang of
caplitalists 8l homa.'},

Now this policy, which the British Communist Party had
in essence proclaimed as its own in the manifesto of 22
June 1240, was abandoned by that party within a lew waaks,
Ivor Montagu's baok The Traifor Class, an expansion of the
manilesta’s central idea, was formally repudialed by
William Rust in a review In the Labour Monthly of November
1940. The Stalinists had embarked in August — fallowing
the dispatch by the Churchill gavernment of the Cripps
mission 1o Moscow — on a new line which concentrated on
calling for a ‘Pecple’s Government' which should strenglh-
en 'Iriendship with tha USSA’. At the Peaple’s Convention
assembled in January 1841 under Slalinist guidanca, the
following live amendments mavad by the Southall branch al
the National Unicn of Railwaymen on Marxisl inspiration
were all lurned dawn by the Slanding Drders Commitiee:
The arming ol the working class under the conltrol of the
irade unions and workers committeas; nationalisalion ol
the banks, land, bransport and large industries without
compensation; uncanditional defence of the USSH againsi
capitalist anack; the immediate anding of the party truce
with the Insistence on & campaign for Labour to take full
powar on 1he basis of this programme as the first siap to
the ovarthrow of the capitalist systam and the seizure of
powar by the working class; a socialist appeal 10 the
German and European workers for the overthrow of their
awn capitalist class simultaneously with the siruggle
against Brilish capitalism and the establishment ol & United
Statas of Socialist Europe.’

The Marxist line in this period was succinctly put by the
New York Militant: ‘The real solutian Is to lransform the
imperialist war inlo a war againsl fascism *{15 March 1941).

Whan the altack on the Soviet Unjon took place, lhe
immadiate response of tha British Communisl Party was lo
call for a new government and & purge of reactionary
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elements in contrelling positions, a3 the anly guaranies of
8 genuine allianca with Russia. Bul after diplamatic talks in
Mascow had convinced the panic-stricken Soviel bureau-
oragy that the British imperialists were now their good
friends, the line changed abruplly — as may be sean by
comparing Werld News and Views ol 28 Juna with the sama
paper al 12 July. From then on till 1945 Lhe Brilish Stalinists
wera for full support 1o the Churghill Governmant and tha
war which it was conducting. Suggastiions thal sid o tha
Saviel Union was not incompatible with, and sven perhaps
raquirad, a flight against Churchill wearg dencuncad as
‘Iremchery’ — Ihis in spile of the view expressad by J.R,
Camphell In his ‘racantation’ statement published in Worlg
News and Views, 2 December 1933, that ‘the policy ol tha
fight an Iwao fronts .., would have been a correct palicy (in
peaca or in war) with regard 1o an imperialist governmen! in
alllancs with the Soviel Union.’

Similarly rebufled as ‘crimingl nonzense’ wera sug-
gaslions that bacausa the Red Army was fighting a just war
that dlg nol necassarily and automatically change the
charactor of he war being waged by Britlsh imperisliam.
War was 'indivisiole’, il wes proclaimed: llke psaca in
Litvinov's day. Canvenienlly forgotten was the document
girculated within the party. under date 24 April 1941, on ‘Tha
Situaticn in the Balkans', al the lime when Stalin was
Nirting with Yugoslay and Gresk resistence to Hitler's
aggression (in May he dropped tha countrlas In quastion like
hot bricks, sxpelling thelr ambassadors from Moscow, In
frantic appaasement of his Nazi ally). In this documant, it
had been affirmad that ‘the fact that British forces, lighting
for the aims of British imparialism, ware fighting alongside
Greel forces does nol alter the main charazler of tha Greek
struggle, any mare than the supply of amms and munitions
by the United States (in pursuil of the gims of Amarican
imperializm) aliers {he main charactar of tha Chinesa war of
delence againet conquast and enslavemen! by Japan.'

In they niw phase of the war the Marndsts conlinued the
malin trend of thelr policy unchanged. Thus tha Soclalisr
Appeal for April 1842 published an aopen letter to the
national confarance of the ILP, whase attitude was
gbatractly ‘anti-war’. In which the Workers International
Laagus daclared: "We canncl merely denounce the war as
an imperialist war and say, as the pacitista do, that we shall
hava nathing to do with this foul thing... Only 3 working
class policy for war which would separate the workers from
Ihe capitahsls and al Ihe game lime guaranled Success
against all foraign capitalist aggrassion could mohilise tha
massas tor | e struggle forpower.

A now foaiure in the Marsiat polioy, howaver, was the call
tor sending all possibiaaid to the Soviet Union in the torm of
irms supplies, umder supervisian by tha reoa uniong. Tha
signiticance of this damand will be apprecialed by raaders
of Evelyn Waugh's navel Officers and Genlleman (1860) in
wWhich 2 couplé of reéaclionarias Jiscuss lank produglion
and ane of them remarks 1hal |ha workers arne alowsad o
chalk "Graslings 1o Uncla Jos" and 50 Torth on the tanks they
lurn out as thie ancourages Iham fo wark hard and praducs
larks lastar — bul tha lanks ara sanl where They will be

mas! uselul from the British imperialist standpoint. .

When the campaign far the Second Front bagan, the
Soclalist Appeal pointed oul {Movember 1941) that the
Stalinists were oynically exploiling the earnast desirs of the
workers Lo help Russia. Following the fall ol France the
British Cammunist Parly had correcily hammered away at
the unreliabilily of the ollicer caste as anti-fascisls — var
now they werg demanding an invasion of the Gontinent
under lhe leadership of those same officers. The workers
must take control of industry and of (he armed forces.
The aftect ol this on (ha Conlinent, including Germany,
would be revolullorary; and then a Brilish axpeditionary
farce, it needed, would ba welcomed by the European
workurs, Only workers' power could transform the imperial-
ist war into 2 genuine war in defence ol the Soviet Union
and against fasclsm, Trafalgar Square demonsirations
notwithstanding, unless and until tha effactiva cantral ol
the armed loroes was taken aut of thalr hands,. the British
ruling class would nol open a sacond frant axcept for thair
W DUrpoSes.

‘It will mot be a fronl to aid Aussia, bul-a fronl to take
advaniege of Russian resistance It will not be & front (o
smash fascism, byt only to establish the domination of
“demacratic” imperialism. It will liberale Europe from it=
presenl tyranny bul will only establish a naw tyranny'
(Saciatiz!f Appes!, June 1842)

The truth ol this estimation ol what an imperialist
‘second front’ wauld mean had been seen clearly enough by
R P. Dutt when e wrole, in the Laboar Manthiy of Fabruary
1341, aboul the rale far which tha Brilish Army was already
then baing prepared:

‘In such a slluation of general disorder (loliowing a
hypothetical breskdown of tha Nazi regima), with spreading
clvil war, and with the popular forees still poorly armed and
only partially organissd, a trained and disciplined army of
one millian in the field could do a great deal to take ovar
fram Hitler the 1ask of holding down the peoples of Eurgpa
end strangling the socialist revelution — just as iha British
lorces in 1818 look over direstly from the waning German
imperialisiforcas inthe Baltioslates. '

And It had besn eqgually clearly explained 1o Franco's
Fareign Minister, frightened aboul the approaching defeat
ol Hitler by the Red Army, when British ambassador Sir
Samuel Hoara talked to him In Madrid in Fabruary 1543
‘Thara will than undaubtedly be greal British and American
armias on the Contingnt. These armies will be equippad
wilh the finest modarn munitions. They will be composead
@l fresh-lina froops, whose ranks have nol basn previously
devastated by yaars 4l exhausting war on the Russian
fronl’ (quoled in Spain, 22 March 1948).

Tha cutcome of the second world war and the history of
the subsegueni period eloquently condemn the misleader-
ship of tha warkers by tha Stalinists in thosa ¢ritical years,
guided by & disasirously false conceplion ol the interesis of
tha Foviel Unjon. And they juslily those who carriad the
panner of Marxism, amid caonditions of axtraordinary

ditfieulty, avoiding both the Scylla of oppartuniam and the
Charybdiz of gectarianizm

o

* b |
1842 Sowiet trade union defegation visits British war factory, accampanied by TUC Ganeral Sacretary Walter Citrine (right).
The British Government ussd pro-Soviet feeling among workers to further its imperielist aims—revolutionary Marxists
called for alf possible militery gid ro the Soviet Union under supervision by the trade unions.
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TASKS IN SPAIN -
Extracts from

LCR-ETA (VI]
Resolution

THE COMMUNIST
LEADERSHIP

The fundamenial charactaristic of the working clags
vanguard Is its empirical, experimental consciousness and
its desire o provide solulions to the concrele problems
which face the class sl presenl, Conseguently the
revolutionary party can sttract tha best vanguard milltants
pnly ineofar as il is able to qgive answers to thesa
problems in the day-to-day activity of tha masses.

Therefore the revolutionary party does not establish its
relations with the workers vanguard either through ideo-
logical and propaganda activity or through activily separale
fram the actions of the mass movemant, but anly through
concrate intervantion which poses and bullds the revolu-
tionary leadership within the mass movemant.

The fundamental origntation for the intervention ol
communists in the class struggle Is synthesised In &
tormula from the Transitional Programma: I is necessary lo
help the masses in the process ol daily struggle 1o lind the
bridge betwaen the present demands and the programme of
the socialist revolution. This bridge should include a
sysiem of transitional demands, stemming Irom loday's
conditions and today’'s consclousness of wide layers of tha
proletariat and unalterably laading lo one final conclusion:
the conquest of power by he prolatariat.

Heving establishad this starting point, communist
leadarship consists in concretely determining whal 15 the
next practical step forward in each struggle of the masses
in order to advance the line of class independence and
develop expariences which will increase the aonfidance of
the movemant In its own strengih, organisation and
conscipusness. This must always take account of the
discontinuous, uneven way in which the activity of the
masses devaelops. This practical next step forward encap-
gulales the whale art of communist leadership.

We must avald the sterile propagandism al the ultra-lafy,
constantly aut of step with reality. Bul that is nat to say
that we limil our intervantion among the yvanguard and the
masses simply to positions on tactical and immeadiate
guastions. The communisl leadership, the communist
militants, must know how to develop and apply a mass
pedagogy which can firmly link concrete daily problems lo
{he programmalic lessong which flow fram them.

THE OVERTHROW OF
THE FRANCOIST
MONARCHY

Unlike the reformists, mevolutionary Marxists do not
consider thai there is any identification between the
davelopment and consolidalion ol democratic Ireedoms on
the one hand and the developmeni of bourgeois democrady

through is Instilutions on the other. Even lhe masl
democratic bourgeols state presupposes the existence ol a
stale machinery. a repressive apparalus and a serles of
polilical nstitutions which limit the frea activily of the
masses. As against the reformists, we helieva that the
struggle for the delence and consclidation of theee libartias
invalvas the rejection of the lagitimacy of the bourgecis
demacratic institulions. Bul the legitimacy of the bourgenis
democratic Institutions cannol ba pul Into quastion solely
by propagands In favour of the dictatorship of the
proletarial; Ihis rejection can oniy come (I 1he mMAass
moveman!i gains practical experlence of (he limits of
bourgaols democracy and the superiorily ol wOrkers
demaocracy. To achieve Lhis — Ihal is, 1o achleve lha
smergenca of the masses onfo tha palitical scene — Il is
necessary that they begin to devalap more advanced
slruciures of salf-organisation (workers councils, neigh-
bourhood commissions, a&tc.). In this way thay can
understand how such strusturas of direct mopresentation,
allowing the luilest exarcisa of thair liberty and the dinect
participation of tha broadesl number of workers and
oppressed in political life and in conlrol ower thair awn
dastinies, can ultimately lead to the defence and achiave-
mant af their own demands.

The clear cantral axls of revolutionary activity is Lhe
leadarship of the mazses both to achieve the transformation
al their representative argans into slruciures of workars
powar and to fight for their coordination and centralisation.

At the presant momant the perspective and slogan of the
general sirike encapsulates the key lash which faces tha
mass movement: the avarthrow of 1he dictatorship,
Orianted to this precise objectiva, tha line of the general
sirike involves:

= A line ol class independance, designad o maka the
movemenl trust only In its own strength, rellacted In ita
autonomous organisation.

* A line which poses the nead lor the broadesl
coardination and centrallsation of the various organisetions
of the masses in struggle.

= An orlentatlon of mass mobilisalion centred an the
working class, whose fundamental sim is the complete
overthrow al the dictatarship, directing thiz mobilisation
lowards the full canquest ol the political, eaconomic and
social demands 10 which It aspires.

Throughout the present period this fine will be con-
cretised in various different lorms: from ganaral movemeants
developing out of an economic or solidarity struggle to
responges 1o the attacks of the dictatorship; from general
strikes in a locality to those which ke in a whole regian.
Withaut implying thal the general strike is the only
perspective far any mobilisation, such occasions allow this
slogan 10 accupy the canire of cur agitation.

The answear to this complax of problems demands:

* Tying Lhe battle for the general strike to intransigent
dafence of the unity of the movament through a correct
application of the policy af the uniled front.

* |ntroducing Into aach struggle, and closely linking to
the general strike, tha fight far demecratic demands which
allow the mass moveman! ta understand in practice the
nacessity to do away wilh tha Francaist monarchy.
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* Conslsient propaganda for anti-capitalist slogena
which develop an understanding in Ihe vanguerd of the
tasks posed by |he beginning ol the third Spanish
revalutlon and the necessity to introduce these siogans into
tha action of the masses.

THE ‘MAXIMUM’
DEMOCRACY

The dasira al the mass movament for the lull sxercise ol
democratic freedoms, withoul restrictions, |2 anormaus.
Hevolutionary Marxists deny that these freedoms can be
fully exercisad under capitalism. Bul $0 long as the massas
have not discovered from their own axperience (ha need 1o
desiroy the bourgecis state and 1o build a workers
democracy, we fight resolutely for the maximum democracy
possible under the bourgecois stale.

The dermand far the immediata calling of &laclions lor &
Constituent Assembly, with the right 1o vale by lree and
direct universal suftrage from the age of 18, and aon the
baals of the full astablishmant of liberties, is directad
Iowards this meximum democracy. Wa will nead 1o fighi
gvary manoeuvre of tha bourganigis and the relormists
{provisional coalition govarnmants withoul election by Lhe
mageas, dasignaled parliaments, elc.) which tend to reduca
mAass parlicipation.

Al Tha same time we seak (o reverse the relationship of
forces existing at (he time of the overthrow al the
dictalorship. This will be expressed, albait in a dsalormed
way. through immediate alections In the fight against the
bourgenisia's project of the strong state, this alogan is
ceniral. Taday it atands in opposition to the promisa of a
referendum and elections 1o & nan-canstituent legisiative
Cortes which would retain a subsianiial parl of the
Francaolst apparatus; tomarrow in opposition 1o new
projects 1o restrict libanies for the eleclion ol 4 Congtituent
Assambly. Ravolulionary Marxigts highlight the need far its
Immediate convocalion and demand the full exercise of
democralic freedoms.

In tha framework of the light for elections {o the
Constituent Assembly, Iha demand for free municipal
elections, based on the full exercise of liberties, on the
right o Iree propaganda lor the different programmeas, an
full legality for all tha workers parties and organisations,
must aléo constilute an axis of revolutionary activity and

mabilisation of the masses lor the maximum unlimitad
use af bourgeais democracy.

Agains! a monarchy whose only legitimacy comes fram a
bisody diclalorship, and equally, in opposition to the
conciliatory attitude of the bourgecis democrats and the
reformist partles of the working cless for a peacatul
Iranaition under the monarchy, we demand that a central
ask of the Constituent Assembly I3 the proclemation of the
Republic. This fight also constitules an impariant palami-
cal axis against 1he Democratie Coordination,

Similarly, In tha struggle against national oppression,
aggravated by tha diclatorship, we ligh! resclutely lor the
righl {o salf-determination of the oppressed nsticnalities,
with no limitations, depandance or compromisa with tha
central state. The damand for immediate elecltions 1o
natlonal assemblies in order o axercise this righl has the
effect of demanding the complale sovereignly of sach
natianality to defing its own relationshlp with tha Spanish
state from the very moment ol lha overthrow of the
dictatorship. This must include separation and the lorma-
than of an independen| state if that Is what is desired,
Pragisely for this reasan tha siogan of the national
assembly implies going much further than & simpla
restoration of the statutes of the 1930s. Thesa wera
compromises with the cenlral bourgecisie which did not
recognise the right to self-determinalion. This slogan also
myjects any provisional coalition govemmant which
eltempis lo zal iBalf up as the reprasantative of the various
opprassed natlanalities.

In the framework ol these electicns in sach nationallty,
revolutionary Marxisls will advance that solutien to the
national problam which begl lavours an alliance betwean
the various national movaments and the praletaratl of the
state as a whole. In present circumstances, we balleve that
this formula must ba for the formation ol a Federal Aepublic
agresd by Ihe free union of the dilferent nationalitias, This
Implies being able 1o exercise the right ta separation, This
Fedaral Republic must be able to respond to the growing
internationaliam of the productive forcas on the ona hand.,
and the frea development of sach nationalily and region on
tha othar

All these slogans would lose their radical democratic
conlent il they were not lied 1o the need for the full axarcise
of the freadom o! association, demonsiration, sirike and
information. Tha vary essence of the bourgeois project of
the democralic slate is a sericus rejection of thesa rights.
This is aimad st impading the lree activity of the masses in
ardar (o guarantee (he bourgeoiaie's social peaca and allow
the stabilisation of the strong state. Permanent agilation
tor these demands® must occupy a central place; today
against the continuation ol the dictatorship of tha
mananzhy, lomorrow againgt (the bourgeois manosuvres. At
any lime wa emphasise the mos! sarlous threats to these
Ireedoms by the authorities. In panicular, amnesty and the
dissalution of the repressive bodies of Francoism are st
present Iw0 slogans ol essantial political valua, two
objectives which are desply fell by the mass movemant, on
which it is necassary to insist unconditionally.

THE
SELF-ORGANISATION
OF THE MASSES

Tha fall of the dictalorship will pose belora the masses —
avan mora than Is posed at the moment — the need to
ulllise the organs al their disposal, 1o creale new ones, 1o
loak for the instruments which they best sea as sarving the
various forms of political and soclal organigation in their
own intarasts: frade unions, factory committeas, neigh-
bourhood assemblies, control commissions lor the liguida-
tion al the remnants of Francoism, committess of soldiers,
teachers, elg, Al the same time comesa Lhe lask of linding
the most adeguale lorms of coordinalion and centralisa-
tion. Revolutionary Marxists do not fetishise any particular
lorm of organisaetion of the masses, in the name ol ‘pure’
models of workers councils. Wa lake part in the concreia
exprassions of the self-organieation ol the movement
lowards a clear objective: the progressive transformation of
the existing bodies of (he movement into structures of




ssli-organisathon wilh Increased coordination and cenlral-
i=ation.

As the class siruggle sharpens, the process aof the
sonstruction of the class union will develop. Within the
ra movemant a clear relationship can be seen batwean
ssi= snd the development of unitary representative struc-

at the factary level. These have begun fo amarge &s
®e producl of a whole series of demands which bagin to

ian the authority of the capitalist in the lactory.
~ Unlika the reformists, we do not bellave that the tasks of

unions should be limited to the 'soclo-scanomic’
le and to suppart of the parliamentary faclic applied
the majority parties of the working class. Nejther do wa
thal union strustures, however broed, cen subslilule
the crealion of superior organs of workars democracy
gapable of grouping the entire working class.

We fight lor a Constituent Union Congress, wilh
gelagates elecled from assembiles of all those workars whio
wish to participate, the objective of which Is the single
elass union, This is the lormula which allows us on Iha oné
hand lo fight the policy of trade union plurality, openly
gncouraged by imperialism and tha bourgecisie and more or
jess delended by various working class currents, and on 1he
other hand 1o encourage the broadest possible self-organi-
sation end workers deamocracy in the process of building
tha union.

On the one hand there Is tha divisive attitude of seclions
of the UGT, which under the Isadership of the social
damocratic PSOE  tends lowards using any edvantages
given il by Ihe manoeuvre ol the Francoist reform. Al the
same tima, it sharpens its atlacks on the Workars
Commissions and silencas the tendencies which look
wp a unitary position at its Congress. On tha other hand it is
the aititude of USO, which has abandoned ils initially
mora unitary positions and now glvas objective support 10
the manceuvras of the UGT leadership, Finally there is the
position ol the PCE {Communiat Party of Spain) fraction
within the Workers Commissions, which attempts 1o
presarve ils absclute l|eadership Ihrough bureaucratic
methods, subordinating the Workars Commissions Lo its
yeacharous objactives. Al the same tima il utllises 1he
legitimate raaction of the base of the Warkers Commissions
against the attacks of the UGT and USO to reinfarce Iha
monolithism of the eadership and in particular lo isolata
the most radical sections of the vanguard and lhe far left
organisations. :

We atlemnpl to devalop agreements on unity from all
currents In the faciories, seeking the lormation of united
organisations which can overcome the presan! divisions
and using assembiies lo launch represantative united
structures: single factory unions. Wa extend this orlenta-
sion 1o seclors of industry, zones and localities, We try to
g#t the fullest unity with the participation of the represent-
gtive bodies and the different currents, to arrive al
agreament on the process ol building the singla class union
within the framework of fighting for the Constituent Union
Congress.

In tha nelghbourhoods, towns and cities, we defend the
most progressive lorms of coordination of the different
sactors in strupgle, under the leadership of the working
class. We always fight for their transformation Into argans
of the broadest sell-organisation and democracy to take up
the distinct tasks which are raised by the conguest of the
gemands of the papulation.

In the women's mavemeant, among lhe youlh and in all
sectors, we light for the creation of united, autcnomaous
#nd democratic organisations of tha masseas, with a line of
class independence which allows an alllanca in struggle
with tha working class.

The semi-spontansous character ol the upsurge of
embryonic organs of workers powar and the exiraordinary
giversily of forms adopled poses decisively the need for
wnair centralisation. Without 1his the best netwark of organs
! this type cannol eppeer befora {he masses &8 @n
~ aternalive power to the bourgeois state. The experience of
a8 revolutioans shows the enormous obstacles 1o this
centrallsation occurring spontaneously; In this respect
Porlugal Is the closast example. Without a substantial part
=f the vanguard understanding the need for this central-
i=ation and struggling to bring It aboul — and this

pposes thal the revolutionary Marxists have progres-
sed In winning clear leadership within it — it will be
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impossible to achlave in practice. This is the fundamental
tarrain on which canverge the building of tha revolutionary
party and the sonquest of power by the workars,

THE UNITED FRONT
AND WORKERS
GOVERNMENT

The principal thema af our united front tactic Is, olearly,
the political unity ol the waorking class and il class
independance in relation to 1he bourgeaisia. In this mspac
we advance and popularise those axperiences which bring
about the unily of the prolstarian organisations and parties.
Without axcluding the possibility ol support (rom bourge-
ols parties of a cartain type on particular issuas, especially
against repression, we fight to ensure that these conjunot-
ural coincidences of our positions do not mean e
slightest sacrifice of the political and arganisational
independence of the workers movemant. We wage an
intransigent light against tha inter-class pacts, cenlring
ioday on tha theme of breaking the workers parties from
pacte with the bourgecisia. Wa demonstrate this in
ganorote axperiences ol Ihe demobllising and treacharnus
characler of these allisnses. Wa accept and fight for partial
unity in action within the movament, without excluding on
principle the participation of any working clans ourrent.

The reformist workers partias actively collaborate in an
effort to asisblish & bourgeols democrajic state in Spain.
They use the farmula of the Broad Coalition Gavernmant,
through which they aller their services o tha bourgeoisie
and show themsalves ready 1o sgsist In resolving Its crisis
of power. Tha Broad Coalition Government, then, constl=
tutes tha palitical culmination af class collaboration.

Taday this lorm of governmant appears 10 broad sections
of the masses as, to use an exprassion of Lenin, the |east
costly solutlon — that is, as an instrument to guarantea
thair demands at the cost of the jeast possible suflering,
{hus tha influence of the reformist leadarshipa Is reflected
in the conscicusngss of the masses

Bul this does not mean that the workers reduce thair
damands, limit their desira for self-organisation or Goasa
thair combativity, lsast of all when they actually win their
freadom. The masses will judge Broad Coalition
Governmants by what they do in practice. Their loss af
canfidance In any Intar-class government Is the test of their
apen political break with the baurgeoisie,

The preparation, within prasant struggles, lor this break
vasically consists of the line of class indapendence and the
policy ol the united front, whaoze rammatic culmination
lies in the siogan of the Workers Governmant.

The political function of this slogan (s to pose the
question of power in a form which is accessibla to the
masses. || establishes a link belween the parliamentary
beginnings of the sccialist revolution and the popular
formation of the dictatorship of the proletarial, We deline
iha Workers Governmant not anly by its political compos-
ition hut alsc by its programme and by the bodies 1o which
it is responsible. On these thres levels, we establish the
class and revolutionary charscter of the Warkers Gavern-
mant slogan — whethar It has a general propagandistic
content or a concrete and agitational character — by an
assessment of objective and subjectiva palitical conditions.

in the present situation, the level of development of tha
class struggle and Ihe activity and consciousness of tha
mas=as do not sllow a concretisation of the formula of the
Workars Govarnment which can directly relate to tha
consciousness of the masses. It does nol have the
Immediate mobilising powar which characterisas agitation-
al siogans. Agitation far the Warkers Governmant would
inevitably take on an abstract cheracter, with tha evident
risks of raducing the Workers Government 10 the question
of a parliamentary majority or a simpla instrument 1o
denounce the raformist laadaerships. Each of these cases |s
an incorract use of the slogan of the Workers Government.

For ravolutionary Marxists the Workers Governmaent can
loday play an educative and propagandistic role as the
Workers Gowarnmeni responsibla o (ha reprasentative
organs of the masses. This involvas popularisation of the



tasks and central organisational lorms neaded lor the
gssaull en bourgeoils power, It can also be used in relation
io the formulas lor netional workers zsll govarnmant,
elabarated in each concrete situation of national appres-
sion,

As the pre-ravolutionary process accelerates, tha Work-
ers Government becomes a curmenl slogan and must be
formulated concretely. This is based on an assesamant of
the new relatlonship ol forces batwean the classes and
beiween reformistz and revolutionaries. The existing
arganisations of the masses must also be laken into
acoount. At presenl the siogan we use |o exprass
agitationally the rejection of any proevigional coalition
government is tha demand for the immediate aalling of
elaglions lo the Constituenl and nalional assemblies.
Combingd with this, llowing from successive concreta
experiences of the demobilising and caplulationist charac-
ter of the Inter-class pacts, we syatamatically pose (he need
tor the workers united fronl and for the parties and
organisations of the working class lo bresk from the
inter-class alllances. Thasa ara nothing but embryos of the
tuture provisional ccalitlon governmenls and would-be
guardians of the constiluent process for big capital,

THE INSURRECTIONAL
SEIZURE OF POWER

The emergence of a situation of dusl power would open
the possitility, st least embryvonically, of arméd bodies thed
to 1he new workers power, Given the characteristics of the
pre-revolutionary procass in our couniry, the tasks which
ara loday posad in the context of the overthrow ol the
dictatorship — purging. anti-fascist vigilance, punishment
ol the Francoisl criminala, proleclion of demanstrations
and ol the localities — are going to demand tha
davalopmanl ol commilless, pickels and specialised
beodied. 11 will De (lough 1hess bodies, lied to the process
ot sell-orgenisation of the mosses, that the basis ol a future
guaiitative growth will be consalidated,

But the ovarthrow of tha diclatorship and the emergence
of B situation of dual power will alsoe have itz ellects in the
ranks ol the bourgesis army, deepaning its intarnal
centradictions; The &xxansion of basic demacratic free-
doms and basic economic demands lor Lha lroops, the
purging ol tha ald civil war allicer caste and the
donunciation af (he dillerent lorms ol the intervention ol
the army inte strugoles (Councils of War, militarisation of
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tha public services, threals ol direct conltrontation ...) will
contribute 1o the gevelopment of the aulonomous organi-
sation of soldiers and to soliderily between them and (he
working cless and s allies, particularly the youth.

Thae closest coordination batween the organisation ol the
sell-defance of the masses and revolulionary antl-mililarist
aclivity, inside and outside the barracks. I3 the way to
prepare the mase movement specifically for the insvitable
vinlenl confrontation with the apparatus of the bourgeocis
a1atg. This is a pre-condition for the conguest of powar,
Within these lasks a central place must be pogupied by the
educatian of tha movement in the need for @ united and
Immadiale rasponse (o any allempl at & coup by sactions ol
the bourgeoisie and army. Tha lassons of Chile and
Portugal demonstrale the disastrous conseguances of
creating any lllusions in ‘democratic’ officers. Only the
democratic mabilisation of the masses, as happensad on 11
March 1976 in Porlugal, |s capabla of nipping tha
reactionary plans in the bud and advancing lowards the
socialist revalution.

FOR THE UNIFICATION
OF THE
REVOLUTIONARY

MARXISTS

The lundamantal road towards the building ol tha
revolutionary parly is cerlainly through the develapment of
our intarsantion into struggles, in ling with tho strategy and
political coordinatas which we hava alraady astabiizhad.
But, besldas our spacific orlentation, it s necassary 1o
intervena in (he process of differentiation and political
recomposition which is accelerating among the workers
organisations. Tha objective priorily in this rezpect is the
raunification of the revelutionary Marxists, tha constructian
of & single organisation, the section of ithe Fourih
International inthe Spanish slate

The snlit in tha LCR in Decamber 1972 was (ha product of
the political immaturity of the revolutionary Maruisis in our
country. Without doubt it could have been avoided and
should have been, given that it jacked any political
justification and was absolulely not undarstood by the
vanguard. The splll cut short the growth of the Fourth
Iinternational in Ihe Spanish state. a growth which has only
recant|y bean renawed, Mevolutionary Marxists have paid a
high price for thelr incapacity to malntain organisational
unily, based upon parmanent polilical debate and respect
lor democratic cenlralism.

Today it zeems nacessary and possible decisively to
ovarcome this siluation, though we are awara of tha vary
semous difticullies involved in this, The common: posilion
ol the LCA-ETA (V| and the Liga Comunisia (LC} In
supporting the sama basic programme and the same
Internaticnal s the basls on which wa can achlave
reunificalion. Sadly, deep diffarences do exist and are
grawing in relation to concrete inlaventions and the class
slruggle. These constilule a Serious obstacle Lo this
objective. Despite this, and bacause of the primary need (o
achiava the crganic unity of the revolutionary Marxistas, wea
are praparad 1o run the risks which these obstaclas create

Va think 1hat both organisations should define thair
positions in relation o one question. Are Lhe prasent
diiferances too greal to allow the common political aclivity
of revolutionary Marxists In & single organisatian in the
Spanish stale, respecting democratic centralism? Qur
answar iz NO. Wa haope that tha LC's will b (ha sama. 11
thal Is the case we think thet & concrete plan should be
drawn up as soan as passible for a reunification cangress

The expulsion of Ihe Revalulicnary Socislist Tendency of
the LC and its Iransformation inlo the Revolutionary
Socilalist League (LSR) seems to us a serious political arror
which 5 unjustified from any point of view. Wa are obliged
to hava the same orienfation to the LSR which we have
previously had 1o the LC. We are convinced that the
reunification of tha revolutionary Marxkisis in the Spanish
state will be an atlractive stimulus to draw 1o the Fourth
International a series of anti-Stalinist groups and many
valuabie ravalutionary militants,
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review
article
Towards a
Marxist
Literary

Culture

Criticlsm and Ideologr i the mos consistent and anjculate atiemp
1o develap an explicitly Marxist discourse appropriate to literature
that has appeared in England since 1927, British Marxism has
traditionally rested on Caudwell's laurels when approached
liverature, and the poverty of masl effons in this direction 15 all the
more steriling by contrast with the relatively rich Marxist or proto-
sarcist tradition in British hisieriography represgnted By Hill,
Hobsbawm, Thompean and Stedman-Jones. The cxplanation Towr
this imbalance is paradoxdcally 10 be found in the very importunie of
literary eulture in Britain, as the ‘displaced site of toralising theory',
in Perry Anderson's words, [1] The characiersuc modern Fepresent-
atives af the British critical wadition have been T.5. Eliot, LA
Richards and F.R. Lenvis, with Leavis as fts most effecrive and
dominating éxpanent,

Eaglecon's book is unusual and difficult because at the level of
literary theary & virulent resistance 1o conceptualisation, & minatory
rejection of the ‘abstract’ fluently enforced by Leavis and his
journal Scrutiny, have become rooted and hegemonic. A classic
instanice of this intransigent empiricism is the dispute beiween Ledvis
anc Rene Wellek in 1936, In which Wellek artempred 1o foree Lemivis
"1 define the underlying principles of his practice’, which led Leavis
1o convict Wellek for *philosophising”: *Words i poetry invite us
nat to " think abaut™ and *“udge” but 10 **leel into™* or *“brepme™
3] This rigorous dichotamy between ‘abstraction’ and ‘con-
cretion’ i feinforced by an unembarrassed logical circularity in
formulations like ‘the ideal eritic s the ideal reader' [3] and an
equally irreducible circularity in the phsession with organic form—
‘what the prompled words in association porend gets Hs definition
as the creative work builds up'. [4]

Such & crude summary of the position of Leavis and Scrufliny
hardly explains the extraordinary potency il has exercised in Briush
culture, hut at least allows us 1o idendify Eagleion's predecessors,
with whom he attempis to break decisively, Critivism and Ideology
falls inle three main paris: & c¢ritical account of the work of
Raymond Williams, the most significant cultural eritic an the left in
post-war Britain; a discossion of the litcrary text comprising a
classification of the constituent levels whose mutual articulation
produces the text, a discussion of the relation beiween ideology and
literary form, apd & demonsiration of that relution in English
liseraiure in the period 1850-1939: and an attempt to grapple with
the problem of evaluation in materialist criticism.

Eagletan's critique of Williams develops from an swareness of the
sbvious and awkward comphoity of the socialist critic and the
organicist aesthetician in the sare oeavre. What Eagleion calls a
‘Lefi-Leavism®, with its emphasis on the *lived’ and the ‘knowable
pommunity’, resulis in a theory vitiated by three miin Maws:

l. An idealis epistemology, stemming from & conflation of
productive modes so thar different levels of the social formution are
collapsed into the ‘empty anthropological ghstraction of culture’
{p.26). This subjectivising of the social formation, rediscing it 1o the
catcgories of the lived, carries with it an implicit conception af
historical structures as self-contemporanegus rather than a3
dislocated and articulated together into a totality.

2. An organicist aesthetics appropriating and evaluating the
literary text in terms of wholeness, integration and spontancity and
refusing & knowledge of the texi other than as a cormmun jon between
reader and text in an organic, non-coni radictary unity. In addition,
such an aesthetics invelves o crippling historical relativism because

NEIL BELTON discusses some of the questions
raised by Terry Eagleton’s recently published book,
Criticism and ideology (New Left Books, £9.95)

the critic is always in place as continuous with the culture which he is
swudying, measuring the authentizity of his own expenence i an
experience of the cullure, mensaring the authenticity of the culture
on hit swn pulses in 0 balanced rhythrm which denies it e's,
histarical spectficity. Although Williames has never been guiliy of the
empticst gestures of which such an aesthetics ie capable (cmnonising
Dickens by allusions 10 Shakespenre, loo example), a Turrher
consequence in hig ¢ase of reducing history Lo @ continuum s a
highly selective, occasionally documentary approach te the Tinerary
text, comcentrating on those passiages i, say, Hardy ar Dickemi
which besi “cxpress’ characterisis wnsions in both out cultare and
theirs

3, A corparatds sociology m which the concept of class W
subordinated 1o thar of n “whole way of life', a culure potentinlly
extensible toihe whole human commuanty

These three major faults are traceshle, in Eagleton's view. 1o
Williams"s fundamental *Romantle populism® "Williimsa's polincal
gradualism resied on o deeps seated trast in the o pasity of individuals
o create frew nreaninps wndd villues now — mrean ings and vadues which
will exiend (at some infinise point i the futurs?) to sociallsm The
crentinn ol new values which Isin fuet only enabled by revalutionary
rupture wis redd back by hio as a dessription ol the poesant ip-27). As
a consequence, ' Willinrns often manoeuvred himsell inio the contra
dictory pasition af oppusing & cippling hépemany whose powes he
had simulioneoisly o deny, because nob 10 do so would have
suggested that “ordinasy peaple’” were nod, afier all, the irue
creators of meanings and values' {(jr 28] Coupled with this political
umbiguity, Bagleton notes his ‘reticent und ambiguous’ slance on
“nsurrectionary orgamisalion’ (p39), and chides him for his
autraged dennciation of the fira Wilkon Governmeni for having
“taken (our) values and changed them' (p.15)

Eagleton hias performed s valuable service in trearing the "Culure
and Society’ tradition to an openly materialist analysis. Yet
Eagleton's revaluntion contans a disturbing political pess imism
which masquerades as @ mifilunt optimism. The gesture of
revolutionury defermeni, postponing the crention af ‘sew value® 1O
some post-revolutionary reconstruction, is @ drastic elision of the
passage between the present situation and such a conjunciure.
Enagleton speaks a5 though a resohshionary assault were on the arder
of the doy, while condernning Britich: socinl democracy — the only
mass movement of workers on the horizon — as uniformly inert. Of
course, there is structural complicity between the values of the
‘Cultisre and Society” tradition — suasion, conneclion, extension —
and the reformism of social democracy, but the blum dismissiveness
of one side of Eagletons equation {the prospects for revoluticnary
organisation in Britain} seripusly unbalances the other side (the
deferment ofalernaiive value 1o a révolutianary crisis).

There is a serious over-gstimaton of the achievements of Marxist
politics @1 wark here. Eagleion's analysis employs Althusserian
categerics Muently and well, burt in this case the failure 1o relocate
Willlams and the political effects aof his work more precisely in
the himory of post-war Britain resulis in & kind of formabsm, 3
‘theorelicist’ evaluation of the structure of the work. A briel
biographicul juxtaposition of Eagleron and Willinms illuminanes the
kind of role & more sympathetic analysis might assign to Williams (n
the period 1945-A% while nevertheless acknowledging Gagleton's
measurement of his distance from Marxism, Eegleton mentions his
previoue clase involvement with Williams, but the eristic mode of
argument he employs docs not do full justice 1o the nature of his
own development as & critic, His first book, Shakespesre und
Society (1967), dedicated 10 Williams, 15 concerned with an absiract
conflicr berween spontaneous self and social responsibility in the
inleractions of textual characters and uses a methodology of
unadulieraied * practical eriticiam’. His study of | he dererminations of
the Bronte sisters' fiction, Myths of Power (1975), & an
¢xamination of the novels in térms of their immediate historical,
biographical and sexual movements and, while being @ historicis
wark, it is definitely Marxist. That he could make such 2 transition
in his third book, in the space of less than a decade, is indicative of
the exient to which Marxism had become available, almesl
respeciable, a5 a result of the 1968 cvents and the resurgence of
interest in neglected Marxist writers, This is in stark contrast 19 the
situation of Williams in 1946, enclosed hy the Cold War and isolated
as an intelleciual from any Marsism but the lucid schemes ol
dogma.
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Eagleton's ‘deferment’ of any development of revolutionary
values until, precizely, a revolutionary situation, has impartan
aesthetic consequences which will be mentioned briefly later, First it
i5 necessary o @pproach the problem of the relation between
idecdogy and Heerary text, a subject which occupies the central
portion ol Critickm and ldeclogy. While remaining indebted to
Althusser Tor his concepiual apparatus, Eagleton rejects the
formulation of this relation which Althuster offered in Lenin and
Philosophy, where it i claimed that real ar gives us a ‘view" of the
ideology 1o which it alhudes, so thal Bakzac and Solzhenitsyn provide
i 'vigw which presupposes & “retreat™, an “iniernal disinnclation™
From the very ideolagy from which their novels emerge. They make
st perceive’ (but not know) in some sense from (e inside the very
ideology in which they are held'. Eagleton’s objéction o this
position is thal it begs the gquestion &5 to how the sesthetic is
constituted by a prior exclusion of un-"real’ or inferior ar, and thus
evadis the problem of salee. He holds that the test is charnoterised
rather by its preduction, ils pulting-to-work of ideology in such a
wiy thal the idealogy 1k not transéended nor merely reproduced ax a
‘world view" bur enacted in o way analogous 10 a dramatic
performance, & production which is ardered with a certwin texnual
logie bul is in no sensc reducible 1o its founding texi.

Yo ahhough the text ‘emablishes a relatlon with ldenlogy by
means of ik Forms” (B4, this extual logic, ‘the logic of the text’s
content' (p.B5), Ereumscribes that formal operation so thal il takes
place gocording to *the form ol the problematic which the texi
operaics’ (p.8d). The litcrary text is thus & compacting, intensifying
production of its general idealogical matrix, it s ideology raised ‘1o
the sevopd power” (p.85), The function of a materialist crticism s 1o
canmune ‘two mutuslly constitutive formations: the nefure of the
iealogy worked by the text and the asmthetic modes af tha
waorking' (p.85). Against Plerre Macherey (to whose “Pour une
théorie de Ia prodoction ltvéraire” he is heavily indebted), who
envisages lirerature opening the ‘unsaid’, the sympiomatic absences
of ideological discourse by ity internal dissanciation of idealogy,
Eagleion posilsa "dif feveniinl relation' betweentext and idendogy. An
implicit tvpology of texts, some radically comeiting the dominant
idenlipicel discouree m which they are irseried, others merely
recasting their ideology in more or less reflexive though specifically
acsthetic waye (as in Stalinist “socidist cealism®) b8 wel against
Macherey's coneept of the tex illumiming in s distortions and
absences the peculiarities of idenlogy™s relationship with history. In
e vpurse of s dscusaon of Macherey's theory, Fagleion objects 1o
the notion of contradiction being praduced in the literary toxt as an
effect af the fonim bedtowed by the text on idesdogy. He suggsats
Uhat eontradiction in the text iy more characteristically an effect of
ihe encounier within lhe lexl of antagonistic idealogies, a <lash
which he describes as 'the genesis af much major literature’ {p.93),
st bl we et i proshugtiom of “an ideviogical formation characierised
by @ high degnee of *"dssobhution” " (P95,

In abandoning Macherey's concept of the internal, distartive
distamastion of eology in the literary teasd for one which regards
the teal as a *process wirereby ideology evilers mio & wode of telation
with uself peculiarly enabiing of s sl -veproduction’ (p.%4),
Eagleton ks antempting 1o develop a more nuanced theory of form
which accounts for the variant and comples relation that may be
psiablished within the text. This potent “self-reproduction’ of
ideology is of ¢ourse not a reflection of o given text's urrounding
ibeolagy, but ocours ‘athwart” that ideclogy, 5o that the greater the
degiee of ‘decentredness’ and contradiction in the e, the more
effective and valuable the textual production of ideology becomes.
Eaglewon is arguing, essentmlly, fof @ theory of the text as typleally a
peculiarly effective production of o dominani ideoiogy in crisis. In
i sense, Bagleton's concept of ‘text’ i8 resvored 1o cerlain
priginn} innucence of the ideological by inbabiting it so vigorously,
because in practice the theery produces an appearance in the wex: of
n piven idealogy in mare or less conflictual form. Belore déaling
with particular examples of this process pravided by the chapter on
‘Idealogy and Lierary Form®, it is worh noting ane sspect of
Gagleten's discussion of ‘Coreporics for & Marerialist Criticism’
which is relevant to his rejection of Macherey.

The section on the constituent elements af the literary text i
perhaps the most satisfactory in the entire essay, devoted 1o a
brillianl expesiiion of the rclations beiween geoeral mode of
production, Hierary mode of production, generil ideclogy, suthorial
ideclogy and nesthetic ideology, whose canjunciure produces the
texl which in e “sctively determines its own déterminants’ (p.63).
1i is impossible (o do justice here to the skill with which Eagleton
demonstraies the aniculation of the five levels of textunl production

he has isolated, and & couple of examples must suffice in what is
inevitably i concentration on the crucial weakness in the texr as a
whole, Showing tha the literary mode of production & rarely &
homogencons, symmetrical reflection of the general mode of egano-
mic production, buican bear thecaistence of 'sirecturally con Meual’
mades of literary production, Eagleton point: 1o the co-exisicnce of
historically distinet modes, as i the inleraction of ‘oral’ and
“written' literary modes in sixth century Ireland (the oral mode
representing a significant historical *survival’) and in the case of a
liverary form which anticipares altered social relations and so eniters
into cantradiction with the dominant literary mode of produciion {a
hiztorical ‘prefigurement ). Distinct LMPs (1o employ the sharthand
which Eagleton ndopis in this section) *constitute an “asymmeirical*
totaliny " (p.45).

In & discussion of the relationship between GMP and LMP. he
emphasises the social relations of literary consumption as a powerful
determinanl of the LMP, producing in capitalist soclety (In which
the LMP is a sperific branch of general commodity production) the
development of "borrowing' as an important reladon berween
consumer and LMP. In the specific coniext of Victorian England,
the ciroulating Ubrary funcions as an elememt in the field of
acsthetic ideology, intervening directly to create the fashion for
novels in three volumes of of eguivalent lengih, and thereby
reinforcing certain formal Lendencies of classical realism, such as the
Flabu‘al: fareclosure of any hesitation about the menning of wha
isrepresenied thal we know asthe realist plot.

These are merely brief cxumples from a condensad and powerful
analysis, but it is possible 1o say that perhaps because he is discussing
the detcrminations of the texi in general terms, the tendency of
Eagleton's remarks in this segtion is to cmphasise the histarically
limited aspect of texiual production. He objects to Macherey's
theory of the text forcing idéology "up against the wall of history"
because idealogy per se cannol coniradict itself, ideclagical space
being ‘curved like space itsell’ and having no ‘outside’ [p.95)
Thercfore, Eagleton concludes, it is anly a5 a conflictual production
of ideclogy to the second power, such that the toxt produces,
rexolves and reproduces idevlogical conflicts (cf. p, 101, that the real
relation between ideology and text can be undersiood. Rut i can be
objected that a fareclasure of this protean idesdogical conflict does
operute in the e, particularly in realist forms, where the text
clearly #ffects a formal resalution of contradiction. Pur az baldly a<
that, such an simphasis 15 dangerously “formalist’, but neads 1o be
e against Eagleton’s ambiguous structuralism,

Such an emphasis is also provoked by the schematic survey of
‘soimee relations between a sector of the major lterature of the last
century and the ideologicl formarions in which it & set’ {p. 104}, The
starting paint of this analysis is o ceriain over-view of English
bourgenis ideology. which uses Gramsci’s distinction between
‘organic’ and ‘traditional”® intelleciuals — corresponding to thase of
an emergent social class and those whose intellectoal categories are
sarvivals ol previous secial conditions — to express what Eagleton
wers as Lhe crucial problem facing that idealogy: how 0 produce a
sei of polently affective mythologics which might permeate the
iexiure of lived experience of English sociery® (p.102). The solistion
for what i described 28 “Uiliiarianism® (*an  impoverished
empiricism unable 1o rise 1o the level of an ideclogy proper”, p,103)
wis (0 turn (o the heritage of orgamicist, Romentic humanism. The
difficulty here is thay whar Gramsci, fallowing Marx, noted about
the relation between ‘organic’ and ‘traditional' castes in 19th
cermtury England was a description of an already highly developed
symbiosis. It i donkelul whether one can speak of 8 militarian mode
of thaught and view of life as being a-any stage the most imporan
defining ideology for the British bourgeoisie, never foreed o reject
nristocratic mediation of its political power and spparently solidiy
emrenchad behind the mytholagy of the Constinution.

Eagleton’s fomulation posits-an original moment of ideological
erisis, nscribing @ fension m the weologioal matria of liverature and
thus enabling & rich conlliciual presence of ideology 10 come into
play, and this arbiirary split between Romantic organicism and
utifitarian empiricism tends 1o undermine the historical foundation
of the entire sarvey, A Turther ¢ffect of this splil s an ambiguity
about the precise status of “organicism’ in the social formation. Is it
a general idealogy, as Eagleon initially seems 10 sugges:, or is it held
it constant (enston with te values of industrial capitalism in general
{8 contrasi implied in his remarks on D.H. Lawrence) in which case
the classic appositlon of the "Culture and Sociery' rradition iz
reinstated? It shoulbd be said in firness 1o Eagleton thal the extreme
condersation neocssary for o consideration of the entire oulput of
ning or ten writers in sixty pages inevitably produce: a certmin
historical tenuossness, and indeed the sheer courage of the atempt
means one |3 reduced to arguing over the general lines of interpre-
tuiion. MNevertheless, the continum! reappearance of & conflict
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between Gorganicism and utilitarianism, or corporatism and
individualiem, in the analysis of widely differing rexts (those of
Ceorge Eliot and Jogeph Canrad, for example) deprives the concept
af organicksm of much of its precision.

Coupled with this imprecision is a rendency 1o reduce these lexts
o a mediated expression of their anthors' class position, and to
impose on that mediation & schema of ideclogical conflict at the
level of form. George Eliot's The Mill on the Floss 15 scen as the site
of a clash between ‘tradition’ and ‘progress’ which her work more
generally tries to resalve, a conflicl embodied in this caze in the
tension between ‘a kind aof descriptive pastoral’ and the ‘complex
psychalogical drama’ of Maggie Tulliver's development (p.113).
ipastoral’ and “psychological’ are immediately hypostatised as
distinet liverary discourses (clsewhere he describes Dickens's carly
fiction as a ‘traffic-jam of competing Mctional modes — Giothic,
Romanee, moral fable, “‘social problem'® novel, popular theatre,
short story, journalism, episodic “‘entertainment” ', p.126), when
the polnt I to analyse the spevific aesthetic effects of the text. The
validity of these categorics remains onguestioned, thereby abtruding
on & moterialist aesthetics the dubious baggage of ‘genre’ and
‘canvention’. Again, in discussing Eliots characteristic omniscient
irony, Eagleton sates that this ‘blend of genial patronage and
tentative irony focuses an ideclogical conflict. It exposes the
contradiction berween a rationalist critique of rural philistinism ...
and a deep-scated imperative 1o celebrate the value of such bigoted,
inert traditionalism, as the humble yet nourishing soil which feeds
the flower of higher individual achicvernent® (p 115 It is difficult o
agree with this assessment of Eliot’s narrative irony. In the ‘classic’
realist text irony is, rather, the assured instrument for sealing off the
possibility of such confict under the sign of ressom, placing the
idealogically critical in & secure framewor k of balanced destinies.

This 1endency o see form as the site af scute ideclogical conflict in
ihe social shuation of ity producer eofceals, ullimately. a form af
histaricism, This i occasionally expressed directly; George Eliot, we
aretold, ‘s the daughter of a farm agent” (p. 112) naturally found her
lacus of value inrural society; Dickens, asa perty bourgeois wriler, was
*uhile 10 encompass a richer, more significant range of experience than
those writers securely lodged within a single class’ (p. 1 15) — preeisely
the point which the mechanical determinis: George Gissing made in his
Charles Dickens: a critieal study (1898). One must appose this with
Eagleton’s awn analysis of the specificity of the lilerary mode af
productian under capitalism: ‘although the literary social relations in
general reproduce the socml relations of the general mode of
produstion, they da not necessarily reproduce those sacial relations as
they hold befween the particular individual agents of the lerary
reproductive process' (p.53). Eagleton by no meuns downgrades the
1ex1s he discusses 1o expressions of class interest, but locales an initial
wheological conflict inhisauthors” class positions which dramatises the
grgomg historical quarrel barween ‘prganicism’ and ‘empiricism’.
This in turn produces a tendency 1a see ench writer s development 3z 3
life-work miming 8 developing acuteness in the social contradictions
wpen which itis articulated, moving through varieties of contradiction
between ‘corporatism’ and “individualism® to & final, inadequaie
resolution of 1hat cantradiction — he secs Finnegan's Walie a5 3 result
of the novel's “struggle 1o escape the degradation of becoming a
commadiny'; as 4 conseguence, ‘its authar ... becomes a producer
without consumers” (p, 157). Eschset of textsenacts the same failure of
ihe ideclogy of liberal humanism, in crisis, (o find 4 viable aliernative,
The exceptions are the navels of Dickens, Hardy's Jude the Obscure,
and Lawrenee's Women in Lave, all of which arc 'decentred’ in
petation 10 the iradition of organicism. This chapier, *ldealogy and
Lerary Form®, deserves 2 much more extended review o account
sdeguately far (e questions (1 raises, and the necessary concentration

an peneral weaknesses in this discussion should not be allowed to
abseure the fact that & vast sweep of literary material has been
compressed into it (Far an analysis of a version of this chapier
published in New Lelt Review, see Francis Mulhern, ‘Idealogy and
Literary Ferm:acomment', NLR91.}

Einally it is necessary to describe the consequences of the foregoing
for Eagleron's tremimeni of evaloation, which as he rightly states has
been downplayed in favour of a neutral relativism in recent criticism.
Literary valucisfor Eagleton pan and parcel of his view of the relarion
et ween ideobogy and liverary form: value isa ‘Tunction ol a particular
process of testual production which is ftsell o sustaived relation..... 10
am idealogical formation’ (p. 185). The ‘valuable’ text i “a theatre
which doubles, prolongs, compacts and varicgates its signs, shaking
them free from single determinants, merging wnd cliding them with a
fresdom unknovn to hisiory, in arder 1o draw The reader inio deepe
experientinl erury into che space thereby created” [p.1B5), Engleton
fienes that Marsists hove hesitned to speak about acsthetle value, jua
as they have hesitated to speak about morality: as long as both are
merely ways ol defining the constriction consequent an the limitation
of productive farces by the relations of production, Murxisis muost
anticipate the ‘measareless’ development of all capacities by the
revalution, athests bused on the famous comparison of the bourgeis
and “modern’ revolutions in The 14ih Brumaire of Loais Bonaparte:
‘ihere the phrase went beyond the conteni, here the conlent gocs
hewand ihephrase’

Theconcept of form as *the struciure of o ceaseless sell- production’
(. 184) which can be grasped here and now n materinliss analysis of the
literary text, in the lext a typically literary — nefther "o random splay
of pluralist sense’ {p 16%) nor o merely superficial recasting ol
ideology — has two Impartant relaied consequences. The first is a
strange academiclsm nlready apparent in the choice of texts realised s
decentred in relation to (he organicia tradition (Dickens, Hardy,
Lawrence), accompanied by an implivit rejeciion of the modernis
sradition epitonised by Joyce (splay of pluralist sense’) and also,
effectively, of Brecht, whose concern was nol with the “flexing’ and
‘compacting’ of the already-written, Eagleton has a contradictory
attide towards this radition, admiring its achlevements bul, via his
theory of aesthetic value, remaining cutside {1, Secondly, cultural
siruggle, ns an intervention in desthelic pragtice to create A
revolutionary an, is effectively negated, postponed lo g post-revolu-
tionary boundlessness — as we have already seen In his discussion of
Raymond Willinms. This neglect of materialist acsthetic pructice his
been a tragic weakness on the left us o whole: williiin Teatskylsm,
perhaps us an unfonunate consequence of Trodsky's own highly
cultivated, perceptive but acsthetically conservative view of literary
culture. Theart of the Revolution, wrote Traisky, ‘is not behind us, but
ahend of us” | Literature and Revolation, p. 1 11, Ann Arboredn. ). ltlisa
tribute to the semingl namre of Eagleton's text that at leasi now
discussions on this and many other cultural questionsin Britain must be
groundedin more precise and avowed |y Marxist terms,

FOOTNOTES

1. MWew Lelt Review 50 (July-August 1968): 'Componants ol the
national gullure’,
2. Quoted by Wellek in Modem Language Review. vol.G9 (1574),

[P e ¢
3. F.R. Leavis, The Common PursultiPerguin),. p. 218,
4 F R Leavis Dickansiha Nowalist (Penguint972), p. 297
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review

Trotsky and
Fatalistic
Marxism

Trotsky &nd Fatalislic Marxism, by
Geolf Hodgson (Spokesman Books
1875, B5p)

There i undouhtedly a need for the Trotsky-
151 moverhent o revew s hisiory and
senously debate s Mondemental ideas. 1t ix,
therefore, o uieful thing for Spokesman
HBooks to put out Hodgson®s pafemic. Unfor-
tunately, bowever, (his polomic mistakes s
ebjeel & two crucial poims, and thies & dol
very helpful inoserting the termd for such a
reapptaisal

I'm begin with, the vory ditle “Froalisic
Marxism® Is very odd. I myxelf wauld argue
that Tretakyism e been charagtierised by wn
excessive vidunlarism. 1) 5, of course, 1rie
thizt fatalism in theory is ofien a cover Tor an
active will and provides a paxychalogical
meshanim supportve of continued struggle,
Mo Pobesy, Toodak vl (ends 1o voldartag-
isn evien bn fis theory, in that if commaonly
derives Trom its ‘conception of the cpoch the
theels that, tince objective conditions are
rotbén ripe for capitalisl collapse, the revolu-
i regquires merely (e miervenion ol (he
‘subjective factar”, and poliical activity (&
therefiore devated 1o solving the ‘orisis of
lendership®, This is absolutely’ incompatible
with falalistic perspectives, because for (atal-
infs Ibere cun be oo probiem wilh  the
subjective factar — purely objoctive deter-
minaticns gusrmales change auiomatically,

IT e esarmines Hodgson's  analysds af
Trasky's theares, one discovers that this
charge of fainlism i+ hosed uparn 4 refection
of Trorsky's coonomic sanalvaiy, siarting with
Trotsky's thesls of 1921 that the future of
saphalist development would be marked by a
dowmredrd  curve  subjedt 1o thon  lerm
uscillations, and guding wlh the allcgation
that in the lnst years of his life he abandoncd
all cmution and adopied a perspective of
Iimminsn catnstraphe, Now | do patl want (0
cater here on the substantial eoononsic
anakysts. What | woold sav 15 thit even if the
cronomic prespective was wrong empirically
this doey met in the kan show thar philo-
sophically Trotsky wasa faalisg,

Hodgson thinks that he hm dope more
than comest Trotsky's analvsls empirically
hecaure he objects at the level of melhod 1o
Troisky's attempts (0 delingale an economic
porspective. [t i< at this point that another
confision i Hodgson's polemic enters in.
With the best will in the world | cannat bul

see his efforts in this direction as an attack on
Trowsky for using Mars’s method. The book
1 presenied as an anack an @ deviation Trom
Marxism, bot it tarng oo thal Mary lnogel|
witk the original deviant! 11 would have been
less confusing (o have siarted pul from the
beginning with the object of refuring Marx
rather than one of his followers.

This ano-Marziem of Hodgion becomes
¢lear when we notice that time and tdme again
he denies the validity of ‘sny atlempl
thecride the course of capialii developmen:,
i the pround that govornment inlervention
into the economy can reverse any such trend
Cormider IRk extrnordinary  speculation
about the inter-war period: “h would have
been feasible for the bourgeois demoperacies
1o have adopied Keynesian siyle sconomic
measures of state imervention, and withooi
necessanly extending rheir imperialist control
of other territories or markeds, . An dpward
tremdd in capitaliy development could have
eccured after the First World War, and a
slump of the severity af the 1930s wis not
inevitable’ (p. 24). Similarly the recent fong
boom is raced (o o decislen of governmenis
toy mamiain Tull emspliyment (p. 56)

Hodgson objeciy 1o Trotcky s “determinis
undersiunding of the mavement ol the
capiunlise econamy ... 13 being subject 10 laws
of development, of a necessary rather than a
contingent nature’ [p, 250 What b this bot an
objection lo Marsism itsell™ OF course one
musl admit (hat the laws of capimaliz
development are modilied i (helr expression
by conbingencies, and Trobky himsell was
well aware al (his, as i shown by his
phjccion 1o Kondmatiev, which is guoted by
Hodgsan  withour  steming  fully 10 take
account ol it (p. 2.

Eventually Hodgson almosi oomes clean,
by denouncing Mars's famous Preface in A
Conlribution fo the Critigee of Podidical
Ecomomy, and characterising the  base-
superstructure model, ¢, as “mechanstic
ard valgar conceptions’ (p. 30 He also
argues in more detal ogainst Morx's thesis on
the falling rate of profit.

Complemeniary 0 Hodgson's character-
isationof Trotsky's econDmic perspecyives as
faralistic is his aszertion that revolutlon iz
independent of the course of economic
develapment. The major sin in Trotsky is
this: *It is the problemutic which insists that
the soul of revelutionery Marcsm must

depeaid on the progoosis of the olfimsie
stagnation of the syslem, as an suicmatic
tomseguence ol My own in-boill lws of
development” (p. 33, Onee again  maost
people would judge thar this s Marx's own
pasition, not same foible of Trotsky's,

Fuor Hodgson. on the contrary, capitalism
will be overthrown as a résult of a ‘crivic of
legitimation’. Waould it be ternibly ‘mechan-
istic and vulgar' 1o inguire how & crists might
occur if capilalism  continees succesiully
delivering the goodsT

Of course, a revolutionary crisls & miore
(han an economic event, and may nol
eolncide with a recession for example. Bui
Trotsky, above all others, had the despest
understanding of the process of revolution,
a5 his keadership of the Bussian Revalution
and his History of that even! show, Trolsky
wirs o specialsl in economics, and hanal on
philosophy, but he was a4 genius &t under-
ciarsding the woclal payvehalogy of classes, Yei
Hisdgson almost Mails o0 mention  that
Tratsky alone undersiood the phenomenon
af (ascism, lor example.

Hodgson calls Tor the concreie analysis of
concraie conditions. Yer that is just where
Troisky excels, where he should be studied,
and where he should be emuluied. (The
‘timeless’ mnnlyses of some Troaskylse secis
are something else, of course). Hodgzon can-
not deny that on crucial guestions such as the
Vicinam wor and the 06K evenis the
intervention of the Fourth Infermatonal was
soundly hased, and {15 appreciation of the
conjuncture infinitely maore sciemtific as well
a5 infinitely more revalutionary ihan thae of
the redormist or Stalinist parties.

It s true thae In the past the Trodskyist
movemen! has underestimated camitafism’s
capacity for recuperation, and talk of & ‘crisk
of leudership® needs 1o be sbandoned insofar
ws 1t encourages fllusions in shor curs which
have no objective reality. Some Trotskvists
werd idiats bui mwany were hrilliant and
devored revolutionanes. 1T they  altracted
only a handful of followers and logt most of
these by thie mid-Fitiies, this was not doe to
this o thai ‘wrong ‘conceplion’; # was
primarily due io the recalcitrance of objective
conditions, and. in turn, the ncgative effecis
of this resulted in the degeneration of
Individuals and whale growps.

A new leadership comes in 1o being o5 o
result of large-scule social apheavals — that
much should be obvious. On ihe other hand,
A diafectical appreciation of the umity aof
objective and sobjective (nal their mechanical
addition as in so many schemas) is nol the
same thimg as Tntalism. No onecan deny Lhat,
ai least in the imperialist coumries, the social
democratic and ‘communist” panies are
played out, and thal therelore a new leader-
ship will be al the head of future revdlotion-
ary developments. In this respect the ¢fTorts
of the Trotskyin movement 10 keep the
Marxist programme alive and up o date,
together with its practical experience of
inlervention, within ity powers, in the life of
the class, will surelv make a coniribution.
What needs 1o be avoided is thar misplaced
concreteness which translates the revolution-
ary conceplion of the epoch o immineni
citusirophism and the ides that ane has o
merely proclaim the party for the class to fall
e jnad

Incidentally, when Hodgson comforts
himscll a1 the end by refleciing on the
resurgence af Marxist analvzis in Britain,
what objective conditions does he suppose
procduced in?
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