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On Afghanistan

The USSR military intervention into Afgha-
nistan had come at a time when Hafizullah Amin’s
regimes position in the country was increasingly
becoming precarious. The regime’s writ did not run
over a large territory of the country. ‘ Rebel’
forces were becoming more and more active. The
army as well as PDPA — People’s Democratic Party
of Afghanistan-were inflicted with acute crisis. Amin
regime was on the brink of a total collapse.

The development of Iranian Revolution and
imperialism’s efforts to re—establish its position in
this sensitive area and the possibility of collapse of
Amin regime caused concern for Soviet bureaucracy.

The April 1978 coup which installed PDPA
into power came as a political response to the
repression of Doud regime. It was precisely a coup
in the sense that overthrow of Doud regime was
not precipitated by extensive mass mobilisations but
by PDPA in alliance with military.

Afghanistan is predominantly an agrarian and
a rural country. The PDPA, born only in 1965,
had a very narrow social base, mainly in urban
petty — bourgeois layers, the intelligentsia and army.
Its ideology was Stalinist on the question of the
character of the coming revolution and the tasks
of that revolution.

The PDPA sought to fulfil the bourgeois~-
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democratic tasks of the revolution such as agrarian
and educational reform in a typically bureaucratic
manner instead of stimulating mass mobilisations
and a developing mass movements and participation,
PDPA relied on army-state apparatus and repression.
This necessitated an ever — increasing need for
reliance on Soviet army. It did not try to widen
its social base or democratise its structure and
functioning. '

The reforms as well as the means and appa-
ratus of their implementation were very much
limited in character. Reforms as well as PDPA’s
methods to implement them induced the reactionary
landlords, monarchical and religious opposition
‘forces to unity. United reactionary opposition began
to receive assistance from Pakistan and imperialism.
Taraki and later Amin’s govenments increasing
reliance on USSR and infighting and murderous
cliquism in PDPA further facilitated the military in
intervention of USSR,

Soviet bureaucracy by its military interventién
has inflicted a blow against the conservative ‘and
reactionary forces in Afghanistan. To that extent it
has helped advance the class struggle not only in
Afgh4nistan but in nearby Iran also.

Nevertheless the cynical and reactiondry aspects
of Soviet military intervention must not be lost
sight of. The modus operandi of Soviet bureaucracy
reveals its total criminal neglect or absence of con-
cern for the reaction of the world working cluss
and for effects of its action in disotientating the
world proletariat. In the region of Middle East and
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Iran, its intervention has objectively also assisted
those reactionary forces which seek to dilute the
anti — imperialist dynamic in the region unleashed by
Iranian Revolution.

Soviet intervention once again reveals the
inability of U. S. imperialism to respond directly
by military means immediately. But it has helped
U. S. imperialism to bolster up defense network in
the area through Pakistan and other countries. It
has also helped it try to change anti — war attitude
of American people.

As for Chinese bureaucracy, its wholé respond
thorugh this crisis, of alligning totally with U. S.
imperialism needs to be condemned.

In this context CL while recognising that
Soviet military intervention has helped to advance
class struggle in Afghanistan by thwarting the impe-
rialist moves to set the clock back in Afghanistan,
urges for greater and greater mass mobilizations and
revolutionary democratically organised mass parti-
cipations to defend the gains and deepen and extend
them, of the post - 1978 Afghan Revolution. This
is the only way to advance the process of Permanent
Revolution and to defeat imperialist forces.

The CL opposes any call for withdrawal of
Soviet forces at the present conjuncture as it would
assist only imperialist forces.

At the same time, CL denounces the methods
used by the Soviet bureaucracy in Afghanistan.
These methods only descredit socialism. The tanks
of the Soviet bureaucracy cannot substitute for the
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mobilization, action and independent organisation
of the masses.

The CL denounces all imperialists operations
and manoeuveres that aim to regain its foothold in
this area such as creation of defense net work,
arming of Pakistan and also boycott of olympic
games, embargo on food supplise to USSR, etc.

THE POLITICAC SITUATION IN INDIA
AND OUR TASKS

For more than a decade, the bourgeois parli-
amentary democracy in India was operating under
increasing strains. This political instability of the
bourgeois democracy flows, in the last analysis, from
the steady erosion of material as well as ideological
resources at the disposal of the Indian bourgeoisie.
The recessionary economic crisis of late sixties,
last Indo - Pak war, intensification of class struggles
culminating into the railway workers’ strike and
‘mass struggles of Gujarat and Bihar, engulfment of
Indian economy into world economic recession
of 1974, etc. brought staggering bourgeois democracy
to its knees resulting into the proclamation of emer-
gengy’ and the brutal suppression of the struggles
of the masses. ‘

March 1977 General Elections resulted into
the defeat of Emergency regime of Smt. Indira
Gandhi. But post — 1977 evolution of bourgeois -
democratic polity in India was marked by the ince-
ssant struggle for political hegemony between
industrial and agrarian capital in the ruling power
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bloc that had come into being at the centre with
the formation of Janta party. It also revealed the
bourgeoisie as failure to evolve a viable political
structure of a two — party system. It was marked by a
growing erosion of authority of bourgeois governmen-
tal structure and political fragmentation of bourgeois
political party frame work. This period also regis-
tered a growing incidence in the rise of class and
mass struggles, declining rate of growth of industrial
production and increase in intensity and extent of
assertion of power by agrarian capital leading
ultimately to a political crisis of bourgeois political
leadership in India. Interregnum of 1977-1979 also
presented a lack of independent proletarian class
alternative on a national and mass scale. Results of

January 1980 General Elections signify a change in

the complexion of the Central Government. Once

again, with Smt. Indira Gandhi at the helm of
affairs with a massive mandate, Congress (1) bas
emerged as a cohesive political party of the Indian
bourgeoisie mainly due to lack of a viable indepen-
dent proletarian class alternative before the voters.
Congress (1) has replaced a loosely knit coalition
of bourgeois and petty - bourgeois, agrarian and
industrial interests of Janta party. Once again, the
industrial capital has acquired political hegemony at
the centre thereby vindicating Marxist thesis about
the dominant mode of production. In so far as
agrarian capital had succeededv in articulating its
interests politically in the form of a party - Lok
Dal - its challenge has been successfully contained
by the industrial bourgeoisie. For the moment,
its independent political existence at the centre has
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been routed by 1980 General Elections. These
elections have done away with the power bloc at
the centre.

Indian bourgeoisie once again could succeed
in establishing its political rule at the centre in the
absence of a direct challange to its rule from the
working class due to class collaborationist politics
pursued by Left parties. For the moment, bourgeoisie
has succeeded in resolving its crisis of political leader-
ship. In a fast deteriorating economic situation virtually
bordering on crisis, bourgeoisie has been able to
channelise the expectations of the masses once
again towards a stable and strong central government.
Bourgeoisie’s option for a strong and stable goven-
ment which is a prime requirement for them
for expansion of home market in the currfent con-
juncture, in such a vast and diverse country as
India with a federal set up, a requirement rendered
acute by Janta regime’s failure to provide one -
coincided with the voters’ desparate hopes for
improvement in their standard of living as reflected
in the growing instabilty of voting patterns.

1980 General Elections revealed complete
bankruptcy of the policy of various Left parties to
fight- authoritarianism. Their policy especially of
CPI ( M) since last July when it began to support
Lok Dal - of supporting one or the other wing of
exploiters to fight -authoritarianism, instead of deve-
loping independent mass mobilizations democratically
structured and under the leadership of the prole-
tariat helped Smt. Indira Gandhi ~ their main target
as authoritarian — to emerge stronger and to capture

7

centre. As stressed by the Election Manifesto of
CL, authoritarianism stems from the backward
capitalist social system prevalent in India. As pointed
out by CL in its various resolutions and statements
during 1977 - 79, Janta regime also was repressive. CL
had particularly stressed the inherent socio - economic
compulsions which led Janata - Lok Dal regime to
adopt repressive postures. CL has consistently
pointed out that it is not correct to associate
authoritarianism with any particular individuals,
groups or parties. CL has also often stressed how
authoritarianism can be combated by proletarian
means and methods of struggles around the central
axis of independent proletarian politics. CL stresses
the continuing need  for independent proletarian
politics in the current political situation in India.

Left parties with their projection of a multi-
class bloc called Left and Democratic Front failed
to provide an all India alternative to bourgeoie’s
political alternative. They therefore could not expand
their base and influence outside their traditional
regional and electoral strongholds. Neither CP emer-
ged as a national party. Their unity efforts certainly
reflect the desire for unity of the working class
movement. But their politics continue to be governed
by political class collaboration.

Neither social nor political revolution has
taken place in India in January 1980 Elections. Smt.
Indira Gandhi’s government is a bourgeois govern-
ment meant to run a capitalist state apparatus and
to stabilise and consolidate capitalist economy in
India when Indian economy is afflicted with many
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structural ills in the midst of inflationary and
recessionary global capitalist economy.

Smt. Indira,Gandhi has come to weild political
power when the political and economic compulsions
which impelled her to install emergency regime in
June 1975 have become more manifest.

Already the Indian economy is being ravaged
by continuously rising prices of raw materials and
essential commodities. The tegime runs with a
budgetary deficit of nearly Rs. 3,000 crores. The
economy registered a nagative rate of industrial
growth. The growth of investment in the private
sector has tended to slow down. Exports have
dwindled in the face of stiff competition as well
as inflationary and recessionary trends of global
capitalist economy. With a declining purchasing
power of the masses in rampant inflation, a creeping
apprehension of recession is overcoming thinking
of economists and policymakers. Tne solution of
crisis of infra structure as manifested in shortages
‘of power, coal, transportation facilities, etc. is
nowhere near sight,

In these circumstances and in the face of
feverish quality of hopes of voteis as experssed in their
readiness to condemn Janata within months of its
coming to power, very little room for manoeuver
is left with a government armed with the most
draconian measures to strike effectively against the
entrenched interests to provide even a modicum of
releif to the people. Popular disillusionment is thus
bound to set in. To curb its militant manifestation,
‘authoritarianisim will be necessary.
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Meanwhile, clear indications of what the
bourgeocisie expects from Smt. Gandhi are available
in speeches and reactions of leading industrialists
and their organisations.

Bourgeoisie is seeking a total moratorium on
strikes. Bonus as well as any increase in wages is
sought to be linked with productivity. It is demanding
and pressing for an early reconsideration and
reorientation of entire labour policy. Even draft
of such policy have been submitted and printed in
the newspapers. Most leaders have waxed eloquent
over her regaining power. They have  expressed
their confidence in her and pladged her their support
in her efforts to revive the sagging capitalist
economy. They think that prospects for a vigorous
industrial growth and a marked improvement in
investment climate have brightened. They rely
on her pragmatism. They are hopeful that she

will provide sizeable incentives for savings and
investment.

Smt. Indira Gandhi is known for her firmness
against militant class actions of the workingclass.
In view of the economic situation, to ensure
continuity of production, it is very likely that she
will resort to strong measures and make serious
inroads on trade union rights of the workers. Already

demands for outlawing go slows and gheraos and
permitting lock-outs and lay—offs are being aired
in interested quarters. In carrying on their normal
trade union activities and to protect their democratic
rights workers are likely to come to a face to face
confrontation with the regime. It is necessary to
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prepare them for such struggles. It is necessary to
oppose all efforts to link bonus or wage increases
with productivity. It is essential to oppose all
measures to increase valorisation by intensification or
rationalisation of labour. It is necessary to develop
struggles to oppose the move of ban or moratorium
on strikes. It is necessary to close ranks and form an
united front of all working class parties, groups and
individuals to fight on all these issues. It is necessary
to oppose any move for wage freeze in any from.

'CL calls upon all the Left parties to forge a
fighting united front to fight on all these issues and
to resist the imminent attack of bourgeoisie on the
working class movement in India.

Various groups and organisations to protect
democratic rights and civil liberties are coming into
being all over India. CL proposes that an United
Front of all these groups and organisation be forged
to fight unitedly against any type of violation of
these rights and liberties.

At the present moment, the threat of
dissolution of duly eleted state assemblies and govern-
ments non-congress (I) parties has become very
imminent. The matter has not stopped there. Youth
Congress (1) leaders have even thereatened to
topple the West Bengal Government, specifically.
This talk of toppling West Bengal Government led
by CPI (M) signifies a dangerous portent for future
especially because CPI (M ) has not only secured
the majority of the parliamentary seats in 1980
Geheral Elections but has also increased considerably
its percentage of votes in these elections. This is
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a dangerous portent because in case of West Bengal
even Smt. Indira Gandhi’s choosen standard of
non—Congress (I ) parties having forefeited confidence
of the people does not apply to the case of West
Bengal. Therefore, at the present moment it is
very likely that the attack on democratic rights
will assume the sinister form of forcible ouster of
such State Governments. While CL has never
placed any political confidence in or extended its
support to such State Governments as they are
capitalist governments manning a capitalist State,
CL opposes any such move for dissolution or
toppling or ouster and urges all left phrties and
civil liberties groups and mass and class organisations
to initiate a mass movement to oppose such sinister
moves.

CL opposes and condemns the perventive
detention ordinance and any move to enact such
draconian measures. ]
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Leon Trotsky as a
Social Scientist.
By : Sharad Jhaveri

Prefatory Remarks :-

In his materialist interpretation of history, Marx
discovered the laws of motion of society in general
and the laws of motion of capitalist society in
particular. Thereby Marx set a distinct tradition
in sociological thought. Marx was a classical social
scientist par excellent.

But Marx did not study society in a static
condition. He did not approach society as it is.
He analysed social relations and social structure as
they had evolved out of past social relations and
as they were heading towards future social relations.
In brief, Marx’s basic framework of sociological

analysis ~ was dynamic, macrosociological and
dialectical.

Marx showed that in all the class societies,
social relations between human beings were not
and could not be transparent. This opaque charac-
ter of social relations increased in extent and in-
tensity with the development and consolidation of
capitalist mode of production. Even though these
social relations were created by men themslves in
the course of their active interaction with nature
through production, men were not conscious of
these relations. Hence these social relations appear-
ing as alien forces came to dominate men.
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Marx, however, on the basis of his thorough
study of the laws of motion of capitalist mode of
production arrived at the conclusion. that with
capitalism, humanity had entered a phase in its
evolution wherein it had now become possible, in-
deed imperative, to render social evolution a con-
scious process and to harness it for consciously
determined social priorities, aims and purposes.
Marx conceived socialist revolution and consequent
social reorganisation and reconstruction on a con-
scious basis as the instrumentality to achieve this
end.

Hence, in Marx, the aim of a socialist revolu-
tion is to wusher in a socialist - classless society
whose essence —as distinguished from all earlier
social formations —is that in it human beings are
cognitively conscious of social relations and proceed
to replace religion, mysticism, various ideologies. in
equalities commodity production and resultant
commodity fetishism and all conceivable symbolical
or mythical formulations in which men have hither-
to clothed their unconscious grasp or intuitions of
their social relations, by a consciously and purpo-
sively planned and  created network of genuinely
human social relations.

In Marx, therefore, a genuine sociological
orientation, involves certain basic postulates. Society
can be changed. Social relations can be transform-
ed by men themselves. But not at will or whims
of the stray individuals, not by socalled heroes of
history or by miracles. It can be changed by great
mass of people in motion who are impelled by
their place in the process of production fundamen-
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tally to undertake the venture of changing society.
Society can be changed by human  beings in accor-
dance with laws of motion which govern the
origin, rise, growth and decline of such society.
Such laws are knowable and can be defined
with reasonable precision. Those who want to
change the society must know these laws and
must be in a position to make good use of them
in thir efforts to transform the social structure.
Hence any conscious activity aimed at organising
social relations consciously on a socialist basis re-
quires a thorough knoweldge of laws of motion
of society and social change. Hence a socialist
revolutionary has to be a social scientist -a revolu-
tionary Marxist social scientists. He needs to have
a scientific sociological orientation for making a
socialist revolution, This is how a symbiosis on a
subjective level or revolutionary theory with revolu-
tionary praxis is achieved in Marx.

While stress on revolutionary activism as one
of the main features of Marxism is often to be
found in discussions on or about Marxism, little
attention has been paid to sociological evaluation
of revolutionary Marxist leaders as social scientists.

+~ Marxism, in fact, gave rise to a galaxy of bril-
liant revolutionary sociologists who were not merely
revolutionaries (aspect which is very well known )
but also serious students of society which they
inhabited and wanted to change. (aspect which is not
much dwelt upon). Beginning with Marx himself
(consider at least his notes on Ancient society or
Asiatic Mode of production, etc;), Engels (his
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origin of Family, etc.) Plekhanov (his studies
in Russia‘s social history) Lenin, Trotsky, Rosa
Luxemberg, Bukharin, Preobrazensky, Rakovsky,
Gramsci and others were classical sociologists of a
very high calibre. All of them have contributed
to and enriched our understanding of the societies
which they studied and which they sought to change,
as revolutionary social scientists. They sought to
imbibe the basic Marxist principle of the union of
Theory and Practice.

But none has done or achieved so much in
20th century as Leon Trotsky in enriching’ revolu-
tionary dynamic traditions in Marxist thought. And
none has suffered so much social ostrascism as he
or his thought consequently even partial rehabili-
tation of some strands in his many — sided
contributions ranging over four decades — which is
what this paper proposes to endeavor - would amount
to a rediscovery import long encrusted and encum-
bered in and by a debris of distortions, misinter-
pretations and calculated misunderstdings of real
sociological method of marxism.

Leon Trotsky is mostly known as a man of
action. He was the leader of 1905 - Russian Revo-
lution. He was the co-leader with Lenin of
October Revolution in 1917. He was the founder
of Red Army. He was the leader of Left opposition he
was the recognised founder and leader of Small
Fourth International which kept alive in the dark-
period of global reaction the revolutionary
traditions of Marxism. It is often argued in
many quarters that he was the best when in action.
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When divorced from social action, he was at his
weakest.

Even a cursory perusal of Trotsky’s thought
would at once show that this argument cannot
stand any scrutiny at all. Trotsky produced some
of his masterpieces when he was far removed from
even any possibility of genuine action. His
monumental History of Russian Revolution was
written during his third exile. It is rightly
regarded as one of the classics of historiography
of this century. His studies of a state and political
institutions and class interrelations and role of
ideology in social conflicts of a decaying bourgeois
society concentrated in his studies of and on Fascism
were written when gloom of darkest reaction was
engulfing Europe. His pioneer efforts to understand
and explain the phenomenon of dansitional period
in a post-capitalist society in a backward - isolated
country — especially the enigmatic problem of
Stalinism and social physiognomy of Soviet bureau-
cracy-were made in a detached objectivity when
Stalinism had silenced the rational insights of
Marxism over the globe. But there is no need to
extend this list and infinitum.

.~ Leon Trotsky was not merely the master of
Russian Literature, Literary Criticism and art, a
sympathetic but Marxist conncisseur of Russian and
Western culture. He was not merely at home in
the art of socio—psychological portraiture of revolu-
tionary personalities he had met. He was also a
very keen student of Russia’s social history and its
social development. He was painstaking and
meticulously scrupulous in research as is evident
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from his amazing mastery over social histories of
such diverse societies as France or Germany or
China.

This paper will be devoted to a very brief
consideration of his thought in so far as has con-
tributed to our understanding of society in general,
change in general and backward undereveloped
societies and nodalitics of changes there in particular.
This paper will try to pinpoint in brief the
peculiarities of heuristic sociological device he
developed in the form of his Thoery of Permanent
Revolution in order to understand the complex
phenomenon of backwardness and the dynamic
inherent in it for revolutionary development of a
backward society. In the process, it is also, pro-
posed to bring into sharp focus some of the salient
methodological aspects involved in his paradignum
which distinguish his thought from that of Lenin
and others. His approach to problems of a transi-
tional post-capitalist society and especially sociology
of a bureaucracy in such a society will be briefly
alluded to in so far as it serves to illustrate his
method of studying backward societies.

Basic texture of Trotsky’'s Thought

Leon Trotsky was a Marxist. As a Marxist,
therefore, all the paraphernalia of Marxist Weltamn-
shuanng, were part and parcel of his thought also.
But he was not an economic determinist. He was
not a mechanical Marxist. As rightly stressed by
Denise Avenas in Trotsky’s Marxism(l), there is no
separation of economics and politics in Trotsky’s
thought. The economic analysis of Russian social
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formation in Trotsky’s early studies is directly
political presenting the essential factor as being the
state. Nevertheless, Trotsky was not ‘a thorough
voluntarist. He knew and accepted the Marxist
thesis that conscious voluntary social actions of
human beings were overall governed by the state of
economy and had field day for play only within
objective limits set by the development of productive
forces. There was a judicious combination or
blending of determinism and voluntarism in
Trotsky’s thought which enabled him to make a
somewhat paradoxical prediction that although it
was possible, indeed likely, that working class would
conquer power in relatively backward countries
before it would do so in the most advance,d ones
it was not possible to build socialism successfully
in those relatively backward countries alone. (2)
Just as there is no relapse into economic determi-
nism in the later part of this prediction, so also
there is no retreat into mere voluntamsm in earlier
part of this prediction.

* Marxism ”’, wrote Trotsky in ‘ Results and
Prospects, ”’ is above all a method of analysis — not
analysis of texts, but analysis of social relations. ”’
(3) Strongly recommending Karl Kautsky’s argument
that Marxism was a method of investigation, Trotsky
charged Russian Marxists with replacing independent
analysis of social relations by deductions from
texts, selected to serve every occasion in life. (4)
Trotsky, therefore, had a strongly marked aversion
for references to texts. He sought to approach
Russian Society and. its evolution in the spirit of
Marx’s method rather than its conclusions. This

19

would lead him to evolve a distinct orientation
which set him apart from all his contemporaries
including Lenin. ‘

We will now procced to draw specific can-
tours of some of the methodological aspects involved
in Trotsky’s approach which distinguish him from
all of his contemporary Marxists.

Some aspects of Trotsky's method

Trotsky views Russian Society and the state
not in isolation from the rest of the world. While
all the Marxists adopted the framwork laid down
by Marx for the capitalist countries of vhis own
time, Trotsky goes further. He considers Russia’s
socio — economic formation not merely in its inter-
nal articulation but also as it has been affected
primarily by capitalist development of advanced
European countries. In Trotsky’s analysis, penetraion
of imperialist capital in Russian economy generates
some peculiarities of capitalist development in Russia.
Therefore certain normal stages of development
capitalism described by Marx in his studies of
European modes will and were either skipped over
or compressed in capitalist development of Russia’s
social history would have a vital bearing on the
question of class correlation and mechanism of
forces in the imminent social upheaval Russia was
facing at the time of the advent of 20th century.

Trotsky refused to view the socio—economic
development of Russia as a nationally organic whole.
The very backwardness of Russia led him to grasp
the social reality of Russia as part of the global
economy. Hence right from his earliest writings,
an internationalist approch is to be invariably found
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in Trotsky. While all the contemporary Marxists
including Lenin were engaged in discussions about
whether Russia will adopt the same path of capita-
list development or not and how far it has already
advanced along that path on the basis of internal
nationally organic study of backward Russian
society, Trotsky breaks with the classical Marxist
view by demonstrating that the specific features
produced by interaction of advanced West with
backward East required a radical re-evaluation both
of the concept of economic determinism and the
perspectives for revolutionary change deriving from
it. Hence intsead of basing himself on Marx’s
exposition of the genesis of the capitalist mode of
production and studying Russia’s socio—economic
development as an organic national development,
Trotsky proceeded to consider the restraints imposed
by the penetration of imperialist capital and back-
ward economic structure of Russia on its development
along capitalist path. Hence Trotsky is more
concerned with economic and political pressure of
the western countries which impelled feudal Russia
to advance by leaps directly adopting the most
advanced techniques so as not to succumb to the
pressure of the surrounding advanced -capitalist
countries. Trotsky shows how the organic evolution
of Russia was extremely slow and how normality
of its social development was being short—circuited
by the interesention of advanced imperialist capital.
Thus, where Lenin stressed the factors for organic
development, Trotsky emphasized the effects of the
global development of the capitalist mode of
production on Russia. (5).
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This does not mean, of course, that one
should not undertake an intrinsic study of growth
of capitalist relations in any particular backward
country strictly keeping in view its internal class
relations of forces. No, in order to study how far
capitalist mode of production has advanced in
a backward country, this procedure is an initial
first step. For example, to determine the extent
of capitalist penetration of Indian agriculture during
last three decades, it is necessary to make an
investigation of land reform and other agrarian
measures on the basis of current internal class
co-relation of forces and current a conjuncture of
agrarain question and class struggle. But to consider
the question of strategy, say, whether complete
and genuine transformation of Indian agriculture on
capiatalist lines, is possible or not within the
capitalist framework, this initial investigation has
to be supplemented by a thorough investigation of
developing capitalist mode of production in India
in its international context.

Behind Trotsky’s insistence to study a
backward society in the context of world economy,
underlay his concept of world economy and the
class struggle as a totalily subjéct to the law of
uneven and combined development. Behind it lay
his dialectical wunderstanding of the reality of
imperialism to-day, Imperialism generated back-
wardness and it could not be overcome through a
mere repetition of 1g9th century West while the
stranglehold of imperialism over the economy of a
backwared country continued imperialist encroach-
ment on backward underdeveloped society produced
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a peculiar configuration of class correlation of
forces making it possible for the proletariat of
that society to assume leadership of the revolution-
ary process of overcoming tnat backwardness. Upto

_this stage of analysis both Lenin and Rosa Luxem-

burg (6) were in agreement with Trotsky. But
Trotsky goes further and argues that assumption
of leadership by the proletariat is not for recons-
tructing social relations on capitalist basis. By its
very position in the revolutionary process and in
expitalism the midst of reality of imperialism — on
decline - the proletariat will be compelled to evolve a
post-capitalist transitional framework for overcoming
backwardness.

Another element pertaining to method of
Trotsky is his refusal to consider Russian Social
formation in abstract. He does not treat backward
Russian Society abstractly. He does not put it on
a par with English or French Society prior to or
on the eve of advent of capitalist mode of capitalist
evolution of these countries to the case of Russia.
In other words, he refuses to confuse the method of
Mark which Marx applied to England and France
with the conclusions reached by Marx with regard
to these countries (7). Since truth is concerete,
'he takes Russian Society as it is, as he finds it, as
concrete reality, evolving in concrete national and
more especially international circumstances. There-
fore he does not raise questions about capitalism
in general, capitalism in abstraction, capitalist mode
of production as developed as a theoretical model
in Marx’s first volume of capital. Instead implicit
in him are the assumptions about capitalism as it is
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developing in Russia of his time, bourgeois system
of production as it is operating in the midst of
global domination by capitalism in the form of
imperialism, etc;. Trotsky therefore does not consi-
der the question whether bourgeoisie per se as a
social class is progressive or not but Russian bour-
geoisie at a particular stage of Russia’s history and
of world capitalist economy is progressive or not.
Its capacity to overcome backwardness of Russia is
similarly predicated upon concrete case of Russian
social formation not capitalist socioeconomic for-
mation in general.

These aspects of Trotsky’s method Vare not
only evident in his Theory of Permanent Revolution
but also in his analysis of development of social
relations in a post-capitalist transitional society of
Soviet Russia - especially the phenomenon of
Stalinism and Soviet Bureaucracy. While almost all
the critics of Trotsky’s analysis of Stalinism and
Soviet bureaucracy, whether and others or Charles
Bettleheim (8 ) or Paul Sweeezy and others make
their studies on the basis of internal articulation of
Soviet social structure ( which in any case Trotsky
also does in his The Revolution Betrayed ), ignoring
the global environ of Soviet Russia, Trotsky views
post - capitalist society of Soviet Russia and deve-
lopments therein from the viewpoint of world
reality (9). Similarly, while proclaiming that socia-
lism has triumphed in Soviet Russia, Stalinist
school also tears as under the immersion of Soviet
social reality in world economy.

What, then, are the essential elements of
Trotsky’s method of social research ? Trotsky would
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make the most sophisticated analysis of the national
specificity of the social structure, and evolve a
model of class correlation of forces based on such
analysis. Simultaneously, he would relate it to that
country’s place within the totality of the world
capitalist system.

Trotsky enriched Marxism during his succe-
ssive encounters with the problems and crisis of
our epoch. 1905 ¢ Dress Rehearsal ” led him to
evolve the Theory of Permanent Revolution. It had
also the effect of a clearer perception of process of
self - organisation of masses when in motion. In
1917 it was to lead to a coherent conception of
dialectical relationship between the party as the
Vanguard of the class, the Soviet as the form of
self - organisation of the class in motion and the
class itself. 1917 October Revolution led him to
perceive his errors in earlier estimate of Lenin’s
principles of party organisation, collapse of Second
International and founding of the Third led him
through various resolutions, thesis and manifestos
of the Third International to consider problems of
strategy and tactics of the world revolution in a
different context process of bureaucratic degeneration
of Soviet Russia urged him to grasp theoretically
this highly enigmatic and contridictory phenomenon.
Second Chinese Revolution of 1925 = 1927 led him
to generalise the principles of The Theory of
Permanent Revolution as applicable to all backward
countries.

At each stage of his successive encounters with
reality, Trotsky’s thought becomes more and more
complex, more refined, more integrated and all-
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sided and more organic. !t is therefore not correct
to treat various aspects of his thought as having
conjunctural significance only. The basic ingridients
which Trotsky acquired as early as 1905 - such as
nature and effects of imperialism, the character of
of this epoch as one of Wars and revolutions, the
nature of backwardness, the character of world
economy and world revolutionary process, etc; -
color all his writings.

We shall now proceed to consider some of his
contributions to Marxism which have a crucial
radical sociological thrust. y

Some key socidlogi‘cal elements in Trotsky's
thought :

The Theory of Permanent Revolution is, of
course, the most original contribution of Trotsky’s
sociological and revolutionary orientation. (10). Not
only in its essentials does it disprove the charge
that Trotsky was Eurocentric (11). It also shows
how Marx’s method can- be boldly and dialectically |
applied to study one of the most pervasive social
facts of capitalism -:backwardness and underdevelop-
ment.

’

Marx wrote in preface to capital that “ the
country that is more developed industrially only
shows, to the less developed, the image of its own
future. ’ Marxists after Marx took this dictum
literally and looked at the least advanced countries
through the mirror of the most advanced ones.
Now they forgot two points. First of all, Marx
himsclf had protested vigorously againt the attempt
to *“‘metamorphose my historical sketch of the
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genesis of capitalism in Western Europe into an
historico-philosophic theory of the general path
every people is fated to tread....in order that it may
ultimately arrive at the form of economy which
ensures, together with the greatest expansion of the
productive powers of social labor, the most
complete development of man ” (12). Second,
they forgot the advent of imperialism ~ the beginn-
ing of the capitalist mode of production’s decline.

As we know, Trotsky avoided both these
mistakes in his Theory of Permanent Revolution.
He refused to accept that in the changed environ
of imperialism, Marx’s model of the genesis of
capitalism in Western Europe was valid for all the
backward countries. And he drew two conclusions
from this initial position. First that the Victory of
the Russian Revolution was possible only through
the establishment of a dictatorship of the proletariat,
supported by the peasantry second, that the
construction of a classless society, a complete

socialist society, in this backward country was not

possible.

Trotsky, therefore, concentrates his attention
not on aspects of Russian society which it had in
common with the advanced west but on its peculia-
rities and considers their effects on the formation
of peculiar correlation of class forces. The concept
of backwardness of Russian society, therefore,
constitutes his point of departure.

Trotsky develops a veriable sociology of back-
wardness and checks whether there is any nexus
between backwardness and a revolutionary non-
capitalist development of Russia or not. It is quite
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instructive to see how Trotsky approaches the
problem of backwardness as a dialectical social
scientist (13). For him, it is not an abstract thing.
It is not a static condition. Its origin is historical.
Therefore it is concretely manifested. It makes for,
skipping of stages or their comperssion or telescoping.
This leads to uneven and combined development
of society. In his Hiytory of Russian Revolution
he formuletes it as a law and demonstrates how
this law is a mode of his understending reality
dialectically ( 14 ). This aspect in Trotsky’s thought
remainds us of Karl Mannheim’s famous phrase
‘“‘ contemporaneity of Non-contemporaneons. ”’

But it is only in Trotsky thay we find an
intelligible sociological explanation of this pheno-
menon observable in very backward country. In
Trotsky, historical backwardness of an under-
developed society opens for it a revolutionary
non~-capitalist path of overcoming that backwardness
through industrialisation and modernisation but
places limitations, objective and subjective, on
its isolated efforts to overcome that backwardness
completely. It is my contention that whole range
of bourgeois academic theory about * third world ”’
countries and their modernization have not been
able to grapple with these interrelated aspects of
backwardness.. Consequently, they are unable to
rise, let alone provide answers to such crucial
questions as these : What is the historical orgin of
this backwardness ? How far imperialist penetration
of backward society is responsible for perpetuation
and backwardness of such a society? Can
backwardness bc completely overcome and society
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modernised fully without breaking with the root
sources which generate perennially this backward-
ness ! etc; ..

According to Trotsky, historical backwardness
does not signify a simple reproduction of the deve-
lopment of advanced countries with merely a delay
of one or two centuries. It engenders an entirely
new ‘‘combined” social formation in which the latest
conquests of copitalist technique and structure root
themselves into relations of feudal and prefeudal
barbarism, transforming and subjecting them and
creating a peculiar interrelationship of classes.

But this is not confined to the sphere of mate-
rial production only. It also happens in the sphere
of ideas and culture also. Trotsky says that preci-
sely because of her historical tardiness Russia turned
out to be the only European country where
Marxism as a doctrine and the Social Democracy
as a party attained powerful development even
before the bourgeois revolution. For the very same
reason, the problem of the correlation between the
struggle for democracy and the struggle for socialism
was submitted to the most profound theoretical
analysis precisely in Russia.

It is not proposed here to provide an in-depth
study of intricacies of Trotsky’s Theory of Perma-
nent Revolution. Hence also this is not the place to
inquire into the validity of certain conceptions and
criticisms of his theory, nor to tear asunder the
fabric of lies and distortions concocted by Stalinism
around this theory.

But it is pertinent to stress that Trotsky never
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underestimated revolutionary potenialities of the
peasantry for a bourgeois-democratic revolution, that
his estimation and sociological characterization of
peasantry as a class stood on all fours with the
classical Marxist sociological evaluation of peasantry,
that he never argued for skipping of stages but
refused to transpose the necessary logical distinct-
ion between a bourgeois-democractic and socialist
stage of the revolution into a simple chronological
succession within the real historical process, that he
never said that the bourgeoisie of a backward
country would never initiate the process,of mode-
rnisation, though he did conclude that it would
never be able to fully and genuinely complete the
tasks of a bourgeois~democratic revolution, that he
never made the validity of the theory of Permanent
Revolution predicated upon the proletariat capturing
power in a backward country .but he merely
observed that where the proletariat succeeded in
conquering political hegemony over the peasantry
process, then the revolution could be victorious
and proceed in a socialist direction, etc;.

After the formulation of Trotsky’s Theory of
Permanent Revolution, the most outstanding sociolo-
gical achievement of Trotsky is his eminently diale-
ctical explanation of one of the most confusing
and contradictory phenomena of the 20th cen-
tury-Stalinism, Soviet bureaucracy and the transi-
tional society.

Trotsky here was a pioneer who still remains
unexcelled. He laid sure and solid foundations of
a sociolology of transition and transitional society
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and bureaucracy of such a socio-economic forma-
tion. Though he was mistaken in his short-term
predictions about such society and bureaucracy, his

perspectives in their broad cantours reveal amazing
insights.

Trotsky continues the tradition established by
Marx in his Critique of Gotha programme of the
need of postulating a transitional society between
capitalism and communism.

But he applies it concretely to the case of post-
capitalist society of a backward country. Here was
a social formation with a meagre productive base
that too exhausted by the war and civil war, a
society with a massive disaloction of social classes as
an aftermath of a successful revolution, but of
reconstruct society on a rational planned and
socialist ~basis. Here was a social formation in
motion. Where proletariat confirming his own
earlier prediction had assumed leadership of the
revolutionary process to overcome backwardness
but could not retain it politically because of its
own backwardness in literacy, culture, administra-
tive experience, depletion in number, exhaustion
etc;, On the international scale, proletariat failed
to unleash a similar process of revolutionary meta-
morphosis. Imperialism was allowed to continue
having its adverse effects on Soviet Russia espe-
cially economically and militarily.

It is in this comprehensive background only
very briefly delineated above that Trotsky develops
his theory of rise of Soviet bureaucracy and Stal-
inism. It is true that some reticense is to be found
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in Trotsky in accounting for the subjective factors
which facilitated the political ascendence of Soviet
bureaucracy. This particularly relates to Bolshevik
ban on other left parties and later on factions
wit-hin the party. But there is evidence of
rethinking on this subject in last years of his life.

In any case, unlike his critics and other schools
of thought — especially that of Max Weber — Trotsky
makes a consciously objective attempt to evolve a most
comprehensive sociological analysis of Soviet bure-
aucracy from a revolutionary Marxist point of view.
Since bureaucracy is not merely a rationality, Trotsky,
dose not view Soviet bureaucracy, as’ done by
school of Max Weber, as merely a continuation
or extension of capitalist rationality. He locates
discontinuity in the midst of continuity. He shows
how Soviet bureaucracy embodies and will continue

to absorb more and more irrationality once the.

productive forces in Soviet social formation begin
to resume their onward march. Where sociologists
view bureaucracy as a non-person, impersonally, as
an apparatus, as a set of rules and regulations and
as red tape, Trotsky attempts to fathom the facade
and expose the face of bureaucracy, to reveal the
men behind bureaucracy. He ‘provides a concrete
socio-physiognomy of Soviet bureaucracy, stresses
its dual role, difines. With precision the objective
orea of its operation, points out its shut-in-character
as a caste and points the way for its removal.

While bourgeois sociology and many Marxist
social scientists also regard bureaucratic phenomenon
as a nccessary and enevitable evil, only in Trotsky’s
sociological orientation, one will find elements of a
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perspective to curb this evil from the very advent
of a transitional society. The benefit of hindsight
of course, now enables us to see why rise of bure-
aucracy and Stalinism were not objectively also
enevitable. His followers assembled in Fourth
Internntional founded by him in 1938 have done
considerable research in this field whose results one
having an interest in this branch of sociological
endeavor has to come to terms.

It seems paradoxical to observe Trotsky, view-
ing Soviet bureaucracy not merely impersonally but
as a living human group, at the same time not viewing
and analysing Stalin personally. In Trotsky, Stalin
emerges as the most complete personification of the
needs, ambitions, traits, behavior and social charac-
ter of politically inarticulate and amorphous bure-
aucracy. All subjective aspects of Stalin as a pers-
onality are sought to be evaluated sociologically in
this background. So there is no question of cult
of personality.

In any case, Trotsky’s attempt to grapple with
the phenomenon of Soviet bureaucracy and Stali-
nism as social phenomena has an important sociolo-
gical message to give. You cannot explain such
gigantic events affecting vast multitudes of human be-
ings like purges, terrors, expulsions, forced collectiviza-
tion, strangulation of revolutions, bureaucratic degen-
eration of o revolutionary party, usurption of poli-
tical powers of the proletariat, etc; in terms of
individual psychology. True, worst features of
Stalin period of bureaucratic rule have disappeared
alongwith Stalin and to that extent some traits of
Stalin as a personality have relevance in a synthetic
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account of this period (and Trotsky prefers to
them at many places in his writings especially deal-
ing with faction fights in Soviet CP and in his
incomplete biography of Stalin ), the bureaucratic

usurption of political power and proletariat’s con-.

sequent deprivation of it remains. Hence, since
bureaucracy is a social phenomenon arising out of
division of labor into manual and intellectual labor-
a division exacerbated by growth of capitalist mode
of production—a division whose remnents will in-
fluence to a greater or lesser extent the evolution
of state and society in the transitional period, it
can be explained only in sociological terms. Even
aoclo-psychological terms—approach cannot account
for, in adequate terms, the rise and consolidation

of bureaucracies in other transitional societies that
have come into being after October 1917. Here
the immense value of Trotsky’s analysis becomes crystal
clear. Of course, Trotsky, builds his analysis on the
basts of Marx ( his writings on Paris commune and
Qotha programme ) and Lenin ( his State and Revo-
lution ) but he goes further than both because only
he was given to witness the phenomenon of bure-
aucracy assuming. such gigantic and all enveloping
monstrous forms. And once again, unlike all socio-
logists whether of Marxist political persuasion or
otherwise, he develops his orientation as a political
response to the need of doing away with it.
Hence his analysis is activist in character and there-

fore open-ended. He does not wash off the hands.
He is not a fatalist. The fate of bureaucracy is
ultimately linked with the dynamics of class stru-
ggles both on a national and international-more on
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an international—-scale-because revolution succeeded
in an isolated country. The bureaucracy is seen
as an unforeseen variant of an unsettled internatio-
nal Civil War or class struggle between bourgeoisie

‘and the World proletariat-between the world bour-

geoisie and Soviet proletariat as the most advanved

contingent of World proletariat. Hence it is not
correct to charge him with ignoring class struggle,
as for example is done by Charles Bettleheim in his
book “Class Struggle in the U. S. S, R.” (1977).
When explaining the rise of Soviet bureaucracy,
Soviet bureaucracy is not studied in isolation from
the living national and international class struggle
context. It is not studied also as an entity to be
compared with some abstract sociological model of
bureaucracy conceived in academic antichambers of
some university sociology departments. The origin,
rise, and growth of bureaucracy in Soviet Russia
are studied in terms of reality once again concrete
Soviet reality-of class struggles of that period. How
spurious is this charge of Trotsky ignoring living
class struggles and basing himself only on national-
ization of means of production and monopoly of

foreign trade only in his analysis of Soviet Russia
is evident from the fact that those like Bettleheim

" or Cliff who level such a charge completely ignore

the logic of and raison de tre behind Left Opposi-
tion and Trotsky’s struggles against bureaucracy and
Stalin. Why did Trotsky struggles against bureau-
cracy' and Stalin ? Why did Trotsky ever struggle
against bureaucracy? Why did he never evolve a
complete range of alternative policies and solutions
to that of Stalin-if not to turn the tide of class
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struggle for revival of proletarian political activity
to curb the rising tide of bureaucracy ? Critics ignore
this aspect and activity of Trotsky’s thought of that
period. The programme of the Left opposition
was based upon a quicker rate of industrialization,
at the expense of kulaks and NEP-men with opti-
mum rate of industrialization so as to benefit the
workers and upon voluntary collectivization of that
part of agriculure which could be mechanised and
run by the poor peasants; critics do not compare
social basis of this progrmme with that of pro-
gramme of Bukharin and that of Stalin. Like Lenin,
Trotsky wanted just a breathing space till the next
break through of the world revolution occurred.
During the interregnum  policy to curb bureaucracy
would be that which would significantly increase
the objective weight, average class consciousness and
level of political activity of the Soviet working
class. If, during the interval, this did not happen,
the victory of Soviet bureaucracy and the defeat
of word revolution were very much likely to occur.
Since the Soviet proletariat at the moment was
politically passive, the medium of the party was
decisive to reverse the trend. Hence he concen-
trated on inner party faction ﬁght for almost a

decade.

Now, one may agree or disagree with Trotsky
on these questions. With the benefit of hindsight
one may even conclude that Trotsky’s policy on
the question of fighting bureaucratization was self-
defeating. But one cannot deny that he was
basing himself on living class struggles as they were
being waged both nationally as well as internationally.
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The last point on which this paper proposes to
dwell succintly is rarely if never touched upon in
any considerations on Trotsky as a Marxist thinker.
It relates to his sociology of art and culture. Tro-
tsky was a sociological savant of art and culture of
his time. And his scholarship in these fields was
of an objective, appreciative and profoundly aesthetic
and human character. In his 1935 Diary in Exile
he wrote that “politics and literature constitute in
essence the content of my personal life”.

“Art and politics in our Epoch” a letter writ-
ten to Partisan Review in 1938 June 18, and Mani-
festo: Towards a Free Revolutionary Art publisned
in Autumn of 1938 in Partisan Review ( though
signed by Diego Rivera and Andra Breton clearly
bear the imprint of Trotsky ) provide a quintessence
of his views on art and culture. He was against ‘lead-
ing’ or commanding art. He recognised that artistic
creation has its own laws. In his view, art is the
most complex part of culture. It was very much
affected by the decline decay and crisis of bourgeois
society and culture. But art by itself could not
provide the solution. It would rot alongwith the
society. Thus the character of our epoch consitutes

“for Trotsky a point of departure to link art with

the revolution. He determines the function of art
in our epoch by its relation to the revolution. In
his view art, culture and politics required a new
perspective. Trotsky stresses the hostile character
of conditions under which creative activity takes
place.

Leon Trotsky was against all types of regiment-
ation of intellectual or cultural activity. State
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should not prescribe themes of art. He fervently
belleved that the supreme task of art in our epoch
was to take part actively and consciously in the
preparation of the revolution.

Trotsky as a Marxist viewed art and culture as
phenomena of super structure. But he was not an
economic determinist here also. On the contrary,
he gave complete scope for autonomous play of art
and culture. He separated the elements of perma-
nence in art and culture from the transient ones
and linked them with permanence of productive
forces of humanity. Thus he explains the dialecti-

cnl relationship between human culture and class

culture.

It is not possible, nor it is pretended to do
full justice to Trotsky’s subtle thought in these
fields within the short span of this paper. A ver-
tluble sociological treatise can be written on it. The
aim here was merely to highlight the unique achie-
vement of Trotsky’s sociological  orientation,
because of all Marxist aestheticians of his time,
Mchring and Plekhanov, and later, Lukacs, Hauser,
Cuudwell and others, Trotsky, alone could succeed
in achieving integration of purely aesthetic approach
with Marxist sociological approach without doing
injustice to or disfiguring either.

CONCLUSION :

This paper sought to elicit some of the most
enduring sociological insights of Trotsky’s orienta-
tlon as a social scientist. The idea intended to be
conveyed is that Trotsky represents a distinct tradi-
tlon, original in many respects, but pre—eminently
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so in his Theory of Permanent Revolut-
ion, in Marxist social science. The academic social
science, at least in backward countries, has so far
choosen to avoid coming to terms with him but at
their own peril. Because, thereby, they are only
depriving themselves of some of the excellent and
historically verified and tested tools of analysis and
research evolved by Trotsky in their efforts to
understand social reality of backward countries and
mechanism of change thereof.

The time for reckoning with Trotsky was never
more propitious than now when vast multitude of
human beings suffering from backwardness are in
ferment for overcoming it.
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Book Review

| TROTSKY
A STUDY IN THE DYNAMIC OF
HIS THOUGHT

By : Ernest Mandel New Left Books 1979.
' _By : Sharad Zhaveri

Leon Trotsky was the architect of The Theory
of Permanent Revolution. He was the main theorist
of workers’ self-organisation. He was the creater
of Red Army, the first revelutionary Marxist analyst
of post—capitalist transitional society and the state
and the founder of the Fourth International. He
wrote  extensively, documents, thesis, articles
and books since 1918 up-to 1940 on almost all the



40

major international events as well as on the issues
confronting international working class movement
of the time. Thus, after Lenin, Leon Trotsky,
is the most important titan of revolutionary Marxist
thought of the 20th Century.

But the fight of soviet bureaucracy against Left
Opposition and later on against Trotsky, official dis-
grace, his pre-1917 anti-Bolshevik past, and Stal-
inist anathema and slander combined to render his

theoretical contributions to and enrichments of

Marxism virtually a sealed book for international
working class movement. Parry Anderson, in his
book-length essay, ‘‘considerations on western Mar-
xism”’, had to issue a special call for mending this
situation by a thorough consideration of Trotsky
and Trotskyism as one of the mbost significant but
most consciously avoided strands in Western Mar-
Xism

Of late, however, at least since May 1968, a
slow but sure change has begum to occur. With
the renaissance of the forces of Fourth International
on a world scale, Trotsky, has, once again, become a
focus of lively debate in the international working
class movement. Serious literature on Trotsky and
,his ideas has begun to grow both in volume and
content after a lapse of certain time after the publi-
cation of Issac Deuetscher’s Three volume monume-
ental biography of Leon Trotsky.

This small book by Ernest Mandel constitutes
a distinct class by itself in this growing body of lite-

rature on Trotsky. Ernest Mandel is an internationally

reputed connoisseur of Trotsky and is at present a
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contral leader of the Fourth International, a World
Purty of Socialist Revotution founded by Leon Tro-

teky in 1938,

Sub-titled as “A study in the Dynamic of His
Thought”, this lucid Inroduction to Trotsky is a
highly polemical yet perspicuous study of 149 pages
divided into eléeven chapters with references and a
critical bibliographical review of literature on Tro-
taky.

The topics covered include his Theory of Permanent
Revolution as it applies to a developing revolution in a
buckward country (Ch. 1), and also as it'sets out
to tackle problems arising out of an isolated socia-
list revolution in a backward country (Ch. 2). In
Ch. 3, Mandel provides a succint summary of Tro-
taky’s concept of World Revolution as a concrete
process wherein  he settles accounts with some of
the misinterpretations of his concept. This followed
by n richly synthetic account of Trotsky’s ideas and
thelr evolution on the question of dialectic of rela-
tionship between the proletariat as a class, proletariat
as u sclforganised class, and its revolutionary Mar-
xist party in subsequent three chapters. ( Chs. 4,
5 & 7.). ‘

All analysis of and attempts at understanding
of Stalinism as a social phenomenon, ultimately,
whether consciously or unconsciously have
to come to terms with Trotsky’s classical ana-
lysla of Stalinism. Whether one agrees with Tro-
tuky on this question or not, and most people dis-
agree because of  their failure to grasp the dialecti-
cal Intricacies of Trotsky’s thought in understanding
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such a highly contradictory and unique phenome-
non, one must admit that unlike state capitalist
theory group, or unlike Bettlaheim and Maoist, Trotsky
approaches Stalinism also from an international point
of view, that is, does not restrict it to a mere res-
ultatant of internal class correlation of forces of
Soviet Society. At the same time, by a correct
application of the Law of uneven and combined
development, he avoids fatalist economic determi-
nism while challenging the doctrine of Socialism in
a single country. Whole of chapter Seven of this
book is devoted to a consideration of Trotsky’s
views on Stalinism as one of major contributions to
Marxism. '

In late twenties and early thirties, Trotsky’s was
the lone voice forewarning the international labor
movement and especially the German proletariat of
the mortal danger Fascism represented for the wor-
king class organisations immediately and for civil-
ization at large. His analysis of bourgeois demo-
cracy, bourgeois state in a decaying bourgeois society,
the class forces behind fascist movement and his
strategy to fight fascism, though conjunctural in the
sense of written in immediate political response to
a current situation, is a model of Marxist political
analysis comparable in breadth and vision with
Marx’s classic analysis of mid-19th century French
developments. Albeit still hesitatingly, but surely,
only now serious scholars like Anderson, late Nico
Pounlatzas and Ernest Luclow have begum to assess
the immense value of his contributions to Marxism
on the question of Fascism. Ch. 8 of this book
spells out his theory of fascism.
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Though, like Lenin, Trotsky, never elaborated
In an expliclt manner his theory of imperialism,
certain  specific views on imperialism, certainly
underly his opposition to Stalinist doctrine of Soci-
alism in a single country. These views are also dis-
cernible in his arguments for the building of Fourth
International in the midst ot all engulfing reaction
at that time. Trotsky had a clear inkling of the
effects of imperialist penetration of backward coun-
tries on class correlation of forces for bourgeois dem-
ocratic revolutions in backward countries when he
developed his Theory of Permanent Revolution as early
a8 1905-1906, first in connection with Russiah later in
1925-27 in connection with Second Chinese Revo.
lution and in 1929 with regard to all backward,
underdeveloped and semi-colenial or colonial coun-
trles. Trotsky postulated the overall objective limits
which imperialism places on industrialization and
modernization of backward countries along capi~
talist path of development.

Ch. 10 by far constitutes' the most original yet vig-
orously sustained defense of Trotsky’s attempt to
found and build the Fourth International. Even
scholars like Deuestcher with generally Trotskyist type
of political persuasion have called into question
the validity of Trotsky’s project to build the Fourth
International. Mandel takes up the critics and revi-
ews the whole debate on a higher theoretical found-
atlon by stressing how Trotsky grapples with the
‘problem of resolving contradiction between determi-
nlkm and voluntarism. Mandel poses the problem
In Its concrete context of defeats of international
proletariat in order to highlight the perspective of
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Trotsky. Were the defeats final irreversible and
conclusive or would the proletariat rise again ?
Trotsky concentrates the alternative in a key ques-
tion : will the proletariat be able to reconstruct soci-
ety or the relapse into barbarism will continue ? If
the proletariat rises again, then 'the question of
it revolutionary leadership would be posed in all
its sharpness. Hence everything depended on what
view one took of defeats of world revolution bet-
ween two world wars. '

Last chapter is devoted to a consideration of
his views on socialism.

According to Mandel (P. 9), this book is a
summary and systematic exposition of Trotsky’s
essential contributions to Marxism. It shows how
Trotsky develops them in and through his succes-
sive encounters with the many complex problems of
our epoch and in the process how various stages in
Trotky’s intellectual and political development are
delineated. But one important area of his thought is
“deliberately’”’ (P- 122) left out from treatment. This
is his ideas on art, literature, culture, policy of a
revolutionary party in the field of artistic and scien-

ific creation and art criticism. Inclusion of his ideas in

these fields would have grealty enhanced the value of
the image of Trotsky as it emerges from this
excellent book.

And this attempt to portray Trotsky as a thinker
and a revolutionary - “an attempt to explain the 20th
century ”’ ( P. 10 ),~is furthest from idolising Trotsky.
In fact, Mandel, is critical of Trosk’y views on

ban placed on other parties in earlier period Soviet
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regime, on his pre-=1917 views on Leninist theory
of organisation, etc. In the process, Mandel succeeds
in developing some new insights into the problems
involved. For instance, he castigates attempts to
resurrect Trotsky’s views on Lenin’s Democratic
Centralism etc;. by putting a poser if Trotsky’s correct
understanding of Lenin on party building resulting
into his becoming a Bolshevik as early as 1902-
1903 would not have facilitated his later task of
fighting bureaucracy after Lenin’s death.

A noteworthy feature of this lucid introduction
to the dynamic of Trotsky’s thought is the seven
puge polemical and critical but very succint review

“of about twenty works on Trotsky and Trotskyism

which Mandel provide. (P. 149 to P. 156). The
authors considered here by Mandel from a spectrum
of internationally reputed authorities of widely
divergent political persuasions such as Issac Deutscher,
Leszek Kelakowski, Richard Day, Baruch Knei-
puz. Jean Elleinstein and Roy Medvedev and
others. '

The ideas considered in nut-shell but with
polemical sharpness characteristic of Mandel range
from Trotsky’s opposition to Stalin’s doctrine of
“Soclalism in a single Country” to his ideas on
modernisation and  industrialisation, or  his
concept “‘the character of . our epoch as that of
war und revolutions’’, etc;. In dealing with mis-
uderstundings and/or misinterpretations of Trotsky
diverse authors, Mandel points out how Trotsky
dialectically could reject any illusion that
the Russian working class could - by itself

modernise Russia thoroughly even while holding that
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it could capture political power earlier (aga-
inst Knei~Paz). Arguing against Richard Day, Mandel
explains how Trotsky’s Theory of imperialism led
him to insist that the integration of backward cou-
ntries into the world market implied their control
by international finance capital and their subordinate
and lopsided . development. In these circumstances,
organic and harmonious industrialization of bacward
countries was possible only if these nations, after
making a successful revolution, through monopoly of
foreign trade, drew on the technological resources of
the advanced nations, without becoming subor-
dinate to the law of value operating on the market.
Of course, Trotsky had no illusions whatsoever, that
Russia could ever completely emancipate itself from

the influence of the law of value in the absence of
a world revolution.

Mandel takes up cudgels against Geoftf Hodgson’s
reading of Trotsky’s contributions to Marxism as
“active fatalism.” Mandel stresses the point that

Trotsky explicitly incorporated the outcome of class
struggle into his economic perspective.

According to Mandel, many authors like late
C. Wright Mills, or Irwing Howe, because of their
lack of adequate grounding in Maxist theory, fail to
identify Trotsky’s specific contributious to Marxism.
Denis Avenas, Norman Geras and others represent

an emerging trend of Trotskyist writers who discuss
his contributions critically.

In sum, as the NLB comment on cover aptly
describes, here is a lucid but succint overall view of
Trotsky as a Marxist, that “makes a fitting and long

overdue counterpart to ‘“Lukacs’s historic study of
Lenin fifty years ago.” [] 13. 1. 1980.
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Leon Trotsky’s
Contributions to Marxism

— By George Novack —

( George Novack is a Marxist philosopher, a
leader of the Socialist Workers Party.

Novack met Trotsky while helping organize the
Commission of Inquiry into the Charges Against Leon
Trotsky, headed by the philosopher and educator
John Dewey. The commission proved that the
charges laid against Trotsky in the Moscow Trials
were a frame-up. y

Novack has written many books explaining,
defending, and applying the Marxist outlook of
dialectical and historical materialism. These include
' Understanding History,” * Polemics in Marxist Philo-
sophy,” and ‘ Democracy and Revolution.’ )

This is the year of Leon Trotsky’s hundreth
anniversary. He was bron on November 7, 1879.
This date coincided with that of the October in-
surrection which brought the Bolsheviks to power
and which he led as president of the Petrogard
Soviet. Trotsky first noticed this. odd coincidence
only three years after 1917.

Trotsky was one of the most many-sided per-
sonalities of the twentieth century. He was no
less a man of innovative thought than of revolu-
tionary action. While he was organizing and com-
manding the Red Army, which fought for three
years on twenty-one fronts, he wrote a series of
incisive polemics against the critics and foes of the
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young Soviet Republic. He drafted an account of
the events of the Russian revolution while negotia-
ing with the Germans at Brest Litovsk as the first
Commissar of Foreign Affairs.

After writing the finest literary criticism any
Marxist has produced, he went on to become head
of all Soviet scientific institutions.

From the time he joined a circle of young
opponents of czarism in South Russia in 1898 to
his murder by an agent of Stalin in Mexico in
1910, Trotsky’s life was marked by stirring and
dramatic incidents, with sudden ascents to the
heights of power followed by precipitous drops into
exile, persecution, and, finally, assassination.

Trotsky was arrested at an early age for his
activities against the czar. He was deported to
Siberia, and later escaped to Western Europe to

work with Lenin and Plekhanov. He returned to -

Russia in 1905, the year of the first, though abortive,
Russian revolution. He became the moving spirit
of the St. Petersburg Council of Workers Delegates,
the first soviet in history. Again arrested, convict-
ed, and exiled by the czar’s government, he escaped
to Western Europe.
He came back to Russia from the United States
" eleven years later, after the czar’s overthrow. In
July 1917 he was arrested by the Kerensky govern-
ment and elected president of the Petrograd Soviet
after his release. He prepared and led the October
insurrection .and served as Commissar of War from
1918 to 1925. He was the author of all the mani-
festoes of the first five congresses of the Com-
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munist International and many of the documents
of the first four.

He took up the struggle in opposition to the
Stalin faction within the CP leadership that was
begun by Lenin before his death. This caused
Trotsky’s deportation first to Alma Atain Kazakhaston
and then to Turkey in 1929, During his third exile he
moved to France, Norway, and finally Mexico. He was
accused of infamous crimes in the Moscow Trial
frame-ups and sentenced to death in absentia,
Stalin’s murderous edict was carried out while -
Trotsky was working on his last book, an ,accusatory
biography of Stalin. :

Trotsky was the man of action, leader of a re-
volution, master of insurrection, war leader,
cofounder with Lenin of the Third International,
and later founder of the Fourth International. Trot-
sky was not only the doer but also the thinker, the’
analyst of history and society, the Marxist politician
and theoretician. Trotsky was the most prolific
writer of the Marxist movement. His pen was
continuously active for over four decades. Thirteen
volumes of his collected works were published in
the Soviet Union up to his ouster from the leader-
sbip in 1926. A complete collection of his writings
would total four or five times that number of
volumes. He commented on almost every significant
political event and question during his adult years.

So I must be very selective. I will focus on
his thought which seem to me most valuable;
pertinent, and enduring. These are his celebrated
theory of the permanent revolution; the law of
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uneven and combined development; his conception
of the nature of Stalinism; and, the evolution of
his position on the revoultionary party. Even so,
1 am leaving out such irreplaceable contributions
as his analysis of fascism.

The phrase * the permanent revolution’”’ is
better known than its content is understood.
Although both the term and its meaning can be
found in some of Marx’s writings, and was
anticipated before him by the Babeuvists of 1'79'5
during the decline of the French revolution, it is
rightly and inseparably linked with Trotsl'q.f. He
gave the theory its first systematic exposition in
1905-06 as a result’ of his analysis of Russia’s
peculiar social structure and his insight into the
dynamics of the 1905 revolution.

Permanent Revolution And Colonial Countries

This theory flowed from a recognition of two
historical facts, The transition from precapitalist
to capitalist conditions had proceeded with extreme
uneveness in different countries and continents and
this disparity of economic and social development
entailed epoch-making political consequences. It
would direct the twentieth century revolutions
‘along a fundamentally different path than the
revolutions of the preceding epoch.

From the sixteenth through the nineteenth
centuries the first-born countries of Capitalism in
Western Europe and North America, such as the
Netherlands, England, France, and the United
States had, as a result of their advanced economic
and social development, gone through colossal
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pevolutionury upheavals that refashioned their social
ayatems ulong capitalist lines and more or less
orgonized their political structures in accord with
bourgeois democratic specifications.

The nations of East Europe, Asia, Africa, Latin
America, and the Middle East were hardly drawn
into this renovation. They had yet to win the
national independence and unity, the modernization
of their institution, the large-scale reform of
agrarian relations, and the democratic parliamentary
regimes won in the West.

There was an organic connection betyeen this
underdevelopment of the nations histrorically
retarded in economic and social respects and the
more favourable conditions among the major
capitalist powers. That fatal link was the rise of
the colonial system which formed a cornerstone
of commercial and industrial capitalism and was
buttressed by imperialism. Foreign capital reaped
advantages from the primitiveness of czarist Russia,
while the colonies were not so much underdeveloped
as superexploited. The very global expansion of
capitalist enterprises that spurred the bourgeois
democratic movements that came to power in the
West inhibited and prevented the growth and
success of democratic movements in the colonial
world.

Dynamics of Underdevelopment

Consequently, at the beginning of the twentieth
century, the bulk of humanity living in the back-
ward and semicolonial countries were beset by two
crucial questions. ‘“How did we fall under the
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subjugation of imperialism and how can we get out
of it 7”7 Trotsky’s major theoretical discoveries
dealt with these questions. The law of uneven and
combined development explains the reasons for the
first condition and the theory of permanent revolu-
tion is the key to the mode of its elimination.

The bourgeois — democratic struggles against
outdated forms of feudal, clerical, slave-holding, and
monarchical sovereignty and their precapitalist pro-
perty relations had already been carried to conclusion
in the plutocratic countries. But it had been
postponed to the point of almost intolerable urgency
in the greater part of the planet. This posed the
problem: how were these peoples to catch up with
more privileged and wealthy Western metropolises
whose ruling classes exploited and dominated them ?

Many mistakenly believed that the countries
which had yet to be modernized would follow in
the footsteps of their Western forerunners and go
forward to liberal democracy under capitalist rule.

This still prevails as the propaganda line in official
] )
reformist, and academic circles.

However the backward and semicolonial na-
tions could not duplicate the process of revolution
expérienced by their predecessors precisely because
they had been forced into a different pattern of
evolution. Neither in their economic nor their
political development could they reproduce with
some delay and minor variations the models provided
by the imperialist exploiters.

The theory of permanent revolution -clarified
the reasons for this anomaly. The roles of the
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social classes were to be vastly different in the
declining senior stage of capitalism than they had
been in its progressive junior ones.

The main tasks of the democratic revolution
in the bourgeois era were as follows: the achieve-
ment of national autonomy and unity, agrarian
reform, secularization ( separation of church from
state ), the elimination of precapitalist relations of
production, the creation of a democratic state capped
by industrialization. These tasks had been undertaken
and solved with varying degrees of success under
the leadership of radical and liberal elements of
the bourgeoisie of the West during their heyday
when commercial and industrial capitalism flourished.

However the forms of bourgeois life and labor
had been stifled and stunted in the backward and
colonized areas while remaining yoked = together with
precapitalist survivals and even revivals, like chattel
slavery. Because of their mangled and meager deve-
lopment and fear of the upsurge of the workers
and poor peasants on their own behalf, the local
bourgeoisies within these countries had no capacity
for shouldering the gigantic tasks of revolution and
leading the popular masses in all-out stpuggle
against imperialism for a thorough renovation of
the old regimes along democratic lines. L
Decisive Role of Workers o :i

Trotsky arrived at his highly original con
sions through a concrete analysis of semifed
semicapitalist Russia and the dynamics of the
forces disclosed during the defeated 1905 revolul
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On the basis of these events he set forth the
following propositions.

The liberal bourgeoisie had become impotent
and politically bankrupt; when the chips were
down it would go over to counterrevolution.
The peasantry and anti-czarist intelligentsia could
play significant but only auxiliary roles in the
revolutionary process. The sole available candi-
date for revolutionary leadership that could carry
the struggle for democratic demands through to
the end was the proletariat, a new class that was
the special product of the industrial revolution.

Thus the unique alignment of social forces
produced by the whole preceding evolution of
world capitalism had prepared the conditions, for
an interpenetration of successive historical stages in
twentieth century Russia. This correlation had
two major aspects.

First, because the anticapitalist working class
was the paramount political force guiding the
upheaval, the democratic tasks appropriate to a
belated antifeudal revolution inevitably became
intertwined with the tasks of the socialist revolution.

' These included the conquest of power by the
proletariat at the head of the insurgent peasant and
popular masses; the abolition of capitalist private
property; guaranteeing of self-determination to
oppressed nationalities; the collectivization of agri-
cultural production; the creation of a planned
economy and the state monopoly of foreign trade
crowned by the institutions of socialist democracy.
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These accomplishments would promote the ‘most
rapld growth of the economy and lead to lifeing
the standards of consumption and cultute, the
overcoming of inequalities, the liberation of women,
enlargement of democracy on all levels, the gradual
elimination of the differences between mental md
manual labor and between the city and country ldﬂ;’
the uprooting of alienation in social life, an;
removal of the gap between the rich and the pq
nations, about which much is said but sp lm‘.
done nowadays.

These desired objective would be aﬁtaiqed in
only one way; by extending the world revolutlon
through the establishment of workers power in the
most advanced countries where the most highly
developed productive forces and the seats of
imperialist power were located. s
Combined Revolution

Second, the fight for bourgeois-democratic
rights and the struggle for workers power had to
be carried out by an alliance of the workers and
peasants in mortal combat against the power ah’d
property of the+ unholy alliance of the native
bourgeoisie, the precapitalist exploiters, and the
foreign imperialists.

The two components could not be separated in
time or space; the one grew over into the other
as the revolution deepened. The historical opposi-
tes were integrated in dialectical dependence. This
conception of the revolutionary process and its
socialist strategy for czarist Russia-projected by
Trotsky in 1906 was put to the test in 1917. It
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was adopted in principle by Lenin upon his return
from exile in April and guided the Bolsheviks’
policy leading to their victory in October.

The experience in China in the mid-1920s,
where Stalin’s policy of supporting the leadership
of the national bourgeoisie as the natural leader of
the democratic 1evolution ended in disa<ter, con-
vinced Trotsky that it was not limited to Russia
but was valid for all the economically backward
countries. -

The wvalidity of its essential ideas has been
positively vindicated since World War II by the
course and outcome of the Yugoslav, Chinese,
Cuban, and Vietnamese revolutions. It is being
tested anew in Iran and Nicaragua today.

This conception has found confirmation in the
negative by the inability of those colonial peoples
that have not combined their struggle for national
sovereignty with a victorious onslaught against
capitalist property and power to achieve elther a
stable and durable democratic regime or an escape
from the yoke of imperialism. Witness the Iranian
revolutionary upsurges of 1906 and 1945-53. And
witness the continent of Latin America from
Mexico to Argentina and Chile.

In addition to illuminating the road to power
and liberation from imperialism, the theory of
permanent revolution involves two further theses.

One asserts that while the revolutionary forces can
be victorious in a single backward country without
waiting for any others, as happened in Russia in

1917-18 and Cuba in 1959-60, the revolutionaty.
process cannot be confined within the borders of &
single country. It cannot realize its basic aims not
can its full program be consummated in a socialist
order unless workers power has taken hold in the
most highly industrialized sections of the globe,
This revolutionary internationalist position and
perspective is squarely counterposed to the Stalinist
national bureaucratic utopian dogma of building
socialism in a single country.

The theory further stresses that the suppression
of capitalism does not all at once and equally
eradicate all the relations and customs of the past
but only overthrows those economic, political, and
legal institutions at the root of capitalist domination.
After the conquest of power, the worker—peasant
revolution is obliged to tackle and remove inherited
obsolescences as fast as conditions permit. There’s
the rub. Experience has shown that this is easier
indicated than accomplished, above all in the poor
and backward workers states encircled by imperial-
ism where the anticapitalist revolutions up to now
have taken place.‘

ES ES L

I have already touched upon the second of
Trotsky’s contributions to Marxist thought : the law
of uneven and combined development. This
juxtaposition is not accidental, because the theory
of permanent revolution is a particular expression
of this more general law. The one is limited to the
conditions and problems of the period of transition
from the capitalist system to socialism, whereas the
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other has a far broader application to the entire
span of humanity’s evolution,

Indeed, Trotsky consciouly formulated the wider
law of uneven and combined development after

elaborating the more restricted conception and as a
generalization of it.

Uneven Development

The starting point of the law is the empirical
observation that the course of history and social
life through the ages has not been harmonious,
balanced, and symmetrical but characterized by
extreme irregularities of all kinds at every step
along the way. One of the most dramatic instances
of this disparity took place when the aboriginal
inhabitants of North America were brought face to
face with the white invaders from Europe.

At this juncture, two completely separated
routes of social evolution, the products of some
thirty thousand years of independent growth in the
New World and the Old, encountered and came
to grips with each other. People living in the
preclass tribal conditions of the Stone Age collided
with newcomers equipped with all the acquisitions
of class society from private property to firearms.
We know the bloody genocidal result.

Gross differences in development are also to be
found, not only between people living on different
levels of progress, but also within specific social
and national structures and their class components.

Throughout its evolution capitalism by its very
nature has given risc to all sorts of economic
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inequalities : uneveness of development between
industry and agriculture; between the first indus-
trialized countries and the colonial and semicolonial
dependencies; between different branches of industry;
and between different and even adjacent regions of
the same country.

The accumulation of the irregularities produced
by the unequal development of capitalist civilization
up to the twentieth century set the stage for the
new turn in world history whereby the bourgeois
forces became antirevolutionary while their antithesis,
the working class, has had to take over the pro-
gressive functions they previously performed.

The underlying cause of the different rates of
growth in history and among the various elements
of social life is the faster or slower growth of the
productive forces. The resultant differences in
economic power impart varying rates and extents
of growth to different branches of society, different
classes, different social institutions and fields of
culture. .

But unevenness is only the primordial aspect
of the total process. The disproportionate develop-
ment among the “diverse sections of society and
the various factors of social life has a very impor-
tant consequence. The contact and coexistence of
features belonging to earlier stages of development
with those at a later level of development provide
the possibility for the merger of elements belonging
to both in a combined formation. These hybrids
deviate from the normal type and exhibit pro-
nounced peculiarities because of their highly
contradictory character.
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The periods of transition from one socioeco-
nomic order to a higher one have been especially
marked by this intermeshing of the old and-the
new. This held true for the passage from precapi-
talist societies to the capitalist world system and
even more for the present period of changeover
from predominant capitalist to postcapitalist rela-
tions. Capitalism did not develop in a void but
arose, expanded and came to global mastery in
incessant and inseparable interaction with precapita-
list modes of production ranging all the way from
tribalism to feudalism Despite the disparities in
their economic and cultural levels, capitalism welded
-together in a single system progressive institutions
and ideas with primitive and cruder ones. This
amalgamation of features appropriate to very different
kinds of historical development has generated very
peculiar phenomena and produced some surprising
turns and twists in history.

In the Carolinas at the time of colonial settle-
ment, a capitalist shareholding enterprise acting
under a royal grant tried to establish unalloyed
feudal relations, at a time when feudalism had been
largely surpassed in England; the scheme didn’t
work, - Later in that same area there was a bour-
geoisified chattel slavery in which communistic
Creek Indians who held slaves sold their products
on a capitalist market, thereby combining three
stages of evolution. We’'ve seen a twentieth century
president who calls upon a medieval god to bless
Washington’s war in Indochina and the napalming
of women and children, thereby combining medi-
eval superstition with imperialist brutality.
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This law provides the key to deciphering the
complexities and anomalies of the contemporaty
revolutions which under unfavourable conditions
have had to takle the democratic tasks left over
from the deficient bourgeois era with the socialist
tasks necessitated by modern technique and culture.
Thus, in order to win national independence from
Yankee imperialism, Cuba had to break with capita-
lism and start on the road toward socialism. This
overloading of historical tasks saddled upon the
postcapitalist countries should be kept in mind in
assessing the characterists of their progress—and
regress. | v

Roots of Stalinism

The third outstanding contribution of Trotsky
to living Marxism was his explanation of the
political degeneration of the Soviet Union, the rise
of the bureaucratic caste to supremacy, and the
causes, characteristics, and cure for Stalinism.
There are many theories in circulation about the
horrible phenomenon that fastened itself after
Lenin’s death upon the Soviet Union, the first
workers state in hjstory.

The most common misconcéption states that
Stalinism is the natural offspring and inevitable
continuation of Leninism, Marxism, and socialism.
Others define the Soviet Union as state capitalism
or bureaucratic collectivism, dominated by a new
class of exploiters. On the other hand, the uncriti-
cal followers of the Kremlin believed Stalin when
he claimed that the Soviet regime was already
socialist and Khrushchev and Brezhnev when they
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said it was going beyond that toward commu-
nism.

Trotsky presented an altogether different anal-
ysis and appraisal of the Stalinized Soviet Union.
He defined it as a degenerated workers state. He
explained that the proletariat had come to power
first in backward Russia rather than in the more
advanced countries of Western Europe, as Marx
anticipated, because of the conjunction of a peasant
uprising against czarism and landlordism with a

proletarian revolution against capitalism. This

combined mass upsurge was responsible for the
extraordinary scope of its achievements, for the

grest leap forward that changed the direction of
modern history.

However, at the next steage of the unfolding of
the Russian revolution after Lenin’s death in 1924,
the inherited economic and cultural backwardness
that had previously supplied the charge that pro-
pelled the Russian people far ahead of the rest of
the world took its Tevenge. It became the basis
and starting point of a bureaucratic reaction culmi-
nating in a political counterrevolution. The workers
democracy of the first years of the Soviet republic
was crushed and replaced by a totalitarian dictator-
ship crowned by Staitn’s one~man rule.

This relapse was the outgrowth of two major
factors, one internal, the other international: First,
the failure of the revolution to be extended into
the more industrialized countries such as Germany
and the prolonged isolation of the first anticapita-
list state and its tight encirclement by an imperia-
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list environment. Second, the meager productivity
of Soviet industry and agriculture—along with . the
shattering blows of World War I and the Civil
War—engendered terrible poverty, misery, and
sharp social inequalities that facilitated the rise and
consolidation of a new privileged caste. The
socially ruling class of workers was degraded into
an oppressed class-although still the ruling class
since the surviving postcapitalist property forms
were in the workers’ historic interest.

Abolitions of Workers Democracy

Under capitalist conditions a flourishingdemo-
cracy had largely been established only in the more
wealthy nations and, even where the poorer an’d
less fortunate countries had set up democratic
institutions, as in the colonial and semicolonial
world, these have not been very sturdy or stable.

A similar rule applies to the Soviet Union and
other countries based on postcapitalist economic
relations. The poorer and more backward they
are, the stronger are the tendencies toward bureau-
cratism and inequalities and the more likely are the
materially, politically, and cultgrally privileged
clements and antidemocratic forces in the workers
state to become masters of the situation at' Fhe
expense of the rights and powers of the toiling
masses. In China high party officials are ca-lled
“those who eat meat”’ by those who never see it.

Here an analogy may be helpful. A child
stricken by rickets because of defective nutrition
may grow up stunted, with curvature of the splnei
bowlegs, and u bulky heud, if he or she lacks the vita
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dietary ingredients that produce normal stature,
well-proportioned organs, and agreeable features.
Analogous rules of growth apply to social organi-
zations and their political regimes.

Trotsky explained that the young Soviet repub-
lic became a victim of ugly malformations because
the society and state were deprived of the conditions
and elements for normal development during needed
the most formative years. The Stalinist regime that
resulted was the most self—contradictory combined
formation in modern history. At its base were the
most advanced forms of property and social conquests
of a postcapitalist character, its nationalized production,
planned economy, and monopoly of foreign trade.
These were the precious products of the 1917
socialist overturn.

Resting on top of this economic foundation
was a political superstructure that was thoroughly
totaliarian  and resurrected many of the most
repulsive features of class rule. People are so
puzzled by this enigma and do not know what it
is or how to estimate it because the Soviet Union
today abounds in such contradictions on all levels.

In this workers state the workers themselves
havé no direct political voice in the major decisions.
Freedom of expression and movement are scverely
restricted. The best works of its greatest living
novelist, Solzhenitsyn, cannot be published. In
transportation, huge jets speed over the trackless
wilderness where peasant carts creak along in
well-worn ruts, as they have for centurics, while
Soviet astronauts circle around the planet.

o MM
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Tremendous scientific, technical, industrial, and
cultural advances go along with political retrogression
and reaction.

Defense of Workers State

The regime’s official claim that it represented
socialism was spurious, Trotsky said. For all its

suceesses, the Soviet Union was still far from

socialism. It was a society in transition from
capitalism to socialism with an unbalanced,
inharmonious structure which was torn by tense
contradictions and, above all, by the irreconcilable
antagonism between the bureaucratic castesthat had
usurped power and the working masses.

Nonetheless, this workers state—for all its
deformities—must be defended as a conquest of
the working class against the efforts of the
imperialists to destroy it. The property forms
that have been established represent the only way
forward for the Soviet working people, and it
is these and not the dictatorial regime that accounts
for the antagonism of the capitalist . powers.

What perspective flowed from this diagnosis ?
To clear the way for the further march toward
socialism, the Soviet workers would have to
combat and clear out the bureaucratic oligarchy.
This could only be done by way of a higher type
of political revolution. Trotsky predicted., The
objective of the antibureaucratic revolution would
be to transfer control of the economy and
state to the direct producers so they could go
forward and create the socialist democracy outlined
in State and Revolution by Lenin and promised in
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the Marxist program.

Many developments since Stalin died have
testified to the irrepressible growth of opposition
to the monolithic grip of the Kremlin within its
own domain, its satellites, and the Communist
parties elesewhere. It suffices to mention the
attempt to establish ‘‘ socialism with g human
face ” in Czechoslovakia, which was crushed in
1968 by the Soviet invasion; the more successful
offensive of the Polish workers that toppled
Gomulka and persists up to today; the continuing
resistance of oppositional intellectuals and oppressed
national minorities; and the heresies timidly uttered
by the Eurocommunists.

Such events tend to substantiate Trotsky’s
contention that the parasitic bureaucracy is not
an organic part and inevitable product of a
postcapitalist society but rather a gross malignant
tumor bred by the international isolation and
persistent poverty and inequalities of the first
workers state. It was a transitory phenomenon that
big new revolutionary advances would serve to
undermine, oppose, and eventually overcome,
especially if the workers came to power in one or
more of the advanced industrial countries.

/
Black Struggle

As an internationalist, Trotsky analyzed
events and developments in many countries. His
views on Black nationalism and self-determination
for Afro—Americans was a prophetic contribution
to clarifying one of the key questions of American
politics.
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He pointed out that Afro-Americans constituted
a distinctive oppressed national minority. As such
they have the right to self-determination. They
will become more and more discontented with the
unremedied abuses they suffer under monopoly
capitalism. Black workers could become radicalized
before the majority of white workers, move to the
forefront of the anticapitalist forces, and fight
harder for a new society than the more privileged
sections of the working class. * The Russians,
he said, ‘“ were the Negroes of Europe. ”

The Black liberation struggle called for uncom-
promising support from all socialists. They were
equally obliged to combat the deep-seated racist
prejudices capitalism untiringly inculcates in the
white population.

In conclusion, a fifth expression of Trotsky’s
thought that others have discounted but that he
himself considered the most important during his
last exile. This was the evolution of his views on
the character and role of the revolutionary
vanguard party of the working class. His ideas on
this matter underwent a significant change.

Lenin and Trotsky Join Forces

After escaping from Siberia in 1901, Trotsky
went to London at Lenin’s invitation and became
part of the team of Marxist propagandists around
the periodical Iskra, the Spark. When the split in
the Russian Social Democracy between the
Bolsheviks and Mensheviks took place somewhat
later, he aligned himsclf with the Mensheviks but
was soon alienated from them, From 1904 until
1917 he occupied an intermediate and independent
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position between the two contending factions,
unsuccessfully undertaking at times to reconcile
and unify them.

He opposed Lenin’s revolutionary and original
conception of a centralized proletarian combat party,
as so' many New Lefts and anti~Leninists do today.

He decisively and definitively changed his mind
on this score after the February overthrow of
czarism. In July he led his Petrograd organization
into fusion with the Bolsheviks at a time when the
latter were under heavy persecution and Lenin and
Zinoviev were in hiding.

The triumph of the October insurrection can
be traced to two circumstances. In the April
theses that rearmed and reoriented his party. Lenin
adopted the strategic conclusions of Trotsky’s theory
of permanent revolution—that the proletariat was
obliged to take power then and there in order to
realise both the democratic and socialist aims of the
mass movement. Around the same time Trotsky
was won over to Lenin’s plan of party organiza-
tion. Lenin became Trotskyist, as Kamenniev charged
at the time, while Trotsky became Leninist.

After the October insurrection, Lenin stated
about Trotsky, after he had rejected any idea of
organizational compromise with the Mensheviks,

“ From that time on there has been no better
Bolshevik. »’

The Revolutionary Party

Also, from then on Trotsky never wavered in
his adherence to Lenin’s principles of organization

AR e

69

and in fact became their foremost exponent after
thellatter’s "death in 1924.

There is widespread misunderstanding about the
real meaning and content of democratic centralism
which sums up the Leninist theory of party life.

The principal source of confusion is the coun-
terfeit of Leninist ideas and distortion of their
practices that Stalinism has introduced into the
workers movement. The Stalinist pattern of the
monolithic party fused with the state, autocratically
manipulated from above by an uncontrolled and
irremovable officialdom, is the very antithesis of the
genuine Leninist system of organization. As against
bureaucratie centralism, under democratic centralism
the leadership and apparatus are both responsible
to and controlled by the party ranks and subject
to their informed and democratic decisions, as they
are in the Socialist Workers Party.

In opposition to the supercentralism of the Stali-
nist model on the one hand and the spontaneists and
anarchists who reject any centralism in principle,
Trotsky stressed the need for a workers party that
was democratic in its inner functioning and central-
ized in action.

In the foundation document of the Fourth
International entitled ‘° The Death Agony of Capital-
ism and the Tasks of the Fourth International”
—popularly called the Transitional Program—
Trotsky stated that the world political situation is
characterized by a historical crisis of the ledership
of the proletariat because of the degeneration of
the Second and Third Internationals and the dpfaults
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of lesser radical formations. This crisis of humanity
can be resolved only through the creation of a new
revolutionary vanguard.

The task of the Fourth International, he wrote
tersely is “ the abolition of capitalism’s domination.
Its aim—Socialism. Its method—the proletarian
revolution. Without inner democracy—no revolu-
tionary education. Without discipline—no revolu-
tionary action. The inner structure of the Fourth
International is based on the principle of democratic
centralism : full freedom in discussion, complete
unity in action. ”’

New Revolutionary International : Fourth In-
ternational

Trotsky devoted the last years of his life to
forming and educating the cadres of such a party
on an international scale. He considered this * the
most important work of my life—more important
than 1917, more important than the period of the
Civil War or any other.” That was not an aberrant
judgment on his part. Like other eminent Marxists,
he understood that theory is sterile without its
immersion in practice, its testing in the day-to-day
class struggles, its connection with the building of
national parties and a world organization of social-
ist revolutionaries. He was a man of deeds, not
an armchair theorist. He wrote and thought at all
times with the aim of changing society, not simply
commenting on the passing show, lamenting or
applauding what others are doing.

Trotskyism and Stalinism, like their personal
exemplars and namesakes, represent two irrecon-

71

cilable forces, programs, and methods of operation.
The Kremlin dictator and his successors express the
interests and narrow national outlook of the burea-
ucratic stratum that came to monopolize power and
accumulate privileges in the first experiment in post-
capitalist organization. The followers of his arch~
opponent represent the interests of the world work-
ing class in its efforts to overthrow capitalism and
institute a socialist democracy.

During his quarter-century tenure of total
power Stalin’s word was law in official world com-
munism; his speeches were printed in tens of
millions of copies and regarded as hbly writ.
Trotsky, the hounded exile, had difficulty in making
his voice heard and in circulating his views beyond
a limited circle. His writings were tabooed to
members of the Stalinist movement who were fed
distorted and poisoned versions of his ideas.

Trotsky Outlives Stalin

History has its ironic turnabouts. Today in the
Soviet Union, Stalin has been exposed and disgraced
as a criminal tyrant by his closest associates. His
works are no longer printed in huge quantities—in
fact they are rather hard to come by—and his
omnipresent portrait has come down off the walls
of every government office. It is dubious whether
his centenary will be given notice by Moscow.

Trotsky’s books, on the other hand, are being
reprinted in many languages, not least in the United
States. Dozens of works about him appear in print
year by year. His ideas are securing a wider hear-
ing and broader following on all continents.
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A while ago the Husak government in Czechos-
lovakia put nineteen young people on trial for their
alleged Trotskyist ideas, actually for their opposi-
tion to official oppression. The Trotskyist Petr
Uhl has just been given a five-year sentence there.

The newly formed section of the Fourth Inter-
national in Iran has emerged as a banner-bearer of
the socialist program against the Khomeini~Bazargan
bourgeois-clerical regime, which is attempting to roll
back the rights conquered by the Iranian masses
in the battle to topple the Shah.

Although Stalin’s henchman struck down
Trotsky in Mexico four decades ago, he did
rnot and could not kill his ideas—and Stalin’s
imitators will be even less effective.

It is not possible, I believe, to be a politically
literate person or understand the essentials of world
politics today without an acquaintance with the
ideas of this genius of scientific socialism who left
us such a rich heritage. O

Trpotsk'y Centenary Celebration
, ~in India |
—NMagan Desai

The year 1979, being the year of Leon Trots-
ky’s hundredth anniversary, was celebrated as Trots-
ky Birth Centenary. He was born on 7th November
of 1879, the red letter date in the history of man-
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kind. On that date in 1917, the great October
Socialist Revolution inaugurated a new epoch for
the history of the exploited, oppressed and humili-
ated humankind. This successful assault on the
marginal minority of the privileged propertied exploi-
ting classes was led by Lenin and Leon Trotsky,
the leading lights of the Bolshevik Party of that
period. 7th November, the birth date of Trotsky,
accidently coincided with that of the October
insurrection that enabled working class organised in
the Soviets as the ruling class first time in the
world. Trotsky was the president of the Petrograd
Soviet of the workers and soldiers deputies that
spear headed the armed struggle to topple the Tsar,
the symbol of the triple exploitation of feudalism,
capitalism aud imperialism.

Followers, friends and critical admirers of
Trotsky in India who eagerly seek to accelerate the
process of ‘¢ de-stalinisation ”’ on the track of
democratisation of the whole Russian State and
Society and strive to ‘ restore democracy in all the
socialist -countries ” and those who favour and fight
for * civil liberties ” everywhere united to celebrate
the birth centenaty of Leon Tro§s1<y in several parts

of India.

The object to celebrate Trotsky Birth Centenary
was not to idolize him nor build a “cult of
Trotsky’’. The central theme in this endeavour was
(i) to stimulate the objective study of Trotsky’s
life and work, to evaluate his ~ conrtibution and
asses his role in the world working class movement
for world Socialist Revolution; (i) to understand
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and examine the relevence of his controversial and
keenly contested but profound theoretical, Strategic
and tactical insights provided by his theory of
‘“Permanant Revolution”, the transitional programme,
proletarian internationalism aud his critique of stali-
nism and fascism; (iii ) to probe his basic critique
of Stalin’s ““Two Stage ” theory of revolution in
colonial, semicolonial, called backward third world
countries and his strategic and tactical perspective
with regard to combined revolution—bourgeois cum
national or peoples democratic with socialist called
“ Permenant Revolution ” in these countries :
(iv) to comprehand the relevance of Trotsky’s
theory in the concrete context of Indian situation ;
(v) to evaluate the movement organised under the
banner of Trotsky’s ideology and organisational
frame work ; and (vi) to build up organised opnion
for rehabilitating Trotsky in his rightful place in
the U.S.S.R. and in the history of world communist
movement, as a part of the demand for rehabilita-
tion of the victims of Stalinist purges and witch-
hunt.

MAHARASTRA : In Bombay Trotsky Birth
Centenary Committee ”” was formed. It was led by
Dr. A. R. Desai, a well known revolutionary Maxist-
sociologist and writer. It was sponsored by the per-
sons active and known in trade-union, journalism,
student movement, educational sphere, the struggle
for civil liberties and working class parties. On 7th
November, a public rally was organised. It was
presided by Dr. A. R. Desai. It was attended by a
representative of cross sections from the different
walks of life of Bombay. A booklet in Hindi language
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on Trotsky was released on this occasion. The
meeting was addressed by Dr. Vinayak Purohit,
noted research scholar in sociology of Indian art;
Jayaras Banaji, an emerging learned scholar from
independent orthodox Marxist orientation; S. B.
Kolpe, the noted leftist journalist leader and the editor
of popular radical daily and weekly ¢‘ Clarity ”’; Vijay
Chandra, Achin Vanayak, Janardan Nair, Chandra-
shen Momaya, activists in Trade-union,movement,
Pushpa Mehta and Jayaram Shetty, representing
Revolutionary Socialist Party and Vibhuti Patel from
the Communist League, the Incian section of the
Fourth International. The main theme &f these
speakers was not to idolize and glorify Trotsky but
to objectively appraise his contributions in the sphere
of Marxist ideology, world working class politics,
art and literature, in the context of a Stalinist’s
systamatic campaign of effacing, denigrating and
distorting the achievement of his life and work and
its relevance to the present prevailing situation of
the world working class movement. Various speakers
highlighted the unprecedented heroism and sacri-
fices of Trotsky’s life over and above his profound
contribution in various spheres to organise the world
working class movement to overthrow capitalism
in underdeveloped and developed countries and
sociological clerification and combating the bureau-
cratic nationalist degeneration that plagued the some
component of the leadership of Bolshevik Party
under Stalin. Some of the speakers while disagreeing
with the certain part of the Trotsky’s legacy, how-
ever pointed out the stimulating critical trend that
has acquired enormous significance for the present




76

situation prevailing in the world politics. Most of
the speakers emphasised that his ideas have great

relevance in India for thrashing out strategy and -

tactics for overthrowing the capitalist regime so as
to travel on ‘ non-capitlist ’ track of socialist
society. Also all of them condemned systematic
effacing of Trotsky’s name and contribution from
the pages of the history of Soviet India and agreed
to persue the efforts for rehabilitating Trotsky and
other who were incarcerated under Stalin’s tyranical
regime.

KERALA : At Trivendrum, the capital of
Kerala State, a symposium was organised in Law
Academy. It was presided by Dr. V. K. Sukumaran
Nair, the vice-chanceller of Kerala University. He
in his speech described Trotsky as the greatest
political personality of 20th Century. Inspite of
Stalin and Stalinist tremondous propaganda to erase
Trotsky’s name for the annals of the history, the
fact remains that Trotsky prepared and led the
October Revolution with Lenin. It was Trotsky
who organised red army and saved nascent Soviet
Union from the invasion of imperialist powers. The
alert and innovative mind of Trotsky conceived to
harness Russia with Napear hydroclutic project.
Revolutionary Trotsky in his forced exile deprived
of powers, prestige and glory by Stalin remained
dangerous enemy to all the imperialist countries as
they hed refused visa to Trotsky. Former student
leader and principal of Medical College of Triven-
drum Dr. K. Madhavan Kutty narrated torments
of Trotsky and his wife when their younger son
Sergei was murdered by Stalin. In his further speech

n v

Dr. Kutty impressed upon the audience Trotsky's
inprint on revolutionary working class poltiics,
literature, art, education and military science.

Mr. Vishnunarain Nambudiri, one of the
topmost young poet of Kerala State, emphasised in
his speech that through the book “ Literature and
Revolution ”” Trotsky had made invaluable contri-
bution to art and asthetic.

Comrade M. K. Kumaran, an ex-member of
Parliament and supporter of Communist Party con-
fessed in his speech that Communist Party discou-
raged him from reading the writings of v Trotsky.
But he violated party directive by reading Trotsky’s
biography and other available books. This encou-
raged him to recommend the reading of Trotsky to
veteran C. P. leaders K. Damodaran and Achyuta
Menon, the ex—chief minister of Kerala State. Com.
Kumaran further disclosed to gathering that K.
Damodaran one of the topmost Marxist- thinkers
and writers of many books and leader of CP., once
a bitter critique of Trotsky became in his last years
the admirer and adherent of Trotsky’s principles
and politics. In his concluding speech Comrade
Kumaran remarked that he still disagees with Trot-
sky, nevertheless Trotsky remains as a great political
thinker. He condemned falsification of history in
Soviet Union and passionately demanded the reha-
bilitation of Trotsky in his country.

Such seminar was held at Peripanam,
a stronghold of Stalinists in the month of
November. This was presided by lawyer Com-
rade Harindra Nair while Comrades M. N. Subra-
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maniam, P. Natrajan and M. Rashid read the
papers on Trotsky as a cultural leader, a revol-
utionary and on theory of Permanent Revoution
respectively. Many youngsters from CPI, CPM and
youth congress participated by raising questions and
heated debates by opposing Trotsky. M. N. Sub-
ramaniam, the Secretary of Trotsky Centenary
Celebration Committee of Kerala announced the
decision to publish Trotsky’s biography in Mala-
yalam language.

WEST BENGAL : Trotsky Centenary Commi
ttee was formed. Joint initiative was taken by the
representative of Revolutionary Communist Party,
Communist League and Revolutionary Socialist
Party. Veteron leftist journalist, progressive minded
educationalists, student, worker and peasant activists,
from various parts joined this committee. At
Calcutta and Santipur, discussion, exhibition of
Trotsky’s"books and two days seminar was orga-
nised on 7th November, the birth date of Trotsky.
It was well attended and had created interest among
leftist establishments.

GUJARAT : “ Trotsky Centenary Celebration
Committee of Gujarat” was formed in last July.
Individuals from the important cities like Ahmedabad,
Baroda, Surat and Jamnagar had joined this
committee, Leftist oriented prominent doctors,
lawyers, university professors, well known artists,
journalist, Trade union and student activists and
representative from the working class parties were
the members of the sponsers committee.

rDr. S. C. Mishra, head of the department of
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advanced history from M. S. University of Baroda,
was the President, whereas N. M. Pandya, the econo-
mist, Ranchhodlal Vayada, the well known veteran
journalist of Gujarat and Dr. R. N. Mehta, the
head of the archeology department of M. S. Uni-
versity were the vice-presidents of the committee.
Due to some objective limitations of the committee,
celebration could not be organised on 7th Novem-
ber. It become possible in February ’80. Two
days programme of lecture and seminar at Baroda
was arranged. Dr. Bipanchandra, well known his-
torian and the dean of the faculty of social sciences
of the Jawaharlal Nehru University of New Delhi
was the main guest speaker on 16th February. The
B. M. Hall where this programme was organised
was packed to its capacity. Nearly hundred and
seventy five persons from different walks of life -
well known doctors, teachers from schools and uni-
versity, prominent social workers, M. L. A., trade
unionists, workers and students — attended the func-
tion. This was chaired by Prof. N, M. Pandya,
the vice-president of the celebration committee and
the meeting was conducted by Comrade Sharad
Jhaveri of Communist League. '

The theme of Dr. Bipanchandra’s speech was
“ present situation in India and relevance of Trotsky’s
thought,” In starting Dr. Bipanchandra paid profound
tribute to Trotsky as the greatest Marxist thinkers,
greatest revolutionary and greatest human being of
20th century, who in his life time was loved, honoured
and followed by millions as well as maligned, slande-
red, persecuted and haunted by rulers of Soviet
Union in whose creation and construction Trotsty
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had played prominent role. Trotsky’s contribution
to the advancement of humanity is invaluable and

enormous. His murder organised by Stalin failed *

to halt the spread of his ideas as ever increasing
attention and recognition is being given to principle
and politics of this great figure martyr. Before
coming to his subject Dr. Bipanchandra narrted his
emotional experience when he visited the house in
Mexico city where Trotsky passed his last days of
his life. It was the modest residence equipped with
simple necessities of life like ordinary wooden furni-
ture and few utensils. The roof of his bed room
was pierced with holes caused due to the machine
guns shots aimed to kill Trotsky. This was inspired
by bis political opponent Stalin. In this consider-
ably fortifyed and weil guarded but sparten surround-
ing Trotsky used to write incessantly on numerous
subjects fr9m the view point of working class politics
whose significance for the present world situation is
considerable. Because Trotsky was jenuine Marxist
in grand tradition of Marx, observed Dr. Bipan-
chandra. It requires many days to understand diffe.
rent aspects of his enormous contribution to work-
ing people of the world. His main quality was

courage, courage and courage in tradition of Marx.,

Hence his extreme boldness in understanding reality,

to interpret different aspects of dialectical reality was

superb and unique. Very few people possess it. As per

Dr. Bipanchandra’s considered opinion Indian left mo-

vement is in dire need of such quality. So it has to

initiate to inherite Trotsky’s tradition to face in order
to probe extant Indian reality. Leftist in India must

assimilate from Trotsky's ability, humility, honesty,
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integrity in their analysis of Indian situation. Inspite
of long history of left movement it has failed to
comprehand this tradition. Trotsky’s contribution
of several decades was visualised in Europe and
America. Almost everywhere politically conscious
people were aware of what Trotsky had to say.
Unfortunately it is not recognised in his own
homeland - Soviet Russia, where his name is still
anthema. We must appeal to Soviet government
in whose revolution and its defence Trotsky’s
contribution was irreplaceble to vindicate and re-
habilitate his role and honour by returning to the
road of democracy in USSR. Trotsky waged life
long fience battle after 1924 against buraucratisation
under Stalin, and championed the cause of socialist
democracy by becoming the spokesman of those
honest communists who resisted Stalin’s authori-
tarianism. For Trotsky socialism was not conceivable
without democracy for the working people.
Trotsky adamantly opposed capitalism because
it deprives workers of their freedom to acquire
culture, where as socialism absorbs all the past
achievements of human culture.  While develo-
ping his theme Dr. Bipanchandra shed light on
Trotsky’s grasp of contemporary reality of his time
i. e. the phenomena of the rising Fascism in Ger-
many. This was in footsteps of Marx and Lenin.
The comprehensive analysis of, and strategy
and tactics to combat fascism developed by
Trotsky remains the greatest work of the time.
‘Unfortunately his voice was not taken seriously by
the sectarion communist party that resulted into
the hollowcost of the second world war. According
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to Trotsky facism was the byproduct of the decay
of bourgeois democracy, he distiguished between
strong state oriented to Bonapartist authoritarianism
and fascism, he demarketed fascism and bourgeois
democracy. To Trotsky, centralised strong state
was not necessarily the fascism in. whose
development he highlighted the crucial role of
disinherited depressed petty~bourgeois stratas. As
per Dr. Bipanchandra considered opinion fertile
ground for fascism in India is not yet favourable
because the Indian petty—bourgeois is as much left
as much right due to politicization. There is greater
need to protect it from fascism. This can be achi.
eved by developing struggle against communalism
and national chauvinism the potential breeding
ground of mobilizing petty-bourgeoisie for fascism.
Capitalist strong state oriented to Bonapartist autho-
ritarianism being unable to face mass movement
manipulates petty-bourgeois discontent for destroy-
ing working class organisations. Fascism takes
advantage from the ebb or passivity of the working
class movement. Trotsky was the first to point out
those phenomena and untiringly advocated the
united front of the all trade unions and working
class parties to defeat fascism in Germany and
France.. At present no major fascist movement exists
in India but leftist have failed to provide an alter-
native since 1967 onwards. So Indian left movement
has to learn lot from this to avoid the tragedy for the
toiling masses.

Further in the course of his speech Dr.
Bipanchandra made interesting observation regarding
Trotsky’s attitude on culture. Trotsky was a man
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of great in art, culture and literature. And he did
not glorify cultural backwardness of working class
who nas to assimilate critically bourgeois culture
after coming to power. But it should not be
imposed upon anybody. He did not believe in the
absurdity of *“ proletarian culture ”’ so he ardently
advocated for socialist movement to wage struggle
for acquisition of culture.

At the end his speech Dr. Bipanchandra
concluded that Trotsky was not a god but a
human being. So he has his weak movements and
failures also. His major limitation was to grasp
colonialism and peculiar problems Ofv colonial
countries and its national liberation movement.
Stalin and bourgeois democracy also ignored this
problem. India hardly figured in his writings nor
Jawaharlal Nehru who was great admirer of Trotsky.
This is because he was historically specific and
generalised too much from experience of Russian Revo-
lution. of 1917. Trotsky never made a deep study
of colonialism. Though he fought against the concept
of monolothic party but he did not question Lenin’s
Bolshevik model for the revolutionary party. This
is surprising. My critique of Trotsky may be
contested as I don’t claim expertise on Trotskyism.
It is too much to expect from a revolutionary like
Trotsky who struggled single handedly against the
numerous odds which derailed world working class
movement. '

The real way to honour Trotsky the greatest
martyr of 20th century is to creatively follow his
methodology to understand the Indian reality.

On the 17th February the symposium was
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held. It was chaired by Dr. S.C. Mishra, the chair.
man of the celebration committee and attended by
60 to 70 persons. The subject was ‘‘ Trotsky’s
contribution to Marxist ideology and struggle for
world socialist movement. ”’ Prof, Sharad Jhaveri
read the paper on Trotsky as a social scientist »
Dr. Vinayak Purohit’s subject was ““ Trotsky’s contri-
bution to art and literature ” and Dr. Ghanashyam
Shah the director of ¢ Centre for Social Studies ?,
gave his estimate of * permanent revolution and
problems of third world . Bhagirath Shah and
Bhupesh Shah the secretaries of the celebration
committee, spoke on *‘* Transitional programme in
extant Indian situation ” and ¢ Trotsky on Trade
Union .

The representatives of Gujarati and English
language news papers like the ¢ Loksatta >, ¢ Times
of India’ and ¢ Indian Express * had attended this
function and flashed the news and reports. This
occasion had created curiosity and interest for
Trotsky and the movement based on his ideas.
among the political conscious circles of Gujarat
where the leftist movement is considerably weak. [
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Leon Trotsky on INDIA

The struggle for national independence, for an
independent Indian republic is indissolubly linked
up with the agrarian revolution, with the nationali-
zation of banks and trusts ( under workers’ control ),
...other economic measures aiming to raise the living
standard of the country and to make the toiling
masses the masters of their own destiny. Only the
proletariat in alliance wfth the peasantry is capable

of meeting these tasks.
* * *

The Stalinists in India directly support the bout-
geois and petty-bourgeois national parties and do
all they can to subjugate the workers and peasants
through these parties. What we must do is to create
‘an absolutely independent proletarian party with
clear class programme.

* : = } * .
Surrounded by decaying exploitation and enmes-
hed in the imperialist contradictions, the indepen-
‘dence of a backward nation inevitably will be semi-

fictious and its political regime under the influence

of internal class contradictions and external pressure, ’

will unavoidably fall into dictatorship against the
people....Gandhi’s (Congress ) regime will be similar
to morrow in India....So long as the liberation move-

ment is controlled by the exploiting class it is in-

‘capable of getting out of blind alley. The only
thing that can weld “India together is the agrarian
revolution under the banner of national independence.

A revolution led by the proletariat will be dire-
cted not only against British rule but also against
the Indian princes, foreign concessions, the top layers
of the national bourgeoisie, and the leaders of the
National Congress and Muslim League. (1939) ]




