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Editors Note

In this issue we publish three articles. The first, ‘Bourgeois
and Proletarian Decision-making Processes’, contributed by an Italian
comrade, sets out to isolate the essential ditferences between
proletarian and bourgeois society by examining the methods each
adtop1s for handling internal contradictions. It etfectively exposes
ihe hollowness of allegedly value-free concepts like ‘justice’ and
Needom® as they are employed in bourgeois society. There are
aist some valuable observations on the degeneration of the Italian
Commnnisi Party and the madquancy of proletarian decision-mkaing
mmocesses in the Soviet Union,

‘Northern retand: The Nature of the Struggle’ is the outcome
ot a funy perniod of study on the Irish guestion in the London CFB. Written
for MLQ by a comrade in London, it does not represent CFB policy on
breland. We intend to open discussion of the subject in MLQ and we hope
toy 1natilish another article in the next issue.

The discussion an Stalin and revisio:ism continues in our third
article. This s not & reply to discussion; we hope to print more contri-
hutions on this subject also.

The sales of our last issue were well up on the first two. We
are contidlent that they will continue 10 increase as more people see the
vaiue ol the approach adopted by MLQ and come to recognise its
importance in the theoretical work needed as part of the ongoing task

of building a communist party.




Bourgeois & proletarian decision
making processes

The cnrly part of the history of the CPC iz characterized by a numker of
significent changes in the Party line and in its leadership. We shall =zive two
examples:

Up to August 7th 1927 the Party's general secretary, Cken Tu-llsiu, was not
even a comrunist; he wos a "radical democrat bourgeois", who preached the sub-
migsion of the proletariat to the bourgeoisic--n lenshevik line. This crroneous
line in freof led to the massacre of the Shanghai workers by Chiang Kai-Shek.

Another example of change in line: "Wang Ming usurped control of the Par-
tyts central organism at the 4th plenery session of the 6th CC in January 1931."
Wang kine preached an ultra-sectarior "1ott" deviation, and "behaved live tle
omnipotent emperor”. As a result the Party lost Q0% in the red areas and almost
1007 in the white areas, and the red army was obhligecd to undertake the long
march". Wang Ling's control was roemoved at bthe Tsun-¥i meeting in January 19370,
wher Mzo's leadership was established once and for all. Wang Ming, a "faloe
liarxist", was not however expelled at the time,

Nere there are two cbservations fto be made: 1) In the RSDLP, when Lonin
wag Tightines the Menshevik line in a historical situation which was not 5o comn-
pletely different from the Chinese one (in the sense that there too it wan noece-
ssary to complete the democratic phase of the revolution), he split that party
and created the Bolshevik Party. [ao, on the other hand, did not split tae CDC,
but fousht his battle within the Partv. 2) When the deminant bhourgecis line wan
overthirown by the proletarian line at Tsun-Yi, the Chincse comrades do not oy
that the Party chianged i1ts nature and from black beeame red, as they say of Lhe
¢PSU, that in 19%6 that it changed from red to black. What they say iz "it e-
merged from infancy to maturity"”. That is, notwithstanding the changes in line,
they uphold the uninterrupted continuity of the CPC as o claes oreanisation. In
other words they maintain that it is possible for o proletarian party to temuo-
rarily follow & bourgeois 1ine without nccessarily tecoming a hourgcoiz party.
On the otkher hand, a proletarian party moy 2l5o Transform itgelf inte 1ts ovpo-
aite, and become a revisionist, i.e. bourgeois party.

They say that the correctness or incorrectness of the line followed deter-
mines the success or failure of a Party. But evidently it does not determine
the basie nature of a Party as such. There must be something clse. hat 15
this "somcthing else"?

Let ug see just what 2 "line" consists in. The 1ine of a Party i o series
of operative proposals which the Party mnkes To the masses. In this sense the
proletarian line itself changes according to the historical context {(from alli-
ance with the Kuomintang against Japan, to attacking the Kuomintang as the mnin
enemy). I.e. the phenomenological aspect of the line may change while 1ts clnso
ensence remeing tuc same, and 1t is determined by the class interest it servec.

The proletarian line does not just consist of words. 1t is = series ol op-
erntive proposals for the transformation of the world. A proposal regquires o
dccicion (to accept or reject it?), which, oncc taken, must be carried out (ot-
Rerwise it is not o real decision, but just a plous intention). Furthermore,
in order Tor the proposal to be convincing, it must he backed up by an analysic,
made with certain theoretical instruments.

The "struggle between the two 1ines" within the Party often assumes there-
fore the form of discussion over contrasting analyses, but the substance is that
it is the different practical proposals which clagh. So we see that the strug-
rle between the two lines within the party becomes O question of fundamental im-
portonce, because tnnt in where the proleiacian or bourgecis line comes out.






For a decision to be real it must be carried out; a law which is not to re-
mgin ink on paper, must be applied. And here we see the usefulness of the "se-
paration of powers". The fact is that even in the most democratic of bourgeois-
democratic republics, even in countries where the elected representatives of the
people "make the decisions", the carrying out of these decisions is always in
the hands of a hierarchical structure, the state bureaucracy, over which there
is not even formal control from below. It is there in fact that the real deci-
Sions are made; as Lenin puts it, "Consider any parliamentary nation...the real
"State" business is done in the corrigor; it is carried out by the departments,
the chancelries, the high commands. In parliament all they do is chatter, with
the sole purpose of deceiving the "good people".™

Now the state bureaucracy includes naturally the army and the police; the
last defence of any political power, and within those structures the lack of
"democratic liberties" is complete and blatant, as any draftee can testify:; all
the power there is concentrated at the top.

In theory the Army high command is subordinatied to the Ministry which is
subject to Parliament which is elected by the people. WNow, leaving aside for a
moment the fact that the bourgeoisie controls the means of production of ideas
and information, which makes it practically impossible for a revolutionary party
to obtain 2 Parliamentary majority, let us consider what happens when the bour-
geolsie thinks that the elected govermment, even though not revolutionary, no
longer protects its interests sufficiently. In this case the bourgeois army re-
bels against the government (as in Spain esnd Greece), which is quite helpless
against cannons.,

A1l this goes to show how the bourgeois-democratic state is founded on de-
ception, which is perpetrated by the artificial division between legislation
and execution, and characterized by a continual discrepancy between words and
deeds. And that is why the bourgeois decision-making process is structurally
incapable of producing decisions which go against the interests of the bourge-
oisie itself--indeed the proletariat camnot take over the bourgeois state, but
must destroy it end substitute it with a proletarian state.

2. Proletarian Decision-liaking Processes.

Historically, the first decision of a proletarian nature has been to strug-
gle against the bosses e.g. to go on strike. The first difference which we see
in the way in which this decision is made is this: bourgeois decisions are es—
sentially individual, whereas proletarian decisions are collective. This fact
reflects the conflicting interests within the bourgeoisie on the one hand, and
the unity of the proletariat's class interests on the other.

The decision to go on strike is thus a collective decision, but it is not
always unanimous. Usually there are a few workers who do not agree with the
strike. And if fthey translate their ideas into action, then they become black-
legs.

The bleckleg is an individual who is justly hated and persecuted by the
working class for the following reasons: he weakens the common struggle, and,
though not paying the sacrifice which every struggle involves, he benefits from
the fruits of victory just like the others. In other words he is an individual-
ist, he has boss-mentality; from the proletarian point of view it may therefore
be perfectly legitimate to repress blacklegs with physical force, whereas from
the point of view of individual freedom it is not.

So here we have another characteristic of the proletarian decision-making
process: decisions are taken collectively, and the minority is obliged to sub-
mit to the majority when it comes to putting them into effect, in the name of
the unity of the interests of the class. Furthermore, those who decide and
those who carry out are the same people--there is no "separation of powers"
here. Thic means that if, fB?‘EE%ﬁﬁ%ET the Trade Union "decides" on a strike



(or other action) which is not "felt" by the workers, they do not do it: in
other words, to the extent that they do not participate in The decision itself,
they will not carry 1%t out. For this very practical reason, decisions must be
taken feeely by the collective.

We have already mentioned the fact that, where the bourgeoisie controls the
means of intellectual production, the subjective consciousness of the exploited
masses does not correspond, or corresponds only in a more or less distorted way,
to their objective interests. Therefore the majority of proletarians is not
able to decide spontaneously to do what is in its own class interest. And yet,
as we have seen, 1 Te majority of proletarians does not decide to free itself,
then the proletariat cannot be freed. The problem is to resolve the contradic-
tion between the masses' objectively proletarian condition and their subjective-
1y more or less bourgeois consciousness.

Let us examine the problem a little more closely: the cause of the lack of
revolutionary consciousness in the proletariat is not only bourgeois propaganda.
It i also to be found in the historical fact of the bourgeols division of
labor. The proletariat does not appear phenomenoclogically as a class but as
metel-workers, textile workers, dockers, etc.; that is, it appears as categor-
ies or trades. A trade strike is not by itself a revolutionary act; indeed it
(frequently) is something that the bourgeois state can and has frequently accep-
ted (i.e. it is not always necessarily illegal).

We have already described bourgeois society as an anarchy of individual de-
cisions. Essentially this is true; however it is also true that the interests
of certain individuals may coincide for a period of time (e.g. the shareholders
in a compay); these people associate to further their common interests. The ex-
istence therefore of conflicting interest-groups is not in itself in contradic-
tion with bourgeois society, on the contrary, it is one of its basic character-
istics. For this reason, workers' associations and strikes, as a means for bar-
gaining over the price of labor, have been permitted by bourgeois-democratic
states, precisely because, and as long as, they do not question the buy-and-sell
relationship between capital and labour itself.

For this reason, as long as workers' struggles remain objectively and sub-
jectively trade struggles, they cannot be class struggle.

3. Capitalist Crisis.

A A11 proletarian revolutions up to now have come about in periods of cycli-
cal CRISIS of the capitalist economy.

These crises are characterized by a real fall in the average rate of pro-
fit, and this causes the capitalists to: (a) intensify competition among each
other, (b) unload the costs of the crisis on to the proletariat (and in the im-
perialist stage, onto the oppressed peoples of the Third World). For this rea-
son these crises usually end up in war or revolution.

From the proletariat's point of view, the main difference between a period
of capitalist economic expansion and a period of crisis or depression is this:
whereas in the first, economic strikes for the bettering of the conditions of
sale of labour are more or less tolerated by the capitalist state, in the second
they are less and less tolerated. And the trade unions (and political reformist
parties) Decome consequently more and more openly reactionary.

The TRADE UNION, organized as it is along trade lines, has as its structur-
al job that of bettering the conditions of sale of labour, within the overall
buying-and-selling relationship between labour and capital: this relationship as
such is not questioned, because this would mean taking an open political stand,
and this is something that trade unions wexclude". That is to say the Trade
union accepts the capitalist basis of society.




But in a time of crisis the very zsurvivel of the capitalist
the compression of workers' real wages. And this is why it tecomes i 5
to really defend workers' living standards outside a revolutionary perspe
Room for manceuvre narrows down GO NOTNinf:  eliher you Tignt Tor hre worris
class's complete liberation from the capitalist yoke, or you find rourszelf =
cessarily conniving with the squashing of workers' living standards.

4. The Socialist Revolution.

At this point the working class must get to grips with the problem of the
SOCTALIST REVOLUTION. But the workers, from inside tieir different situations
do not pose this problem spontaneously for a series of reasorns: firstly for
those already outlined above, and secondly also on account of the fact that the
crisis does not develop uniformly and in the same way in each single situgtion,
i.e. the companies do not all go bust simultaneously. The crisis harms svery-
one, yes, but in different ways according to trade, region and the strength of
the individual companies. The hope of the bourgeoisie is to overcome workers'
resistence factory by factory, attempting to ensure that the workers dremain di-
vided with a sectorial and not class consciousness, or even worse, that they re-
treat into corporativism and individualism.

Against this tactic the workers must on the contrary unify all their strue-
gles, must overcome trade-unionist consciousness and become conscious of their
class interests: they must defend themselves economically by attacking politi-
cally.

This, we repeat, they do not do spontaneously. These indications must be
brought inside each single situation from outside the specific situations, that
is from an overall point of view.

Owing to, amongst other things, the unequal development of the crisis, vou
get different levels of consciousness within the working class: some are cl
to a political revolutionary consciousness, some are still bogged down in trade-
unionism, and many hold a series of intermediate positions. It is clear that
the workers with a vanguard political consciousness are a minority; they must
get together on the basis of a plan for making revolution, they must begin to
build the PARTY. .

In capitalist society, socialist revolution in not & "real" thing, it is =
theory. It is a theory which starts from a concrete analysis of the real essenx
ce o capitalism, but at the same time it is the overthrowing of the wihole of
capitalist logic: it must change from veing a theoretical negation of czpital-
ism into its practical negation.

What are the tasks of those who make up this vanguard with respect to the
masses? llust they lower their political activity and level to that of the av-
erage worker? Or must they perhaps maintain an attitude of superiority ard
detachment with regard to the average worker? The first would mean denying
themselves as a vanguard, effacing themselves as revolutionary consciousness,--
denying the revolution itself in other words; that would be deviating to the
right. The second would mean admitting revolution in theory but denying it inr
practice, not 1ifting a finger to transform it from theory into practice (&fter
all it is the masses who make the revolution); one could call that deviating to
the "left"--dogmatism.

It is clear that on the one hand the vanguard must maintain itself as such;
must try continually to raise its own political level, while on the other it
must at the same time put down deep roots among the masses,trying to bring them
up to its own level. It must guide them towards the revolution.

So the working class's political party, which this vanguard is building,







overall view of reality. After all every worker has personal experience of

"Working class reality, without necessarily being a vanguard element; the Party
members will therefore also have to have a capacity for theoretical synthesis.
That is, they must all be effective vanguard elements.

Once these basic characteristics of the party members have been defined,
then if there are different opinions within the Party over the line to be fol-
lowed, active ideological struggle over these differences must be given a free
rein. Then & decision is taken, by voting, and according to the proletarian
custom, the minority must not only comply with the carrying out of the decision
by the majority, but must actively participate in it, even if it doesn't
agree. And the minority will do this, because it knows that if its position is
correct, the facts will make the majority change its mind; and vice-versa if
the majority position turns out to be the correct one. The results of the ac-
tion must be followed by a self-criticism by those who were in the wrong; in
this way the Party will reach a new unity at a higher level.

We have said that the Party is structured in central and peripheral
bodies. Normally the tasks of the centre and the periphery are different--
that is, the centre has the job of synthesizing the material that comes in from
the periphery and of defining the general line, and the periphery has that of
applying the line situation by situation. Therefore if contradictions arise
between central and peripheral bodies, these are usually on questions of gener-
al line, and in this case the peripheral body must submit to the decision of
the centre. On the other hand the centre may be wrong and the peripheral body
may be right, and this is why the members of the central bodies at all levels
must be a democratically elected by those of the peripheral bodies, and must
submit periodically to the collective control of the Party congresses. As a
rule, the peripheral bodies must carry out the decisions of the centre. But
they will carry them out really and truly only if they are convinced of them,
and if they understand them thoroughly. Otherwise if they just accept the de-
cisions passively and do not participate actively in the working out of them,
and in the discussion on how to carry them out in practice, then we shall pro-
bably get the phenomenon of scarce militancy. To avoid this there must be max-
imum freedom in this phase of discussion, because only thus will it be possible
to obtain maximum discipline in the carrying-out phase. Furthermore, obvious-
1y, here there must be no "separation of powers" between those who decide and
those who carry out the decisions.

So to sum up the basic characteristics of a working-class Party's deci-
sion-making -structure;
(a):A1]1 members are (1) real vanguard militants
(2) effectively engaged in mass work.
(b) The Party is structured in central and peripheral bodies, and has one centr
centre.
(¢) The individual is subordinated to the organization, the minority to the ma-
jority and the periphery to the centre as regards practical action.
As regards internal discussion however, all members are free %o uphold
their opinions.
(d) The members of the central bodies are elected by those of the periphery,
and give regular account of their activity to the congresses.
This structure, known as democratic centralism, is a constant characteristic of
all prolefarian parties. The RSDIP did not have THls structure (1t was a mass
party, not centralised) and this is why Lenin had to break it organisationally
and create the Bolshevik Party.

The CPC on the other hand did have this structure, and that is why Mao
stayed in it, and indeed the majority of its militants were able to understand
that Chen Tu-Hsiu's and Wang Ming's lines were wrong, thanks to their practical
negative results, and so could change direction at the Tsun Yi meeting. Mao,
from being the exponent of a minority position was able to become leader of the
majority.



7. The Proletarian State.

The proletarian state, like all states, is a repressive machine for en-
suring the domination of the class in power.

However there are certain gualitative differences between the old states
and the proletarian state. '

Whereas the other states served to oppress the majority in the interests
of a minority of the population, this one serves to oppress a minority, and not
only, but a minority which is structurally destined to disappear, in the inter-
ests of a majority which will eventually include the whole of society. As a
result its dictatorship can and must be explicit and honest, it has no need to
hide behind lying phrases about "human equality" etc. It is what it says it
is, a dictatorship over the bourgeoisie and a democracy for the proletariat.

Every political power disposes of armed forces. And here we see a second
qualitative difference between the bourgeois and proletarian states: whereas
the armed forces of the former consist in a special body which is sgparate from
civil socicty, and the masses are not allowed to organize themselves militar-
ily, in the latter the situation 1s reversed: "The Paris Commune suppressed
the army and the police...and replaced them with the people in arms" Lenin).
In China today the PLA works in the fields and factories side by side with the
working people who are in turn organized in people's militias. So in social-
ist cociety which is marching towards classless society they are already begin-
ning to abolish one of the most ancient historical "divisions of labour", that
between "warrior" and "worker".

A third characteristic of the proletarian state is the suppression of the
false "separation of powers": "The Commune was to be, not a parliamentary
body, but an acting body, executive and legislative at the same time." Even the
nagistrates and judges, like the members of the Commumne, were elected and re-
vocable at any time. Lastly the very characteristic of the state itself as a
Tody separate from civil society graduzally disappears as the masses become more
and more involved in the running of public affairs (see the Revolutiondry Com-
mittees in China for example).

Now before examining the process of restoration of capitalism in a prole-
tarian state, let us see briefly how, within a bourgeois society, a proletarian
Party can degenerate into a revisionist ome.

8. Transformation Of A Proletarian Party Into Its Opposite.

Let us examine a concrete example, that of the Italian Communist Party.
It can be said that the decisive transformation in this party took place in
1944, i.e. when Togliatti came back to Italy.

Tn that period there were in fact a number of basic changes in the party,
bo*. in its line and organization. Briefly, the changes in line were:
_Abandon of class struggle against the Italian bourgeoisie, in the name of
"national reconstruction". .
_Abandon of armed struggle (handing over the partisans' weapons) in favor
of the "parliamentary road".
-Practical abandon of the objective of socialist revolution in favor of the
goal of "structural reforms".
In other words the proletarian line was abandoned and replaced by a complete.
thorough-going bourgeols ‘line,

But how is it that this transformation became irreversible?

When Togliatti was pushing through these changes, he had to overcome &
series of resistances within the party. Who were the resisters? Togliatti
says they were "the old comrades, those who would tend to remain a small group,
the group of those who have remained pure and falthful to the ideals and to the
idea..." and he adds "we say to them:—-You are making a mistake, you will be a
leading nucleus according to your capacity to turn our party into a great mass




pirty, a large orsenization which will have in its own ranks all tre elements
necessary for ecztabliching contact with all the caftegories of the Ttalien peop-
le, and for leading them all towards the objectives we intend to reach." (em—
ptcsis added)

In effect this meant a structural transformation of the partr, of greszt
importance: The vanguard party was turned into a mass party.

This was the natural concequence of the political decisions mentioned z-
Pove: in particular of the parliamentary road (and the consequent importance
of votes and of quantity rather than quality), =and of the Spontaneism, i,e. ’
corporative economism, implicit in the reformist policy. The over-all picture
is one of various corporate mass movements, joined together in parliamentary
barcaining; this picture 1is bhacked up by an open theorization of social and po-
litienl "pluralism®, Togliatti in fact denied class unity and class struggle
ceninst the state,

The spontaneism in the line meant naturally exaltation of the lowest level
of the moasses! subjective consciousness: "You must become an organization
which is in the midst of the people and which satisfies all the needs felt bny
the mass of the people"..."the mass of the people wishes for these problems to
be resolved today and cannot content itself with a propaganda reply which pre-
fers to posTpone the satisfaction of its aspirations until such a time as 2ll
Italy and Europe can have a socialist rezime." ZIet us translate: in view of
the fret thot the masses cannot have socialism today, or tomorrow, or the dayv
after, (hut who says so? the bosses say so.) and that they do not struggle
Spontaneously for socialism, then let us give them the illusion that their
needs can he satisfied by capitalism. In fact it is not possible to answer tie
affirmation——Today the masses think like that, let us bow down--witnout maiirg
a breair witih spontaneist logic.

Insteod these mosses are admitted indiscriminately into the party ranks.
The Stotute (1270) savs: "Those may be admitted to the Party who are eigi-feer
or over and wio, independently of their race, religious faith or prilosopiical
convictions, occept the party’'s political programme and undertake: to wor: Tor
its realization, to observe the Statute, to work in a party organization =g <=
pay their dues and contribution to the party press."

Tre result of this is that in the party assemblies, the opinion ~¢ -~ =~
olic petty-bourgeois with a metaphysical view of the world has the same we
as tihul of 1 Iarxist-Leninist worker. And among a million and a ralf memte
it is clear that sarxist-Leninist workers are necessarily a minorityr. And +his
is what ensurea the continuity of the hcurgeois control over the whole part:,
It menns precisely tnot the leading clique can tranquilly taole its dscisio-s
witiel nre possively rubber-stamped by the mass of memoers, for it is ¢ corats- -
fact of copitalist society that a sEontaneist programme, adiusted to tie
average level of consciousness, will in normal times be s ontaneously cecepted
by the messes, and especially by that portion of the messes wilo nave Alrezdr-
shown their predisposition to accept the programme by joining tie party,

What practical commitment is required of the members? They are ve
to 'realize, in their own field of activity, that party's policy 2nd te
decisions of the leading bodies'. 1In practice this means carryving out the
decisions of the leading clique as regards one's own corporate sector, 3
canyassing for the party in the elections. The individual member docs ot
perticipste in worliing out the party's decision (even though the Statute sive
hin this right but not duty) for the simple reason that he is not capatle of
doing s0. He lacks e political and ideological preparation to oppose w. .-t
tire party bosses say; they can thus manroceuvrs the assemblies at their ple:
So nere we are again with the bourgeois 'separation of powers', bvetwee t: oao
who decide, and those who carry out the decisions.

This then is how revisionism was consolidated in the ICP: once tre
bod:* had been conquered (and here the historical context was importont




novelty of the Italian post-fascist situntion and the lack of a clear inter-
national reference point made it difficult for an organic proletarian line %
establish itself), then the struggle between the two lines was drowned in a se:
of 'citizens'. The porticipatior in bourgeoi: government (central and local)
witr t.c resultant corruption of many leaders completed the transformation,
adding ti« final touch.

9. From Soccialism To Capitalism: or how the bourgeoisie wz3 sble to ma'e o
come—pacv. in the USSR and restore capitalism.

- The political decisions - At the XI Congress of the Bolzlevilt Party it was
stoted: TIrc principal....joh of the proletariat, after it hac seized power....
is to incrense the volume of production and to augment....tine productive forces
of society.!

For the entire period from Lenin's death till the II World lar this was
in fact coasidered to be the proletariat's main, and almost only, job.

low no-one can deny that this is one of the principal taslis of the pro-
letariat in power. But today after the restoration of capitalism in the USSR
and the Cultural Revolution in China, we lmow that it is not the principal task.
We know todoy that it must never be sep:rated from class struggle and indeed
that 'revolution must command production'.

So once the reactionaries firing bullets had been overthrown, the basic
decision woo to industrianlize. This was done, and it is a good thing it was;g
but let us lool more closely a2t just how it was done.

- The philosovhical basis - At the Third Trades Union Congress, Trotsky, in
his defencc of the militarization of labour, used the following arguement: 'lian
is lazy ond Ios a right to be lazy.' We know that all work is socially obliga-
tory. ™. must worl or die. He does not want +to work. But social organi-
zation oblises him to move in that direction.!

These stotements reflect the following philosopiiical presuppositions:

1) Abstract human nature exists.

2) Tre individual is always in contradiction with society
Both these presuppositions elevate to the status of universal principle what 1is
in reality only truc of bourgeois man. As a matter of fact, man-in-the-abstrad
does not exis%, there are only historicallv-determined-men.

It is true ti:zt in bourgeois society man-the-worker is lazy(the capitalist
on the other hand is ¢apable of spending sleepless nights so as to increase
his profits); this is because,in the exchange which he makes witl boss - labour
against wages - he attempts -as does gveryone when exchanging commodities - to
give the minimum possible and to obtain f%e maximum possible. And the boss
does too.

It is equaily true that in bourgeois sociei) the individual is ia contra-
diction with society. Not only is the whole mass of workers in contradiction
with the capitalist social set-up, but the individuel capitalists themselves
are in  contradiction with each other (competition) and often each single cap-
italist 1is in contradiction with the system as a whole (eg. tax evasion).

This is to say that bourgeois society is founded on individualism, and the
bourgeoisie, attempting to set itself up as a universal class, invents the
'theroy of human nature!'. A popular expression of this theory is 'man is
selfish by nature'. .

Instead as we can see from recent history, this theorr has been proved
wrong by practice in China, where broad masses are coming to understand that,
in socialist society, the interests of the individual and those of the collec-
tive are the same, and forms of revolutionary herovism-from the sacrifice of
one's life to voluntary overtime work, are becoming more and more diffused.

In the BSR on the other hand, as we zhall show, these affirmations of



Trotsky's were not sufficiently critized y and they formed the rhilosophical
basis upon which, in practice, the Russians attempted to build socialism.

The first over-all economic decision was the New Economic Policy (State
capitalism combined with privete capitalism), and at that time it was a nec-
essary decision. They had to begin building the new society with the.bricks of
the old, and at the historical mcment the Russians had to overcome the obstacle
constituted by the fact that:

-the democratic phase of the revolution still had to be completed, besides the
contingent fact that:

- the working class had been to a large extent dispersed during the civil war
and many workers had taken to buying and selling on the tlack market; the
class had to be reconstituted and developed.

But in 1928 the NEP came to an end and they began the first five-year plan,

and the process of collectivizing the countryside.

This too was a correct decision, but how was it carried out?

The Planned Economy - The fact of planning itself was a great step forward; it
meant, at lasft, setting up socialism in the economic sphere, it meant pro-
ducing for the needs of the country and not for profit. It was accompanied
by the collectivization of the countryside, another correct and necessary
decision.

For the first &ime in human history there was a serious attempt to set
up a planned economy; it is not surprising that mistakes were made.

Let us see what there mistakes were. Essentially they were two:
1) On the one hand the CPSU neglected the continuance of class struggle, and in
1936 it was stated that classes and class struggle had been liquidated;
2) On the other hand there was a defect of spontaneism, in-thinking that the
masses would have understood spontaneously what socialist planning was all
about and their own role within it.

We shall examine first the results of the second mistake:
The first result of spontaneism in carrying out the plans was that too much
reliance was placed upon decrees and other administrative measureg, and not
enough on political work among the masses, on the mobilisation of their
creativity.

The leaders, then in order to push the masses into fulfilling the tasks
set by the plans, behaved as if working-class human nature were really and
'naturally' averse to work, almost completely neglecting the vast potential of
enthusiasm for socialism which the Chinese have, on the contrary, been able to
realise. As we shall demonstrate, they substantially forgot Lenin's warning
"first to convince, and then to oblige",

We shall give three examples: the question of incentives; the Stakhanovist
movement; and the question of the fluidity of labour :
1) - Right from the start equalitarianism was combatted and a policy of wage
differentials was applied. At the begining this was undoubtedly a necessary
decision, to the extent that maferlai incentives were necessary to encourage
the workers to acquire technical knowledge and to move into areas and industry
of priority importance. But what was not understood was the need to accompany
material incentives with political work of clarification, agitation and mass
mobilisation, so that this second aspect might gradually become primary with
respect to the first, leading to the eventual withering away of material incen-
tives. We have an example of how an initially correct anti-"leftist" decision
could become in time a right-wing decision, when we consider the fact that team
piece-work was after a while no longer encouraged because the team members
showed a ™deplorable" tendency to equalitarianism in the way in which they dis-
tributed it among themselves. (Bolshaya Sovietskaya Enciklopediya p. 1115).
This meant not going forwards when the masses wanted to go forwards.
2) - In 1935 the Stakhanovist movement was begun,
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?heldecision to make exemplary heroes out of vanguard workers was not, in pr-
inciple, incorrect. The Chinese also have their heroes of labour. But there -
is a basic difference between the Stakhanovists and the Chinese labour heroes. -
Whereas in the Stakhanovist propaganda the emphasis was laid mainly on the si-
mple fact that they produced much more than the others, with the Chinese labour
heroes it is their political spirit which is brought out - above all their
spirit of indifference towards their private interests and whole-~hearted dedi-
cation to community interests. In this way they serve as a directly politicala
stimulus to the masses. The Stakhanovists on the other hand were not in the
least encouraged to deny their private interests - on the contrary, they were
stimulated by a whole series of purely economic incentives, amongst which were
progressive piece-work rates. The relationship between the Stakhanovist and
the mass of his work-mates thus went from bad to worse, partly because of
1nd;v1dualistic envy, but also and mainly because the production record est-
ablished by the- Stakhanovist was used to raise everyone else's production norms
without consulting the masses or even the trade-unions. These leadership
methods led to the creation of a corporative mentality amongst many workers,and
there were cases of obstruction, intimidation and even murder of the Stakhano—
vists. (Trud. Nove 3rd 1935). '

) The Party reacted to this not with a self-critical reflection on its own
mistakes, but with repression:

"In some enterprises", declared Zhdanov in November 1935,"the Stakhanovist
movement has been resisted....the party will not recoil from any measure which
may help it to eliminate all those who oppose the victorious march of the Stak-
havnovist movement." (Pravda, Nov. 13, '35) )

A resolution signed by Stalin and Molotov in April 1937 stated that pre-
vious instructions on Stakhanovism had not been observed, wage differentials
had not been introduced and the trade unions and_even the party committees
had refused to unmask the saboteurs. The authorities finally introduced the
widenﬁd repression of f37 and '38 (an error, according to the Chinese com-
rades).

3) - An indication of the working masses'! spontaneous reaction to Stalin's
mamagement can be had from the phenomenon of "fiuidity of labour" and of in-
discipline on the shop-floor in general. Up to 1930 there was a certain

amount of unemployment, which discouraged workers from changing jobs too often.
Byt in 1930, thanks to socialist planning, unemployment was virtually elim-
inated. We can see the effects of this in a resolution signed by Molotov and
Stalin on the 8%h April 1933: "according fto information received from the
statistical offices, 423,000 workers and employees left the mines in 1932. 1In
the same year 423,000 were taken Oonl..... This means that considerable propor-
tion of workers and employees, if not most of them, move ceaselessly from
mine to mine, from the mine to the countryside and from the countryside to
the mine, instead of working..... It goes without saying that with this amount
of fluidity it is impossible to assimilate, even to a barely satisfactory
extent, the nmew techniques and to learn how to use the new machines....."

"The disorder mentioned would not have come about if the managers of the mines
hed applied the law against vagabonds and absenteelsts and had deprived them
of their ration cards and housing rights".

The attempt was made to remedy this situation with material incentives on
the one hand and Draconian sanctions of the other (the carrot and the stick).
T.et us see for example a decree issued on December 28th 1938: "Any worker or
employee guilty of coming to work late without valid reasons, of going out to
luncn early of of coming back late, of leaving the factory or office before
time, or of idling during working hours, is subject to administrative proc-
edure: simple admonishment or admonishment with the threat of being sacked;
transfer for three months to a worse paid post; or immediate transfer to a
lower category. Any worker or employee guilty of three faults of this kind
in one month, or of four in two consecutive months, is to be sacked as...a
transgressor of the labour law and of labour discipline." Furthermore, the in-
dustrial managers who did not apply the prescribed punishments were themselves
subject to the sack or to administrative procedure.




- The fact that the managers themselves needed to be disciplined, ie. that
they were evidently over-indulgent towards their own workers, derives from the
circumstance that they had to compete against each other in order to get hold
of scarce labour; they evidently held a sectarian attitude towards their
work, an attitude which can be linked wup with the following resolution passed
at the XII Party Congress (April'23): "Attentiveness, energy and decision-
making capacity are indispensible qualities of the Soviet manager. But the
best evidence in his favour is the good state of the account-books of the en-
terprise." In China and Albania today the various enferprises help one another
in a spirit of revolutionary brotherliness; this was evidently not the ideo-
logical climate prevailing in the Soviet Union, with the result that the int-
erests of the managers gradually came into conflict with:

a) those of the workers in their factories, and

b) the over-all interests of the Plan.

The managers became a fundamental component of that "privileged bourgeois
stratum" mentioned by the Chinese comrades ("ILeninism or Social-Imperialism"
1970) whose interests were represented by Khruschov, so that after 1956 it
could turn into a thorough-going "bureaucratic monopolistic bourgeoisie of a
new type" (ibid.) and its class interests got the better of socialist planning
(with the economic "reforms" of the '50s), and capitalism was restored. .

These mistakes, on their own, did not constitute capitalism in the USSR.
They reflected partial victories of a bourgeois way of thinking, in the
struggle between the two lines which was going on. The important thing is that
they were not criticized or corrected.

To find out why these mistakes in political line were not corrected it
will be useful to examine the effects of what we defined as the first mistake,
that i1s the theoretical liquidation of class struggle in the USSR (which had
its complete formulation in the project for a Constitution of 1936.

If classes have been eliminated and class struggle has come to an end,
then 1t follows that the struggle between the two lines within the Party has
no more reason to exist. And if, notwithstanding this, voices in opposition
to the party line continue to arise, these cannot be justified as being the
reflection of class contradictions in the country, but can only be agents of
imperialism who have wormed their way in, or in any case people who are
incurabley "evil" and whose presence cannot be scientifically explained. If
added to this there is the lack of a distincticn made between antagonistic and
non-antagonistic contradictions, then we have a situation in which there is
no cause to give any space to internal discussion. Either the comrade agrees,

or he 1is a renegade.

A1l the same the struggle between the two lines did go on, (and how).
There were a whole series of struggles conducted by Stalin ageainst Trotsky,
Bukharin, Rykov, Kamenev etc. In each of these struggles Stalin was usually
in the right. Where he went wrong was in the way in which he conducted
the struggle - he relied rather too much on the revolutionary effeciency of

administrative methods (trials, GPU etc.) and he did not bring the masses into

the struggle; we can see, by way of contrast, The Chinese Proletarian Cultural
Revolution, the Chinese practice of holding open-door party meetings etc.

In this climate bureaucratic centralism became the order of the day.

We should clarify briefly Trotsky's position on this. During the '25 -
'27 period he criticized "bureaucratic centralism" and demanded a return to
"proletarian democracy"; but according to his conception of "proletarian
democracy" the trade unions ought to be free to defend their workers against
management just like in bourgeois democracies: from this we can see that what
he was really attacking was centralism itszlf - whether bureaucratic or demo-
cratic - and defending polycentrism or the lack of any centre - ie. what today
is called "pluralism". Stalin correctly defended centralism against Trotsky':
polycentrism, but unfortunately the terms of the discussion became confused gng
the struggle came to be viewed as being between "centralism" and "democracy".

,



Wnat wes rot really understood was that to reach real centralism or unity of
thought vou must have ample opportunity for democratic discussion.

So, by applying in a bureaucratic manner the "decision" to build socialis
o decision in the making of which the masses were not involved, socialism
wos not really constructed; certainly the factories etc. were built, but S0c-
Talism was notv constructed in men's minds.

It wee not really understood that proletarian political leadership does
aot simply connist in "giving orders", but means involving the masses in
taliing -~ carrring out the decisions of proletarian political power.

Instead oonorents, and sometimes even just the doubtful, were rudely sil-
enced. Let us quote 1. ic speech from 1937: )
"Our party will crush without mercy the band of traitors and renegades, it will
eliminate from the face of the earth all the right-wing Trotskyite rabble....
Certainty of victory lies in the indomitable leadership of our Central Committe
in the indomitable leadership of our leader, Comrade Stalin... we shall
destroy 211 our enemies,. down to the last man, and shall scatter their ashes
to the wind."

Theoo words were spoken by lir N. Khruschev. As a contrast we can quote
these v Tyrom Comrade Enver Hoxha's speech at the APL'S VI Congress:
"Joclalil iren mot need bureaucrats and technocrats who only believe in their
own "genius" ir technique, in the omnipotence of the decree, but militants who
will strie roots among the masses and who will live with them, who think and
. feel lile thie working class and the peasants of the co-operatives do."

Sy

The Chinese comrades say that under Stalin there was not "only a climate
of fear, suspicion and uncertainty", but also that "a number of honest people
were also condemned unjustly™ and that "in the Party organizations and State
vodies Strlin did not fully and wholly apply proletarian democratic centralism
or he wert oroinst it partially." So from this we must deduce that in effect
there must nave been a fair measure of the "climate of fear". And when there
is a climnte of fear, when the principle of democratic centralism is not wholl
applied. whe» honest men run the risk of being unjustly condemned, then actiwv
ideological struggle dies out in the party, opportunism becomes prevalent,
and careerism flourishes.

For all that we are not saying that Stalin was responsible for the rest-
cration of capitalism in Russia., Stalin was subjectively, and to a large ex-
tent objectively, a revolutionary. The historical conditions in which he strug
sled were exceptionally difficult, and in particular he had no historical pre
cedents to go by. And it is not fortuitous that Khrushchev's attack on the
dictatorchip of the proletariat was covered up as an attack on Stalin.

Sut the mistakes which comrades make objectively help the class enemy.
Yor t.in reason they must be carefully studied so as to avoid repeating them.

Conelucions

We shall attempt, briefly, to draw some general conclusions about the relation
ship between organization and political line, or in other words between dec-
ision-meisine process and content of the decisions.

The capitalist must obtain from the proletarian the decision that he will
work for nhim. The first thing he must do is to make him a proletarian, i.e. ¥
separate him from the means of production. Once the proletarian's "individual
freedom" has been thus assured ("freeing" him from the 1land, for example), an
that of the capitalist (freeing himself from the limitations of feudal propert
relations), he can then carry out the decision desired.

i

We have seen moreover that the decision-making structure of the_bqurgeoi%
state is by its very nature incapable of taling and carrying out decisions in
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the interests of the working class, and for this reason the workers cannot just
take it over, but must destroy it and replace it with a state of a different
type. -

The proletariat, in order to carry out a certain decision, must give itself
8 certain organisational structure (be it a party or a state). If this struc-
ture changes, then so will the decisions produced by it.

We thus see that the statement made by Lenin in "What is to be done?"is
confirmed: "The structure of every organism is necessarily and inevitably
determined by the content of its activity." 1In fact proletarian decisions, to
be carried out, need determinate proletarian structures, just as bourgeois
decisions need bourgeols structures. To the Ini¥lal stages the content is the
determining and principal aspect, and the form is the secondary one.

But we have also seen that in certain circumstances there can be a return
influence of the organizational structure on the content of the decisions. e
secondary aspect, that is, can become primary, And that 1S how a proletarian
political body can change "peacefully" into its opposite. In the short run,
what counts is the content of the decisions. But in the long run it is the

decision-making process.

A.C.



Northem lreland: The nature of the struggle

Some of us have come to believe that the line generally held by the British
Left that a national struggle is necessary in Northern Ireland is incorrect, and
that it should be replaced by a line recognising the importance of struggling
for bourgeois democratic rights, and which bases the main struggle on the fight
for socialism.

Why has the national liberation line been so widely accepted in the British
Left? Cne reason is undoubtedly that as the contradictions sharpened in North-
ern Ireland from 1969 onwards the sympathy of progressive people increasingly
saw its position in terms of the only ideology to hand, Irish nationalist ideol-
ogy. - The Left groups in Britain, instead of undertaking a careful and scienti-
fic analysis of the problem, rapidly started to import concepts from this bour-
geois nationalist ideology and even regarded it as a token of political virtue
to use the exact nationalist terminology. Thus although the state of Northern
Ireland has now existed for over 50 years and needs cold scientific evaluation
if it is to be successfully overthrown, many left groups considered it a point

- of honor, like members of the Provisionals when on trial, to refuse to recognise

the existence of such a state and to refer to it by means of terms such as the
Six Counties, North East Ulster, and even North East Ireland. Some groups care-
fully presented statistics that also ignored the existence of the border and
conscientiously muddled up information from Northern Ireland and the Irish Re-
public so that it was impossible to make use of the data for analysing the spe-
cific states. )

Another factor in the allegiance shown by much of the British Left to the
idea of a national struggle in Ulster was more commendable--the long-established
and important Communist principle that the proletariat of the imperialist coun-
tries must give unconditional support to an oppressed people struggling for
freedom from imperialism. As far back as the days of Marx the Irish nationalist
movement has broadly-speaking been supported by Communists not only because it
severely weakene? the British ruling class.

. That this struggle did not succeed in drawing into its ranks the protestant
community of Ulster is undoubtedly something to be regretted by Marxists: had
it dene so the working class in Ireland would almost certainly be less preoccu-

*pied with national instead of social questions, the Irish Republic would have
had a better chance of establishing economic independence from Britain, and the
Eritish ruling class would have been that bit weaker as a result of the loss of
the population and territory of Northern Ireland.

Although we regret the fact that the Ulster protestants were not brought
"into the Irish nationalist movement what is important now is whether this devel-
opment can or cannot be reversed. Was it an accidental defect of history which

we can put right with a bit of extra determination, or perhaps the result of

the machinations of evil men stirring up sectarianism for their own ends, as is
implied in the Nationalist version of Irish history? Or was this the reflection
of objective developments in Irish society which Communists recognize it to be
futile and idealist to attempt to reverse however much we may dislike them?

. As Marx stated the principle in the Communist Manifesto, the conclusions
of Communists

"merely express in general terms actual relations springing from an exis-

ting class struggle"
-~whatever those actual relations may be. Historical materialism teaches that
all societies are heading inevitably for communism. Our task then is to identi-
fy accurately what stage a particular society is at and proceed concretely from
that point: it is not to hold the telescope to our blind eye when a society ap-
pears to be at a different stage of social development to that which we had
first believed.

How we analyse the question of Northern Ireland may have the most serious
conseguences for the future. If antagonistic national contradictions really do
still exist between the people of Northern Ireland and the British ruling class,
with these contradictions having been merely papered over and concealed by that
ruling class during the past decades, then a national liberation struggle is a
progressive task and one that will certainly crown what some call Ireland's
fight for freedom. But if such antagonistic national contradictions do not ex-
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ist we will have led the working class in Northern Ireland up a blind path, run
the risks of exacerbating sectarianism there, and leaving it a bastion of reac-
tion that could, in critical circumstances, result in setbacks to the working
class of the entire British Isles.

This article then will be a criticism of the Nationalist analysis of the
struggle in Northern Ireland and will present an analysis that requires a soci-
alist struggle in that province. It may be necessary to say that although in
certain points it is similar to the line put forward by the British and Irish
Communist Organisation it differs in other respects, (1) The argument presented
here is intended to stand or fall on its own merits alone.

What Are Nations?

Put at its bluntest the nationalist line on Northern Irelanéd declares that
the million protestants of Ulster (who have claimed for 50 years to be Britich
and part of the British state) have got themselves into the wrong natiocn and
must be persuaded to change their minds, This line does not stand u4p 1o exami-
nation either in practice or in theory. The encrmous practical protlems of tel-
ling a million people that they are not what they believe themselves to te are
inescapable to any comrade doing the hard Job of carrying on the struggle in
Northern Ireland at this moment, and much confusion would te remcved frcm ihe
debate at once merely by studying seriously the stark practicalities of this
question. But here in this article it is the. theoretical background to the
question that I want to tackle, although I hope in a way that is also consistent
with a practical understanding of this matter. )

Because of the ~omplexity of the national question within the British Islec
it is important for communists to have an accurate understanding of national
history in this region, where four, perhaps five, nations or nationalities co-
exist: it is necessary to understand- by concrete analysis whether national
struggle by any one of them is or has been progressive at any particular ilime
or, on the other hand, diversionary and reactionary. We need an understanding
of what constitutes a nation based not on wishful thinking or on the subjective
and mystical concepts of the bourgeoisie but based in the dialectical materiai-
ist theory of the development of human society. (2) It is necessary not just
to know the surface characteristics of a nation as listed by Stalin in "Varxism
and the National Question" but to treat these as ushers at the thresholéd which
lead, provided we think deeply, to an all round understanding of what is the sc-
sence of a nation. Much of the confusion among Eritish Marxists on the guesticn
of Northern Ireland derives from the fact that the scientific socialist conceot
of nations has not been grasped in depth.

Engels' statement at the beginning of the third section of "Socialism:
Utopian and Scientific" defines the historical materialist approach on this as
on other questions:

"The materialist conception n* history starts from the proposition ihat

the production of the means to support human life and, next to produciicn

the exchange of things produced, is the basis of all social structure."
—--including nations.

The bourgeoisie presents the concept of the nation as something abstract
and mystical, often reading this interpretation back into their history of pre=-
feudal and semi-communist tribes: the vaguer the concept the more heroic it be-
comes, And for good reason, because the banner of nationalism was that banner
which the bourgeoisie used to seize the leadership of society from the feudal
strata or form domination by other bourgeoisies., In doing this, in pursuing the
bourgeois revolution, for all the vagueness and heroism of their ideology, the
bourgeoisie were in practice resolutely pursuing their class interest and fignt-
ing for a revolution in the social order already dictated by factors arising
from the development of the means of production,

These factors were of course the need for a large and united market for ihe
unimpeded circulation of an increasing volume of commodities associated with
capitalist production. «As Lenin puts it in a passage near the beginning of the
first section of "The Right of Nations to Self Determination" (3%:

"Throughout the world, the periocd of the final victory of capitalism over
feudalism has been linked up with national movements., For the complete
victory of commodity production, the bourgeoisie must capture the home
market, and there must be politically united territories whose population
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pecially stated that a policy of Protection would be gone into, a policy
whick if adopted would empty their mills, clear their rivers and ship-
yards, would stop their looms, would make the voice of their spindles to
he silent, and would cause a complete destruction of the industry that
had made the province so prosperous." (5)

Accordingly when the Irish Nationalists appeared to be possible victors in
the struggle for lome Rule, the capitalists of Northern Ireland resolutely laun-
cned a specifically anti-nationalist Unionist movement. Connolly described
their political line concisely in an article in the Irish Worker of 1914 when he
S2id the Unionist...

"programme is summed up in the expression which forms the dominant note
of all their speeches, sermons and literature: 'We are loyal British
?ubjects. We hold this country for England. England cannot desert us.'"

©
The different economic attitudes of the two parts of Ireland towards the
inion with Pritain were put by William Paul, the first editor of the Communict
Review, the theoretical journal of the C,P.G.B. in the issue of August 1921 (7):
"It is in the North where there is the greatest opposition against the
policy of separation, in any form, from Britain, Economically the Nonth
is dominated by an imperialistic group made up of great landowners and
industrial magnates, who have enlisted the political services of legal
luminaries whose careers have been conspicuous only in their venal vas-
salage to the propertied interests. The linen and engineering products
of the North are not sold in any quantity in the Irish market. These
are, in the main, exported to those markets which are under the protec-
tion of the Union Jack. Thus, the economic interests of the capitalists
of Ulster are inseparably entwined with the imperialist interests of
Great Pritain. The economic needs of the predominating groups of the
North are identical with the needs of British finance-capital.
Finance-capital can only expand its control and extend its interest by
means of the State power of the Empire. Finance-capital thus demands tre
support of a large Empire State to advance its influence, and, likewise,
every Fmpire State demands the support of finance-capital to maintain its
vower, It is this indispensable and mutual relationship between finance-
capital and modern Empire States which explains why the wealthy politieal
¢lements in the North of Ireland enthusiastically proclaim their loyal
Jevotion and adhesion to the union with imperialistic Britain."
Zy contrast, William Paul writes:
""In the South of Ireland capitalism is relatively weak, while large fi-
nancial magnates are scarce, small businessmen are prolific, particularly
the small farmer. These middle-class elements have a traditional hatred
for England,"
in pursuing their anti-nationalist campaign the Northern Irish bourgeoisie
tlatantly used religion to keep at least Ulster within the British national
3tate and the British market (differences of language or color of skin not being
available for exploitation as reasons for taking a different path to that of the
Catholic Irish Wationalists). As Paul wrote in the same article, "The purely
€ccnomic basis of the political attitude of the North has been obscured by reli-
gious fanaticism....It is there that the propertied interests have used religion
15 a political factor in blinding the working class."
It is therefore important to see that religion came to have a national sig-
cance in Ireland. While we must obviously criticise religious sectarianism
contradiction is not one that can be simply removed by such a policy. Nor
n the apparently religious divisions be shown to be insignificant by pointing
the number of idealistic protestant individuals who nevertheless took up the
ish Nationalist cause. Connolly wrote bluntly in 1911 in reply to William
Yer who had referred to a number of protestant national leaders of the past:
"¥2 do not care so much what a few men did, as what the vast mass of the-
ir co-religionists do. The vast mass of the Protestants in Ulster, ex-

cept during the period of 1798, were bitter enemies of the men he has
named.," (8)
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ous theoretical traps scattered through the Irish question in which much time
can be wasted by those who are not aware of the problems they entail. Perhaps
the most serious of these lies in the slogan, /reland One Nation.

| have already shown that by the end of the 19th century the bourgeoisie of
the two parts of Ireland were pursuing two completely different ““home mmarkets’,
and that this alone is enough to disqualify them from leading a single nation in
the scientific Marxist sense of the word. Furthermore, bearing in mind the
importance of the unified nation state for a national movement, it is quite
impossible to argue that two communities actively striving to be part of two
different nation stales can be regarded as one nation.

In fact the slogan /reland one nation does not describe what is, but what
the speaker considers should be. 1t is once again an attempt arbitrarily
o reverse the history of Northern Ircland; at the same time it is a significant
admission thal freland is not yet one nation. This point is dramatically emphasised
by the way the Officials still hold up in 1973 as an uncompleted task,
the programme of the revoiutionary bourgeois nationalist of 1798, Wolfe Tone,
o “iorm for the future but one people’ with the common name of Irishmen.

A ‘““United Ireland”

The call for a "United lreland” is another slogan that obscures and confuses
more than it reveals. 1t is particularly dangerous because it can be taken
two completely different ways, by the nationalists and the imperialists.

In the mouths of the Nationalists it conceals the daunting demand that the
million protestants should be persuaded to separate from the United Kingdom. We
need only consider briefly how fiercely and at times violently the protestants
have, throughout the last 50 vyears, heen led to defend their determination to
he part of the British state, and orn the other hand what~ few attractions
there are from a boureois nationalist point of view 10 persuade them to prefer
thie Irish  Repubhic to the United Kingdom. And if the protestants cannot e
persuaded «! this the implications of such a line are very serious, the implica-
Hote being those carried out in practice by the Provisions in their terrorist
CArEngn.

Bul bv contrast, for the British rulingclass, a “United Ireland” should
come about by the Irish  Republic being induced to move nearer the United
Kingdom, e by accepting and rationalising British domination of its economy.
for the Britsh government this was the intention behind the provisions for a
“Council of treland” in the Government of Ireland Act of 1920: the possibility
of unity with the North was to be the bait to prevent the lrish Nationalist
movement in the South from moving too far in an anti-imperialist direction.
Cor-sspondingly, Ulister was 10 be {and still 1s) the possible Trojan horse for
e nterests of the British ruling class in lreland .

0O these two types of “United Ireland” it s important to see clearly
that nowadays it is the second type that is the likelier outcome (9). For this
roason all those who would oppose an extension and rationalisation of the power
of the British bourgeoisie throughout the British Isles should avoid this ambiguous
siogan.

Trotskyists believe they get round this problem by calling for a United
Socialist Ireland, thereby illustrating their characterisitic belief in revolutionary
flames leaping swiftly and almost simultaneously across national boundaries
regardless of the precise objective and subjective conditions in any particular
state. But a simultaneous revolution in the two parts of freland is not to be
expected: it is therefore essentual to make clear to the masses what stage of
the revolution is the main one to be accomplished; socialist or national. The
Trotskyist slogan sounds very revolutionary but fatally confuses the masses about
the immediate concrete tasks that confront them.

British Imperialism

The loose use of the term ‘British Imperialism’ in connection with Northern
Ireland is another example of the type of approach that conceals more than it
reveals. In a situation where it is essential to distinguish whether the principal
contradiction is a national one or a class one, many left organisations In
Britain have taken advantage of the ambiguity involved in the idea of imperiatism
ever since Lenin defined it not only as a form of oppression between coun-
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tries but also as the monopoly stage of capitalism. Thus many articles have

been written denouncing the evil of British imperialism in Northern lIreland
without making it clear whether the oppression is like that in Aden a few vyears
ago, or like that in Sheffield today, ie.e. national or class in character.

Who Votes on Northern Ireland

Some lIrish nationalist sources try in vet another way to turn a blind eye to
the repeatedly expressed  determination of the milhon protestants of Ulster to
remain part of the Urmited Kingdom. They argue that Northern lreland has no
right to vote on its own in this matter: the voting body should be the whole
of lreland.
in facl, such an argument is inconsistent with the Leninist view of how the
working class should fight for the solution of natonal problems on the basis
of “consistent democracy’” (10). In section 9 of "“The Right of Nations to Self-
Determination’” Lenin criticises the Menshevik, Semkovsky, for raising a spurious
question about how members of the Russian Diet should vote on the guestion
of Polish secession from the Russian Empire. He writes
“From this it is evident that Mr. Semkovsky does not even understand the
point _at issue! It did not occur to him that the right to secession
presupposes the settlement of the question by a parliament (Diet, referendum,
etc.) of the seceding region, not by a central parliament.”

{Lenin’s  emphasis)

This makes (& clear that in pursuing the settlement of the national question
on the basis of the most consistent democracy, the people of Northern Ireland
would for Marxist-Leninists always have the right (11} not to join the
southern state. It is true that Lenin never had occasion 1o arque that a parti-
cular region has a right to remain part of a given state if it wishes, but it
seems certain that his approach on this point too would have been similar. in
genera! (at least for the complicated national problems of Europe) his policy
was 1o encourage the settlement of national confiicts by the most peaceable
methods possible and to preserve popular energy for the class war.

All this of course is different from saying that the boundary that was
drawn between Northern Ireland and the Irish Republic took the most democratic
route, but in the absence of popular pressure for redrawing the boundary it
would be palitically diversionary to push this issue forward now.

Northern lIreland as a Colony

As some of the previous points suggest, the Nationalist ana.sis in the man
rests on ambiguity and wishful-thinking. It is at its most scientific when it
formally argues that the lIrish Republic is a neo-colony of Britain and that
Northern Ireland is a colony of Britain. Thus the ‘Worker’ (1st October 1872)
writes: We in the C.P.B.M.L. have consistently stated that the problems of
NOrthern Ireland stem from its colonial status, from the fact that it is under
the heel of an occupation force doing British monopoly capitalism’s dirty work.

The argument that the lIrish Republic is a neo-colony is certainly one to
be studied carefully; but on the other hand the claim that Northern lIreland is
a colony is not supported by any serious Marxist analysis that | have been able
to find. The problem is intensified by the surprising lack of precise information
of what a colony is.

In modern Marxist usage, a colony is usually understood to be that form of
organisation by which an imperialist power directly controls and exploits an
oppressed people. A C.P.G.B. pamphlet ol 1930 (12) gives a fuller and useful
description of a colonial country:

In a colonial country, whether the territory has actually been annexed
by one of the imperialist powers or not, the following general conditions
are found: (a) The development of productive forces is at a low level,
and agrarian and mineral products are the most important. {b) There are
survivals of social and economic relations belonging to pre-capitalist
systems (tribal and feudal). (c) The state machine within the colony is
controlled by a foreign power.

Thus it is clear that Northern Ireland is excluded from being a colony on
each of these three counts. As for the C.P.B.M—L.'s statement about an occupa-
tion force, this ol course also scriousty mis-states the voluntary position
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which the majority of people in Northern lIreland have within the British state.

“Colony" is however occasionally used in another sense to mean a settler or
emigrant colony of nationals from a metropolitan country who have migrated to
another country (13). In this sense Marx described the United States as a
colony even in the 19th century, and from this point of view it is true that
Northern Ireland was once a coleny of Britain. However to use the term now would
seriously  mislead people about the voluntary nature of its participation in the
UK cconomy and  state.

Northern dreland  shares with other parts of the United Kingdom certain
economic  disadvantages common to regions on the periphery of a large monopoly
capitalist market. There is a tendency for local industry to decline, which can only
be  counteracted by subsidising capitalist investment, wages are characteristically lower
and unemployment is higher than in South-East England. All this however can
only be called “regional” oppression, and is found in parts of England too: it
does not amount specifically to a national form of oppression.

Where for example the Officials actually give evidence in support of their
claim that Northern lreland is a colony, it is to show the large number of
businesses owned by British firms there. Whether this argument is significant or
not can be tested in only one way, and that is to compare business ownership
in Northern ireland with that of a comparable region in England. Accordingly research
was undertaken to test this point.

The area chosen for comprison was the County of Durham. This has a
similar population to Northern Ireland (i.e. 1,400,000), has a number of older
industries now in decline like Northern Ireland and, also like that province,
receives  regional subsidies for investment. Using identical methods of sampling and
analysis for each area, and taking a sample of businesses employing a total of
about 100,000 workers in each region, it emerged that on the basis of this
survey  the proportion of these workers employed by firms based outside the
reglon was 46% in the case of Northern lreland and in fact 51% for the County
ot Durham. (14)

This at the wvery least this research must show that argument based on the
number of Northern Irish businesses owned in Britain cannot in itself prove that
Northern reland is a colony (and if so would imply that there is an even
greater case for calling the County of Durham a colony!) But reviewing the
evidence and lack of evidence overall, it is clear that a rising proportion of busi-
nesses not owned locally is a feature of the increasing monopolisation of capitalism
within o single market and nothing more. Northern Ireland is not a colony but a
pari of the United Kingdom economy and state.

Past Marxist Analysis of Northern lreland

Marx and Engels in their contemporary writings on ireland wrote mainly
about the agrarian struggle and its political effects, and said little about Ulster.
Lenin, as he himself said, did not make a systematic investigation of Irish
history, and under-estimated the strength of the Unionist movement, appearing
in 1914 to describe it as a landlords’ revolt or a “Black Hundred gang”. He
calledd their threatened rebellion against the Liberal government “an empty
threat” because “there can be no question of a rebellion by a handful of
hootigans”.  (15)

With hindsight now we can see that this is the sort of mistake that a great
Marxist-Leninist leader, working on inadquate information, can make from time
to time and does not detract from his stature or the importance of his ideas.
But we now at any rate have a duty to make an overall analysis of lIrish
history and understand why certain events have happened.

When it first became clear in 1914 that there was a real and immediate
danger of the protestant counties of Ulster not taking part in the planned Irish
Nationalist state, Connolly insisted that strong efforts should be made to include
Ulster. Certainly there was much to be gained if this could be achieved: the
British imperialist state would be that much weaker, the Irish nation state
would have had that much greater a chance of pursuing a successful policy
independent of British imperialism, and the possibility of a long and divisive
struggle between the two communities in Ireland over the position of the border
and the treatment of minorities within the two parts might have been avoided.
Thus at the time Connoliy’'s policy was essentially a correct one {although it
should be said he was wrong in denying the right of the protestant communily 1o
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a separate vote on their national status and he was wrong in saying that should
be compelled to take part in the Irish nation state) (16). But what was a
correct policy in 1914 before the situation had become crystallised is by no
means necessarily a correct policy today if it involves attempting to reverse a
national decision that has lasted for over fifty vyear.

After Connolly’s time the Communist International, perhaps influenced -by
the generally-held expectation of eventual Irish unity, nurtured for quite different
reasons by both the imperialists and the nationalists after 1920, encouraged
the formation of one Communist Party for the whole of Ireland; which unfortu-
nately had only patchy success. Where serious Marxist analysis on Ireland is
available in the inter-war vyears it is mainly confined to the need for the
Communists in the Republic to join in “the national liberation struggle from a
position of complete political independence from the bourgeois and petty bourgeois
nationalists. Little was written giving Communists in the North a serious and
unmistakable anti-imperialist orientation. In fact by 1945 the Communist Party
of Northern lreland was able to declare without embarrassment:

“The Communist Party definitely states that it will not advocate any

change in Northern ireland’s constitutional position. We are convinced

that within the present framework, and under the provision of the Govern-

ment of lreland Act, 1920, the people of Northern Iretand have sufficient

scope to develop along democratic lines....” (17) '

From the Communist literature it has been possible to survey, in retrospect
the most significant passage seems to be that of Speaker 'Y’ at the Second Congress
of the Communist International when he said that in Northern Ireland “the
class issue is clearer cut”, ‘‘the nationalist issue is subordinated’’ and the problem
is “similar to that presented by any large industrial centre in England”. The
implications arising from these points have still to be carried through by the
Communist movement.

The precise tactics necessary for struggle in Northern lIreland in the
present complex situation can only be decided in the light of the experience of
comrades working there and have not been examined in this article. But the
general line of strategy can definitely be spelled out. While combatting
sectarianism and suppression of the democratic rights of the Catholics, we need
an organisation that will basically lead the working class of Northern Ireland
in the struggle for socialism. Together with the working class in the rest of the
United Kingdom, they must bring about the overthrow of the bourgeoisie through-
out the entire British state.

D.B.

Notes

1. Among the errors that the B&ICO make are the following:

(i) They do not recognise the progressive nature of the historical Irish
Nationalist struggle as being a just struggle against oppression and one that also
significantly weakened the British imperialist ruling class close to its heartland.
(i) They do not actively support the present struggle of the Catholic

minority in Northern Ireland against oppression. (iii} By their presentation

of the situation in Northern lreland, in which they reserve most of their
criticism for the Catholic bourgeois and make little or no criticism of the
Protestant bourgeoisie, they actually fan protestant chauvinism. (ivl They deny
that the Northern Ireland bourgeoisie intensified divisions on religious lines
among working class people for its own purposes.

2. It is fair to say that without consciously employing a dialectical material-
ist approach it is impossible to analyse the Irish question coherently. Both
systematic materialism and the dialectical method of analysing contradictions

are essential to avoid confusion. Conversely careful study of the complexity

of the Irish question provides extrememly valuable practice in the dialectical
method. .

3. 1914. A very valuable article on the national question, where mere asides
and ha!f sentences strikingly illuminate the Marxist theory of national move-
ments and illustrate the whole Marxist approach to concrete problems in general.
4. A study of Welsh history has not been made as part of the preparation for
this article; nevertheless in the sense that no specifically Welsh bourgeoisie
appears ever to have existed, the comment here about Wales seems to be a correct
starting position. This does not deny the continuing problem of democratic
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value of the survey as a comparison still stands. Exactly the same methods were used
for each region.

Concerning the absolute value of the figures, in a °‘Financial Times' survey of 12th
April 1972, out of a total of employees in manufacturing in Northern Ireland of
185,000, 100,000 (i.e. 54%) were given as being employed by companies with
headquarters outside the province. The comparable figures in our survey were 42947
employees out of a total of 03,444 (46%).

15. See “The British Liberals and lreland’” and “Constitutional Crisis in Britain’

in numbers 34 and 57 of “Put Pravdy”, March 12th and April 10th 1914,

16. “The Irish Worker”, 4th April 1914; in “lreland upon the Dissecting Table".
17. The Communist Party had disbanded in the Republic as a result of its inability
to follow the Comintern call for an anti-fascist united front in the war. The rapid
degeneration of the Communist Party of Northern Ireiand into revisioism as a
result of not following an independent policy within that united front is suggested
even in this brief extract from W.H. McCullough's speech to the Party Congress
held in Belfast on March 3rd and 4th, 1945,
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definitive terms become stripped of meaning as living descriptions assisting

our understanding of the movement of society and transformed into the
terminology of sectarian dogma. Vulgar Marxism-Leninism is quite unable to
examine its own method and practice as an expression of the struggle within
the material-social world because it has already, in the process of becoming
wulgarised, severed the connection between theory and practice and established
itself as yet another form of idealist interpretation of the world. In NR's article
this approach shows through on every page. Thus, for example, the effect {on P.563)
of describing On the Historical Experience of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat
as ‘this revisionist document’ is to damn it from the start. The alleged revisionism
of the document is supposed to be manifest in the criticism it contains of
Stalin and of the Cominform’s expulsion of Jugoslavia in 1948. The whole
approach rests upon an a priori acceptance of the staunchness of Stalin’s
Marxism. Revisionism ceases to be a practice and theory of bourgeois politics
reflecting bourgeois class positions and interests carried through in the name of
Marxism and the proletariat. It becomes an abstraction. This feature is also
evident in the way NR treats my criticism of Stalin’s clearly stated belief

that a classless, communist society could be built in the Soviet Union while

the state continued to exist and within an imperialist encirclement. ‘Whilst this
idea is obviously not in accord with reality’ he writes, ‘it is in no way

a contributory factor to the rise of revisionism as Stalin never allowd the

idea to prevent class struggle’ (emphasis added). My whole point was that the
theory itself was revisionist—a simple point—but one that NR seems to be in-
capable of understanding. Theories which are not in accord with reality are

not Marxist theories—and if they purpost to be, they are revisionist. NR accuses
me of adopting a metaphysical approach, but it is difficult to imagine anything
more metaphysical than his view, contained in the passage just quoted, that the
existence or non-existence of class struggle can be determined by ideas—'he never
allowed the idea to prevent class struggle'!

To understand revisionism in the Soviet Union is to understand how and
why the workers’ power established in 1917 came to be overthrown. No under
standing is possible unless it is recognised that the period of transition to the
classless society is, in the world-historic sense and n the case of each particular
country, a period of intense Class struggle. The nature of proletarian
dictatorship as a period of transition involving acute class conflict was stressed
by Lenin—particularly in his polemic with Kautsky. The idea of a ‘socialist
establishment’'—of socialism as a complete system as distinct from a transitional
society—became widely accepted from the arly 1930's, and although there was
no explicit disjuncture between the two concepts, the objective reality of
Soviet society was theorised by Stalin in a confused and contractory way.

Our main concern is not to establish whether he recognised the existence of
classes and contractions between classes (at times he wrote as though he did;

at other times as though he didn’t), but whether the policies pursued by

Stalin and the Soviet leadership were consistently proletarian policies pursued by a
proletarian leadership in struggle against the class enemy. We cannot be

concerned with questions of policy disjoined from the realities of class power.
How real was the political power of the working class in the Soviet Union
between the death of Lenin and the death of Stalin?

The State

Central to Lenin‘s concept of the ‘state of the dictatorship of the proletariat’
is its negation not merely of the bourgeois state but of the ‘state as
a state’. He follows Engels and Marx in emphasising that the proletarian
'state’ is a ‘semi-state’, i.e. it is no longer a state in the previously
accepted sense of the term. It is separated from all previous class states not
simply in the quantitative sense that it organises the majority of the exploited
against the minority of exploiters, but also in the qualitative sense that
it is the means of its own necessary destruction. The proletarian state is
from its inception in the process of withering away. Unless the post-revolutionary
organisation and exercise of power is such that the masses of workers, poor
peasants and intermediate strata are drawn increasingly into the administration
of affairs, there must develop a widening gulf between the masses and those
who exercise power on their behalf. For Lenin soviet power meant that
‘democracy’, introduced as fully and consistently as it is at all conceivable,
is transformed from bourgeois democracy into proletarian democracy; from the
state (= a special force for the suppression of a particular class) into some-
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thing which is no longer really the state. (State and Revolution, P.242).

In the tradition of vulgar-Marxism, what Marx, Engels and Lenin had to say
about the ‘semi-state’ character of proletarian dictatorship/democracy has been
largely ignored. The ‘proletarian state’ ‘is treated precisely as a ‘special force,
emphasis is laid exclusively on the continuation of class struggle and the
‘state’s withering away’ is seen as an eventuality in the distant future rather than
as a continuing dialectical process intrinsically related to the character of
proletarian dictatorship/democracy as a ‘semi-state’.

And in the Soviet Union itself, the State was treated in the same way during
the Stalin era. It actually was a ‘special force’ whose functions were separated
from the Soviet masses. The security organs, the armed forces and other admini-
strative bodies came to function in a manner similar to the way their counter-
parts functioned in bourgeois states. To the extent that this was the case,
the proletariat had failed to establish its political control as a class over its
representative organs. Only if the conditions are created in which bureaucratic
control can be eliminated can the proletarian dictatorship complete its historic
role—the elimination of class society. In the Soviet Union the proletariat did not
succeed in firmly establishing its political power.

NR recognises this in what he says about the serious weakening of the
proletariat during the wars of intervention and the civil war. But he is led to
the fatalistic conclusion that possibly given the objective circumstances of the
period of socialist reconstruc.on, such a counter-revolution (i.e. Khruschev's take-
over after Stalin’s death — MF) was inevitable. In spite of NR's denial that
his view bears relation to Trotskyism, there are, it seems to be, respects in
which it is similar.

It is a view according to what a continued forward progress in socialist
construction is rendered impossible because of objective circumstances. By ‘objective
circumstances’ is clearly meant circumstances over which the masses and their
political representative organs can exercise no decisive control. Thus real
proletarian dictatorship/democracy is rendered impossible (not just extremely difficut,
but impossible) because of the crushing weight of Russian backwardness. According
to such a perspective Stalin and the policies he pursued can either be interpreted
as the inevitable bureaucratic outgrowth of those overwhelmingly hostile ‘objective’
conditions and seen as a grotesque deformation upon an economically sound set
of production relations, or they can be regarded as representing a desparate
proletarian political struggle (within a bureaucratic apparatus inevitably thrown up
by Russian backwardness!) against myriad counter-revolutionary odds that must
inevitably triumph. Both conclusions share the same premises; both regard Stalinism
as necessary , i.e. inevitably produced by certain objective conditions.

But if we consider whether or not at any given stage of Soviet development
alternative policies could have been adopted, we are brought to recognise the
crude determinism involved in adopting the above position. There is little doubt
doubt, | think, that many, if not most, of the errors referred to in my original
article could have been avoided, and that the gross injustices against countless
innocent during the Stalin period need not -have taken place.

In dealing with some of the points referred to in NR's article, | hope to
show that the overall approach he has adopted does not help us to understand
the period in question. The unsystematic way in which NR treats the subject of
revisionism is evident in what he says about Soviet policy in the immediate post-
war period. He says that the agreements at Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam were
‘bourgeois practices’ in which were reftected the increased power the bourgeois
had accumulated in the Soviet State during the war, but, in treating them thus
he tries, by a wave of the magic wand, to spirit Stalin out of the picture.
Didn't Stalin lead the Soviet negotiating teams at Teheran, Yaita and Potsdam?
But, says NR, at the same time the Marxist-Leninists in the Party headed by
Stalin, Zhdanov, Beria and Vyshinsky were able to prevent them {the bourgeois
elements) from seizing complete control and were able to defend the socialist
economic base of the Soviet Union.

Stalin and Peaceful Transition

This abstract theory according to which, after the war, the struggle
against overwhelming revisionist odds was waged by Stalin and a faithful band of
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Inval revolutionaries, servies only as a convenient ex nost faclo rationds o n

ol certain awkward aspects of Soviet policy at the end of World War Il The
fact is that between 1945 and 1947 the rewisionism that NR and others are
prepared  to admit characterised  Soviet policy was, according the the available

ovidence, supported by Staling Let us take one example

From 1944 the view prevailed in Moscow and  throughout the W European
CP's that the defeat of fascism by the Red Army had created new  possibilities
for the =sstablishment of socialism in a number of countries (including Great
Britain} without armed struggle and without the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The particuiar conjuncture 1n which such a view came to prevail needs 10 be
carefully  considercd i more detail than s possible here  Given the  tremendous
symiticance of  the Sowviet victory in the East and  the cotlapse of  reaction
throughiut  Europe in 1945, it is not altogether surprising that such a cowse
might have seemed possible to communists. But this doos not alter the fact
that the perspective of ‘People’s Democratic’ advance to socialism  which
prevaited between 1045 and 1047 was  essentially revisionist. 1t i3 precisely such
theories--1.¢c. the claim that a peaceful, parliamentary  Ubansition to socialism s
possible and  that it can be accomplished withoutl the dictatorship of the
proletariat, that constitute  the essence of revisionism. Stich was  the perspective
held ot by Stalin in 1946,

It s nterosting that NR o does not mention i his article my  reference (o
Stalin's tatk weth the Labour Party delecation v 194G 1t s worth
racailing the views he expressed an  that occasion. The British Communist Party's
naper, The Daily Worker, in an editorial on  August 24th 1946 entiticd The
Road to Socialism (devoted largely to arguing the CP's importance no helping
solve the  Lahour Government's fuel problem) says: Stalin told Morgan Phillips
that there are two roads to socialism—the Russian and the British. He emphasised
the historical differences between the two countries and said that Britain could
advance along the road to socialism by the parliamentary method. In case 1
may be o thought eithor thai Stalin only  expressed such a view 1o Phillns
crder Lo gain some  politcai advantange, it should also be recalled  that hie
axprossed  the seme view 1o the Czech Commnnist leader, Klement Gottwald,  at

»oor less the same iy At a meeting ol the Czech CP's Central Commitine
0 September 1944, Go drciared . Very likely you have read in the press
the news of Comrade Stalin’s talk with a delegation of British Labour Party
members. It was a discussion with officials of the Labour Party the main subject
of which was summed up in the ‘Daily Herald’” by one of the participants, M.
Phillips. He says, inter alia: there are two roads to socialism, one is the
Russian, the other the British, and it is clear that each in its own way intends
to achieve its socialist goals. The Russian path is shorter and more difficult
and has brought with it bloodshed. Nevertheless it is necessary to keep in mind
that the followers of Marx and Lenin do not regard this as the only path
to socialism. The parliamentary path is not one of bloodletting but it Is a
longer one.

This was a conversation in which Comrade Stalin touched on the different
paths to socialism. During my last visit to Moscow [/ had a similar conversation
with Stalin. Comrade Stalin said that as experience has shown and as the
classics of Marxism-Leninism teach us, there does not_exist only one path leading
through Soviets and _the _dictatorship of the proletariat, but under a given
constellation there can be other paths. And Comrade Stalin said: Right now,
foliowing the defeat of Hitlerite Germany in the Second World War which, on the
one hand cost so many lives, and on the other hand exposed the ruling class in
so many countries, the awareness of the national masses has grown. Given such
historical opportunities we can see many possibilities and paths for the
socialist movement. For instance, take Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Poland, and he particularly
named our country, saying that here a_special road to socialism is possible which
need not lead through the Soviet system and through _the dictatorship of the
proletariat _but _which _can _move along _other paths, as we now_see _in__practice in
other _countries{Quoted in Some Problems Regarding the Czechoslovak Road to
Socialism by Joseph Belda History of Socialism Year Book 1968, Prague).

NR's helief that Stalin had no part in framing the revisionisi policies
that prevailed in the European Communist parties atter the war s without founda-
tior. Similarly, his interpretation of the campaign against Jugosiavia m 1948, which
he cites as evidence of Stalin's determined strugulc against revisionisin, s a  crude
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Meesmpithcation ot the facts. There s no evidence that Stalin opposed  the

Doy ot people’s  democracy’ growing  peacefully  into  socialism in Eastern  Europe -
mdecd, there s hittle doubt that he nitiated the theory. Likewise, there is no
ovdence that he disapproved o the blatantly  class-collaborationist  policies

sussacd by the Communist Parties of Western Europe (most notably by the CPGB)
veteen 1045 and 1947, Certainly the Soviet line changed in 1947, but 1t is quite
Meontect o interpret  the  re-evaluation ol policy that emerged at the inaugural
cectng of the Cominform gs an attempt to check revisionism. There is @ much
soyver, and more  accurate, explanation.

The Cominform Conference of September 1947

At the end of the war one of the major objectives of Stalin's foreign
Soacy was to prevent the capitalist states from turning on the Soviet Union. The
Soviel Unon was at once stronger and weaker than at any time since the end
o' the cwil war. Its international prestige was tremendous. It ranked with the USA
as one of the two greatest powers in the world. But the Soviet Union had suffered
enormous war losses. Its people were exhausted. To proceed successfully with the
haae  tasks of reconstruction peace was essential. Thus, there was a genuine desire
<0 preserve the war-time athance, and as far as possible to ensure that the
Sovat Union would not become embroiled in any commitments that might bring
e nto armed  conflict with Britain or the USA. In the Conferences of 1944 and
1
]

3, bargains were struck that would, as far as possible from the Soviet point
wiew, facilitate a progressive, democratic development in those parts of Europe
~here the Soviet Union was to have influence. It s difficult to know to what
-«ent the Soviet leaders really believed in the possibility of continuing the war-
© e alhance in 1945, What is clear is that they were not prepared in the
_nantres assigned by the war-ime conferences to the Western allied sphere of
af'uence, 1o encourage or support or directly challenge the capitalist system
riself. The strength of the Communist Parties in such countries as ftaly and
France was such that the prospect of social revolution was very real. Such was
230 the case in Greece. The line followed by the two most powerful Communist
Pstes in Europe — the French and the ltalian — was one of seeking {and
4 hieving) positions in bourgeois governments. This line met with no disapproval
~wym the CPSU until 1947, although the armed uprising in Greece (which was
suonosed 1o fall within the British sphere of influence)l was treated very coolly
v Staiin and was considered to have no prospects of success.

The blatant revisionism of the European Communist Parties went unchecked
antl September 1947, By that time it had become clear that the hopes held out
‘o¢ a continuation of the war-time co-operaton between the USSR and the
~rianst countries had been naive in the extreme. US Marshall Aid was designed
©5 stabulise and strengthen the capitahst order throughout Europe, to prevent
“.nsnnn wherever 1t was likely 1o occur, and to tumn it back where it already
ra1. The “Cold War' had started.

At the founding conference of the Cominform it was recognised that impenal-
s was on the offensive and that a new counter-offensive strateqy would need
©y be developed by the Commumist Parties. The conference was attended by repre-
wntatives of rmine Communist Parties — seven in Eastern Europe and two (the
Itaan an:d the French) in Western Europe. The Cominform was thus to be a
pareey Earapean organisation. It is interesting to note that neither the Albanians
twhe, bl waged @ successful liberation struggle and tlaken power n 1944} nor
he Greeks (who were in 1947 in the middle of a heroic liberation war) were
aated 1o attend the conference.

At the conference the Jugoslav delegates, Dijilas and Kardel), were asked
t.; the Sowviet representative, Zhdanov, to open an attack on the parliamentary
noiraes of the French and Itahan Parties. The Jugosiav Party had long been
rtcal of the parliamentary cretinism of the French and the Italians, and
wjected  their policies to @ scathing criticism. The episode is significant in a
nanber of respects. Firstly, it should be noted that in September 1947 the
jujostae. CP was still regarded as the most prestigious and the most militant in
Eastern Europe. The Jugoslavs appeared to be closer to the CPSU than any
other party. Secondly much of the criticism levelled against the French .nd Halian
Partes was of policies which had previously been approved by the Soviet Party.
gt Longo pointed out that the war-time policy of the PCl {severely criticised
./ the Jugostavs with Zhdanov’'s backing at this conference) had been carried
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out on Moscow's instructions, Finally, and perhaps most significantly, the Soviets
instructions the Jugoslavs to lead the attack on Longo and Duclos. The signifi-
cance of what may seem to be a trifie can best ben seen in the context of

the re-shaping of Soviet policy towards the Peoples’ Democracies in the shadow

of the Cold War. Until 1947 Stalin supported the theory of independent ‘National’
roads to socialism. The communists in coalition governments in the various

East European countries took this seriously. Second ‘o Stalin himself the Communist
leader whose prestige stood higher than any other in Europe was Tito. Before 1948
the internal situation in Jugostavia was economically and politically no worse

{and in many respects it was better) than in other states of Eastern Europe.

With the exceptions of Jugoslavia and Albania, the Communist Parties in Eastern
Europe depended very heavily on Soviet support for the key roles they were
playing in their respective countries. From the time it became clear that the
Soviet Union was dangerously threatened by imperialism, Soviet policy was
directed towards eliminating the ‘national independence’ it had previously
sanctioned and encouraged in the neighbouring states, and replacing it with a
‘monolithic’ unity. Tito and the Jugosiav Party leadership were niether more

nor less revisionist than the Czechs, the Poles and the Hungarians. They were
simply stronger and less dependent on the Soviet Union. In the changed circum-
stances of 1947—1948, what had two years before been considered a virtue was
now regarded as a vice. This is not to say that the Eastern European Communist
Parties were not following revisionist policies. They were. But as we have

seen, the theory of ‘peaceful transition’ through ‘people’s democracy’ without

the dictatorship of the proletariat was expounded by Stalin himself. Gottwald,
Slansky, Gomulka, Minc, Dimitrov, Titc and others were acting in accors with it.
And, of course, the theory was thoroughly revisionist.

Stalin had probably already decided by late 1947 that the Juqoslav Party
constituted the biggest obstacle to the successful reversal of the ‘specific roads to
socialism’ line that had prevailed up to that time, and he was faced with the
prospect of an independent and possibly divergent Jugoslavia acting as a powerful
attraction 1o other neighbouring people's democracies. The bitterness that developed
in the relations between the Jugoslavs and the Communist Parties of France and
Italy as a result of the Jugoslav attack on their post-war policies, certainly helped
to isolate Jugoslavia from the two most powerful Western Parties. After the
publication of the Cominform resultion, on July 5th 1948, Duclos, in an Humenite
article wrote that the Jugoslavs had not dared to publish in their own press the
text of the resolution condemning their policies. In fact it had been published in
Borba a week earlier, but in spite of the Jugoslavs’ demand for a correction,
Duclos ignored them. Needless to say, the Jugoslav reply to the charges in the
resolution was not published in the Soviet Union or any of the People’s
Democracies.

Whether the Jugoslav Party was pursuing revisionist policies prior to
1048 is not the real point. Following the resultion, ‘revisionism’ was not the main
charge brought against Tito: he was accused of being an imperialist spy.The charge
was first made by Zhdanov at the Bucharest conference that pronounced the
final anathema on Jugoslavia. There was some opposition to accepting the
resolution the Russians were proposing, and the ‘imperialist spy’ charge was
brought up in that context. No serious evidence was ever presented to substantiate
this charge and, in the light of what followed later in almost all the People’s
Democracies, it can be said that it was a complete fabrication cooked up to serve the
national chauvinist aims of Soviet foreign policy in its determination to bend all the
Eastern European states to the Soviet will.

Jugoslavia‘s decisive swing towards imperialism can be seen largely as a
consequence of Stalins treatment of their case in 1948 and not, as was argued
at that time, a cause of that treatment. Stalin and the Soviet leadership were
guilty of the most blatant interference in the internal affairs of another country.
Both in the appeal to Jugoslav citizens to repudiate their government if it refused
to comply with Soviet dictated demands, and in numerous other instances prior to
and following the Cominform resolution, the Soviet Union violated the sovereignty
of another state in open contradiction of its declared policy of respect for the
independence and sovereignty of other countries. The Chinese reference in On the
Historical Experience of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat’ to the bad treatment
the Jugoslavs had received at Stalin’s hands, was a perfectly justified comment, and,
in my view, certainly cannot be construed as a sign of Chinese revisionism.
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The Slansky Trial

Within the same context we may examine the Slansky Trial in Czechoslovakia,
briefly referred to in my original article.

NR says that my charge that the trial was a frame-up would be more
appropriate ‘gracing the pages of the Guardien rather than MLQ. All | can say
1o that is that if the charges are true we must face them, regardless of how
they are treated by the bourgeois press. And | have no doubt that the charges
are  true,

1t would take too long to detail all the evidence in support of this claim,
but some mention can be made of sources. However, it is necessary to say at
the outset that | do not expect to convince those whose minds are already
firmly made up to the contrary without even having examined the evidence. [t
is very easy to reject all the sources | shall mention as ‘bourgeois’ sources and
therefore unreliable. This is what NR does. In his opinion, because the evidence
comes from ‘Czech emigre bourgeois and Zionist sources and from ultra-
ravisionists like Dubcek and Sik and from common-or-garden revisionists like Husak, 1t
1s 1o be rejected. 1 think that it is more profitable to examine all the
evidence available, from whichever source, in an attempt to get to the truth
about what really happened. Otherwise we shall find ourselves in the blind-
alley of mechanical ‘Marxist’ dogmatism according to which we accept the
Court records and the account of the Prague Public Prosecutor because we ‘trust’
comrade Stalin, and reject the accounts given by the survivors of the Trial and
by the Commission of Enquiry set up in Czechoslovakia later, because we ‘distrust’
revisionists.

What is the ewidence fourteen leading members of the Czechoslovak Communist
Party and Government were convicted in the main ‘Slansky’ Trial of 1952 on
charges of treason, economic sabotage, murder etc. They were accused of being
‘Trotskyite, Titoite, Zionist bourgeois nationalist traitors’ who had formed ‘in
the service of the American imperialists and directed by western spy-groups, an
anti-state conspiratorial centre.’ They were also supposed 1o have aimed at
‘liquidating the people’s democratic regime in Czechoslovakia, reintroducing capitalism,
dragging our republic once again into the camp of imperialism, and destroying
its sovereignly and independence.’ Eleven of the fourteen defendants were Jews
and their ‘Jewish origin’ was in each case stressed in the indictment. Ali
fourteen were found guilty and eleven of them were executed. The remaining
three were sentenced to life imprisonment. The evidence proving that the defend-
ants were not guilty of the crime with which they were charged is contained
principally in the detailed accounts given of the methods for extracting false
confessions in the following publications: {1) Czechoslovak Political Trials 1950-1954
edited by Jwi Pelikan. (This is the report of the Commission established
by CC of the CPCz. in 1968 presided over by Piller, which had the
task of investigating all the facts concerning the trials.)(2) Sentenced and Tried
by Eugen Loebl. (3) On Trial by Artur London. (4) Report on My .

Husband by Josefa Slanska. Loebl and London were respectively Deputy Minister
of Foreiygn Trade and Deputy Foreign Minister in Gottwald's government. They
were both sentenced to life imprisonment in 1952 and later re-habilitated.
Slanska is Rudolf Slansky’s widow. .

What emerges from these accounts is that the defendants were convicted on
the basis of false confessions of guilt extracted during long periods of solitary
confinement and brutal methods of interrogation preceding the trial. They
were then made to learn their confessions by heart and the trial itself
was rehearsed to word-perfection. A reading of the accounts mentioned leaves
no possible doubt concerning the frame-up, fraudulent nature of the Slansky
Trial. The most detailed account available is that contained in the Piller
Report.

While there is no doubt about the innocence of those convicted, there
remains considerable doubt as to why leading communists should have been framed
on trumped-up charges. The East European Trials reflected, though n a very
indirect way or distorted form, the intensification of international conflict between
the socialist camp and imperialism. It is certain that espionage operations
were directed against the Soviet Union and People’s Democracies. The failure
in 1948 to bring about Tito’s downfall and the subsequent movement of Jugo-
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