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The Leninist Theory

of Organization: |

lts Relevance for Today

by Ernest Mandel

Translated by David Thorstad in collaboration with Theodore Edwards

The Leninist concept of organization explains the relationship between the masses, the
advanced workers, and the revolutionary party. Mandel clarifies the process by which
class consciousness is developed, and explains the role of the party in that process.

current relevance of the Leninist theory of orga-

nization is possible only if one determines the
exact position of this theory in the history of Marxism —
or to be more precise, in the historical process of the un-
folding and development of Marxism. This, like any pro-
cess, must be reduced to its internal contradictions through
the intimate interrelation between the development of theory
and the development of the actual proletarian class strug-
gle.

Approached in this way, the Leninist theory of organiza-
tion appears as a dialectical unity of three elements: a
theory of the present relevance of revolution for the un-
derdeveloped countries in the imperialist epoch (which
was later expanded to apply to the entire world in the
epoch of the general crisis of capitalism); a theory of the
discontinuous and contradictory development of proletar-
ian class consciousness and of its most important stages,
which should be differentiated from one another; and a
theory of the essence of Marxist theory and its specific
relationship to science on the one hand and to proletarian
class struggle on the other.

Looking more closely, one discovers that these three
theories form, so to speak, the "social foundation" of the
Leninist concept of organization, without which it would
appear arbitrary, nonmaterialist and unscientific. The Len-
inist concept of the party is not the only possible one. It
is, Qowever, the only possible concept of the party which
assigns to the vanguard party the historic role of leading
a revolution which is considered, in an intermediate or
long-range sense, to be inevitable, The Leninist concept
of the party cannot be separated from a specific analysis
of proletarian class consciousness, i.e., from the under-

g serious discussion of the historical importance and

standing that political class consciousness — as opposed to
mere "trade union" or "craft" consciousness — grows neither
spontaneously nor automatically out of the objective de-
velopments of the proletarian class struggle.! And the
Leninist concept of the party is based upon the premise
of a certain degree of autonomy of scientific analysis,
and especially of Marxist theory. This theory, though con-
ditioned by the unfolding of the proletarian class struggle
and the first embryonic beginnings of the proletarian
revolution, should not be seen as the mechanically in-
evitable product of the class struggle but as the result of
a theoretical practice (or "theoretical production”) which
is able to link up and unite with the class struggle only
through a prolonged struggle. The history of the world-
wide socialist revolution in the twentieth century is the
history of this prolonged process.

These three propositions actually represent a deepening
of Marxism, i.e., either of themes that were only indicated
but not elaborated upon by Marx and Engels, or of ele-
ments of Marxist theory which were scarcely noticed due
to the delayed and interrupted publication of Marx's writ-
ings in the years 1880-1905.2 It therefore involves a fur-
ther deepening of Marxist theory brought about because
of gaps (and in part contradictions) in Marx's analysis
itself, or at least in the generally accepted interpretation
of it in the first quarter century after Marx's death.

What is peculiar about this deepening of Marx's teach-
ing is that, setting out from different places, it proceeds
toward the same central point, namely, to a determina-
tion of the specific character of the proletarian or socialist
revolution.

*Footnotes begin on page 19,




bourgeois revolutions, whose laws of motion have

been studied in great detail (in the first place by
Marx and Engels themselves), but also those revolutions
which have hitherto been far less subjected to a system-
atic, generalized analysis (such as the peasant revolutions
and those of the urban petty bourgeoisie against feudal-
ism; the uprisings of slaves and the revolts of clan so-
cieties against slaveholding society; the peasant revolu-
tions that occurred as the old Asiatic mode of production
periodically disintegrated, etc.)—the proletarian revolu-
tion of the twentieth century is distinguished by four par-
ticular features. These give it a specific character, but
also, as Marx foresaw,3 make it an especially difficult
undertaking,

1. The proletarian revolution is the first successful rev-
olution in the history of mankind to be carried out by
the lowest social class. This class disposes of a potentially
huge, but actually extremely limited, economic power and
is by and large excluded from any share in the social
wealth (as opposed to the mere possession of consumer
goods which are continuously used up). Its situation is
quite different from the bourgeoisie and the feudal no-
bility, who seized political power when they already held
in their hands the actual economic power of society, as
well as from the slaves, who were unable to carry through
a successful revolution.

2. The proletarian revolution is the first revolution in
the history of humanity aimed at a consciously planned
overthrow of existing society, i.e., which does not seek
to restore a previous state of affairs (as did the slave
and peasant revolutions of the past), or simply to legal-
ize a transfer of power already achieved on the economic
field, but rather to bring into being a completely new
process, one which has never before existed and which
has been anticipated only as a "theory” or a "program."4

3. Just like every other social revolution in history,
the proletarian revolution grows out of the internal class
antagonisms and the class struggle they inevitably pro-
duce within the existing society. But while revolutions in
the past could by and large be satisfied with pushing
this class struggle forward until a culminating point was
reached — because for them it was not a question of creat-
ing completely new and consciously planned social rela-
tions —the proletarian revolution can become a reality
only if the proletarian class struggle culminates in a gi-
gantic process, stretching out over years and decades.
This process is one of systematically and consciously
overturning all human relations, and of generalizing first
the independent activity of the proletariat, and later (on
the threshold of the classless society) that of all members
of society. While the triumph of the bourgeois revolution
makes the bourgeoisie into a conservative class (which
is still able to achieve revolutionary transformations in
the technical and industrial fields, and which plays an
objectively progressive role in history for a rather long
period of time, but which pulls back from an active trans-
formation of social life, since in that sphere its mounting
collisions with the proletariat it exploits make it increas-
ingly reactionary), the conquest of power by the prole-
tariat is not the end but the beginning of the activity of
the modern working class in revolutionizing society. This
activity can end only when it liquidates itself as a class,
along with all other classes.5

In contrast to all previous revolutions —not only the

4. In constrast to all previous social revolutions, which
by and large have taken place within a national or an
even more limited regional framework, the proletarian
revolution is by nature international and can reach its
conclusion only in the worldwide construction of a class-
less society. Although it certainly can achieve victory
at first within a national framework alone, this victory
will constantly be endangered and provisional so long
as the class struggle on an international scale has not
inflicted a decisive defeat upon capital. The proletarian
revolution, then, is a world revolutionary process, which
is carried out neither in a linear fashion nor with uni-
formity. The imperialist chain breaks first at its weakest
links, and the discontinuous ebb and flow of the revo-
lution occurs in conformity with the law of uneven and
combined development. (This is true not only for the
economy but also for the relationship of forces between
classes; the two by no means automatically coincide.)

The Leninist theory of organization takes into account
all these peculiarities of the proletarian revolution. It takes
into consideration the peculiarities of this revolution in
light of, among other things, the peculiarities and con-
tradictions in the formation of proletarian class conscious-
ness. Above all, it expresses openly what Marx only in-
timated, and which his epigones scarcely understood at
all, namely, that there can be neither an "automatic" over-
throw of the capitalist social order nor a "spontaneous"
or "organic" disintegration of this social order through
the construction of a socialist one. Precisely because of
the uniquely conscious character of the proletarian rev-
olution, it requires not only a maturity of "objective" fac-
tors (a deepgoing social crisis which expresses the fact
that the capitalist mode of production has fulfilled its
historic mission), but also a maturity of so-called sub-
jective factors (maturity of proletarian class conscious-
ness and of its leadership). If these "subjective” factors are
either not present, or are present to an insufficient extent,
the proletarian revolution will not be victorious at that
point, and from its very defeat will result the economic
and social possibilities for a temporary consolidation
of capitalism.®

The Leninist theory of organization represents, then,
broadly speaking, the deepening of Marxism, applied
to the basic problems of the social superstructure (the
state, class consciousness, ideology, the party). Together
with the parallel contributions of Rosa Luxemburg and
Trotsky (and, in a more limited sense of Lukacs and
Gramsci), it constitutes the Marxist science of the subjec-
tive factor.

Bourgeois ideology and proletarian class
consciousness

ogy of every society is the ideology of the domi-

nant class" appears at first glance to conflict with
the character of the proletarian revolution as the conscious
overturning of society by the proletariat, as a product
of the conscious, independent activity of the wage-earning
masses. A superficial interpretation of this proposition
might lead to the conclusion that it is utopian to expect
the masses who, under capitalism, are manipulated and

r I Vhe Marxian proposition that "the dominant ideol-




exposed to the constant onslaught of bourgeois and petty-
bourgeois ideas, to be capable of carrying out a revo-
lutionary class struggle against this society, let alone
a social revolution. Herbert Marcuse, who draws this
conclusion, is (for the time being) simply the latest in a
long series of theoreticians who, taking as their point of
departure the Marxian definition of the ruling class, finish
by calling into question the revolutionary potential of the
working class.

The problem can be solved by replacing the formalistic
and static point of view with a dialectical one. The Marx-
ian proposition simply needs to be made more "dynamic.”
The dominant ideology of every society is the ideology
of the dominant class in the sense that the latter has con-
trol over the means of ideological production which so-
ciety has at its disposal (the church, schools, mass media,
etc.), and uses these means in its own class interests. As
long as class rule is on the upswing, stable and hence
hardly questioned, the ideology of the dominant class will
also dominate the consciousness of the oppressed class.
Moreover, the exploited will, as a rule, tend to formulate
the first phases of the class struggle in terms of the for-
mulas, ideals and ideologies of the exploiters.?

However, the more the stability of the existing society
is brought into question, and the more the class struggle
intensifies, and the more the class rule of the exploiters
itself begins to waver in practice, the more will at least
sections of the oppressed class begin to free themselves
from the control of the ideas of those in power. Prior
to, and along with, the struggle for the social revolution,
a struggle goes on between the ideology of the rulers and
the new ideals of the revolutionary class. This struggle
in turn intensifies and accelerates the concrete class strug-
gle out of which it arose by lifting the revolutionary class
to an awareness of its historical tasks and of the imme-
diate goals of its struggle. Class consciousness on the part
of the revolutionary class can therefore develop out of
the class struggle in spite of and in opposition to the
ideology of the ruling class.#

But it is only in the revolution itself that the majority
of the oppressed can liberate themselves from the ideology
of the ruling class.® For this control is exerted not only,
nor even primarily, through purely ideological manipu-
lation and the mass assimilation of the ruling class' ideo-
logical production, but above all through the actual day-
to-day workings of the existing economy and society and
their effect on the consciousness of the oppressed. (This is
especially true in bourgeois society, although parallel
phenomena can be seen in all class societies.)

In capitalist society this control is exerted through the
internalization of commodity relations, which is closely
tied to the reification of human relations and which re-
sults from the generalized extension of commodity pro-
duction and the transformation of labor power into a com-
modity, and from the generalized extension of the social
division of labor under conditions of commodity produc-
tion. It is also accomplished through the fatigue and
brutalization of the producers through exploitation and
the alienated nature of labor, as well as through a lack
of leisure time, not only in a quantitative but also in a
qualitative sense, etc. Only when the workings of this
imprisonment are blown apart by a revolution, ie., by
a sudden, intense increase in mass activity outside of
the confines of alienated labor— only then can the mys-

tifying influence of this very imprisonment upon mass
consciousness rapidly recede.

The Leninist theory of organization therefore attempts
to come to grips with the inner dialectic of this formation
of political class consciousness, which can develop fully
only during the revolution itself, yet only on the condi-
tion that it has already begun to develop before the rev-
olution. 10 The theory does this by means of three opera-
tive categories: the category of the working class in it-
self (the mass of workers); the category of that part of the
working class that is already engaging in more than
sporadic struggles and has already reached a first level
of organization (the proletarian vanguard in the broad
sense of the word);!! and the category of the revolutionary
organization, which consists of workers and intellectuals
who participate in revolutionary activities and are at
least partially educated in Marxism.

The category of "the class in itself” is linked to the ob-
jective class concept in the sociology of Marx, where a
social layer is determined by its objective position in the
process of production independent of its state of conscious-
ness. (It is well known that the young Marx —in the Com-
munist Manifesto and in his political writings of 1850-
1852, for instance —had put forward a subjective concept
of the class according to which the working class becomes
a class only through its struggle, i.e., by reaching a mini-
mum degree of class consciousness. Bukharin, in con-
nection with a formula from The Poverty of Philosophy,
calls this concept the concept of "the class for itself," as
opposed to the concept of the "class in itself.") !2 This ob-
jective concept of the class remains fundamental for Lenin's
ideas on organization, as it did for Engels and the Ger-
man Social Democracv under the influence of Engels,
Bebel and Kautsky. 13

It is only because there exists an objectively revolution-
ary class that can, and is periodically obliged to, conduct
an actual revolutionary class struggle, and it is only in
relation to such an actual class struggle, that the concept
of a revolutionary vanguard party (including that of
professional revolutionaries) has any scientific meaning
at all, as Lenin himself explicitly observed.!4 All revolu-
tionary activity not related to this class struggle leads
at best to a party nucleus, but not to a party. This runs
the risk of degenerating into sectarian, subjective dilettant-
ism. According to Lenin's concept of organization, there
is no self-proclaimed vanguard. Rather, the vanguard
must win recognition as a vanguard (i.e., the historical
right to act as a vanguard) through its attempts to estab-
lish revolutionary ties with the advanced part of the class
and its actual struggle.

The category of "advanced workers" stems from the
objectively inevitable stratification of the working class.
It is a function of their distinct historical origin, as well
as their distinct position in the social process of produc-
tion and their distinct class consciousness.

he formation of the working class as an objective
category is itself an historical process. Some sec-
tions of the working class are the sons, grandsons,
and great-grandsons of urban wage laborers; others are

the sons and grandsons of agricultural laborers and land-
less peasants. Still others are only first or second genera-




tion descendants of a petty bourgeoisie that owned some
means of production (peasants, artisans, etc.). Part of the
working class works in large factories where both the
economic and the social relations give rise to at least
an elementary class consciousness (consciousness that "so-
cial questions” can be solved only through collective ac-
tivity and organization). Another part works in small or
medium-sized factories in industry or in the so-called ser-
vice sectors, where economic self-confidence as well as an
understanding of the necessity for broad mass actions
flow much less easily from the objective situation than in
the large industrial plant. Some sections of the working
class have been living in big cities for a long time. They
have been literate for a long time and have several gen-
erations of trade-union organization and political and
cultural education behind them (through youth organiza-
tions, the workers press, labor education, ete. ). Still others
live in small towns or even in the countryside. ( This was
true into the late 1930s, for instance, for a significant
number of European miners.) These workers have little
or no collective social life, scarcely any trade-union ex-
perience, and have received no political or cultural educa-
tion at all in the organized workers movement. Some
sectors of the working class are born from nations which
were independent for a thousand years, and whose ruling
class oppressed for long periods other nations. Other
workers are born from nations which fought for decades
or centuries for their national freedom —or who lived in
slavery or serfdom no more than one hundred years ago.

If one adds to all these historical and structural differ-
ences the various personal abilities of each wage worker —
not just differences in intelligence and ability to generalize
from immediate experiences, but differences in the amount
of energy, strength of character, combativity and self-
assurance too— then one understands that the stratification
of the working class into various layers, depending on the
degree of class consciousness, is an inevitable phenomenon
in the history of the working class itself. It is this historical
process of becoming a class which, at a given point in
time, is reflected in the various degrees of consciousness
within the class.

The category of the revolutionary party stems from the
fact that Marxian socialism is a science which, in the
final analysis, can be completely assimilated only in an
individual and not in a collective manner. Marxism con-
stitutes the culmination (and in part also the dissolution)
of at least three classical social sciences: classical German
philosophy, classical political economy, and classical
French political science (French socialism and historiog-
raphy). Its assimilation presupposes at least an under-
standing of the materialist dialectic, historical materialism,
Marxian economic theory and the critical history of mod-
ern revolutions and of the modern labor movement. Such
an assimilation is necessary if it is to be able to function,
in its totality, as an instrument for analyzing social reality
and as the compilation of the experiences of a century of
proletarian class struggle. The notion that this colossal
sum of knowledge and information could somehow "spon-
taneously” flow from working at a lathe or a calculating
machine is absurd. 15

The fact that as a science Marxism is an expression of
the highest degree in the development of proletarian class
consciousness means simply that it is only through an
individual process of selection that the best, most experi-

enced, the most intelligent and the most combative mem-
bers of the proletariat are able to directly and independent-
ly acquire this class consciousness in its most potent form.
To the extent that this acquisition is an individual one, it
also becomes accessible to other social classes and layers
(above all, the revolutionary intelligentsia and the stu-
dents). !5 Any other approach can lead only to an ideal-
ization of the working class —and ultimately of capitalism
itself.

Of course it must always be remembered that Marxism
could not arise independently of the actual development
of bourgeois society and of the class struggle that was
inevitably unfolding within it. There is an inextricable tie
between the collective, historical experience of the working
class in struggle and its scientific working out of Marxism
as collective, historical class consciousness in its most
potent form. But to maintain that scientific socialism is an
historical product of the proletarian class struggle is not
to say that all or even most members of this class can,
with greater or lesser ease, reproduce this knowledge.
Marxism is not an automatic product of the class struggle
and class experience but a result of scientific, theoretical
production. Such an assimilation is made possible only
through participation in that process of production; and
this process is by definition an individual one, even though
it is only made possible through the development of the
social forces of production and class contradictions under
capitalism.

Proletarian class struggle and proletarian
class consciousness

he process whereby the proletarian mass, the pro-
I letarian vanguard and the revolutionary party are
united depends on the elementary proletarian class
struggle growing over into revolutionary class struggle —
the proletarian revolution—and on the effects this has on
the wage-earning masses. Class struggle has taken place
for thousands of years without those who struggled being
aware of what they were doing. Proletarian class struggle
was conducted long before there was a socialist move-
ment, let alone scientific socialism. Elementary class strug-
gle — strikes, work stoppages around wage demands or
for shorter working hours and other improvements in
working conditions —leads to elementary forms of class
organization (mutual aid funds, embryonic trade unions),
even if these are short-lived. (It also gives rise to a gen-
eral socialist ideal among many workers.) Elementary
class struggle, elementary class organization and elemen-
tary class consciousness are born, then, directly out of
action, and only the experience arising out of that action
is able to develop and accelerate consciousness. It is a
general law of history that only through action are broad
masses able to elevate their consciousness.

But even in its most elementary form, the spontaneous
class struggle of the wage earners under capitalism leaves
behind a residue in the form of a consciousness crystal-
lized in a process of continuous organization. Most of the
mass is active only during the struggle; after the struggle
it will sooner or later retreat into private life (i.e., "into
the struggle for existence"). What distinguishes the workers
vanguard from this mass is the fact that even during a
lull in the struggle it does not abandon the front lines of




the class struggle but continues the war, so to speak, "by
other means." It attempts to solidify the resistance funds
generated in the struggle into ongoing resistance funds —
i.e., into unions.17 By publishing workers newspapers and
organizing educational groups for workers, it attempts to
crystallize and heighten the elementary class consciousness
generated in the struggle. It thus helps give form to a
factor of continuity, as opposed to the necessarily discon-
tinuous action of the mass,'® and to a factor of con-
sciousness, as opposed to the spontaneity of the mass
movement in and of itself.

However, advanced workers are driven to continuous
organization and growing class consciousness less by
theory, science, or an intellectual grasp of the social whole
than by the practical knowledge acquired in struggle.
Since the struggle shows!? that the dissolving of the resis-
tance funds after each sirike damages the effectiveness of
the strike and the working sums in hand, attempts are
made to go over to the permanent strike fund. Since ex-
perience shows an occasional leaflet to have less effect
than a regular newspaper, the workers press is born.
Consciousness arising directly out of the practical experi-
ence of struggle is empirical and pragmatic consciousness,
which can enrich action to a certain extent, but which is
far inferior to the effectiveness of a scientifically global
consciousness, i.e., of theoretical understanding.

Based on its general theoretical understanding the revo-
lutionary vanguard organization can consolidate and en-
rich this higher consciousness, provided it is able to estab-
lish ties to the class struggle, i.e., provided it does not
shrink from the hard test of verifying theory in practice,
of reuniting theory and practice. From the point of view
of mature Marxism — as well as that of Marx himself and
Lenin—a "true" theory divorced from practice is as much
an absurdity as a "revolutionary practice" that is not
founded on a scientific theory. This in no way diminishes
the decisive importance and absolute necessity for theo-
retical production. It simply emphasizes the fact that wage-
earning masses and revolutionary individuals, proceeding
from different starting points and with a different dynamic,
can bring about the unity of theory and practice.

This process can be summarized in the following
diagram:

masses: action— experience — consciousness

advanced workers: experience— consciousness——saction
revolutionary
nuclei: consciousness —saclion——=experience
If we rearrange this diagram so that certain conclusions
can be drawn from it, we get the following:

masses: action —= experience —aconsciousness

revolutionary
nuclei: consciousness— action —s-experience

advanced workers: experience —sconsciousness —action

This formal diagram reveals a series of conclusions
about the dynamics of class consciousness which were
already anticipated in the analysis but which only now

obtain their full value. The collective action of the ad-
vanced workers (the "natural leaders" of the working class
in the shops) is, relatively speaking, more difficult to at-
tain because it can be aroused neither through pure con-
viction (as with the revolutionary nuclei) nor through
purely spontaneous explosiveness (as with the broad mass-
es). It is precisely the struggle experience— the important
motivating factor in the actions of the advanced workers —
that makes them much more careful and cautious before
they undertake action on a broad scale. They have already
digested the lessons of past actions and know that an
explosion is not at all sufficient for them to be able to
reach their goal. They have fewer illusions about the
strength of the enemy (not to mention his "generosity”)
and about the durability of the mass movement. The
greatest "temptation” of economism can be traced to this
very point.

To summarize: the building of the revolutionary class
party is the merging of the consciousness of the revolu-
tionary nuclei with that of the advanced workers. The
ripening of a prerevolutionary situation (of potentially
revolutionary explosion) is the merging of action by the
broad masses with that of the advanced workers. A revo-
lutionary situation—i.e., the possibility of a revolutionary
conquest of power — arises when a merging of actions by
the vanguard and the masses with the consciousness of
the vanguard and revolutionary layers has been accom-
plished.2? For the broad masses, the elementary class
struggle arising from the contradictions of the capitalist
mode of production is always kindled only by matters of
immediate concern. The same is true for all mass actions,
even political ones. Thus the problem of the broad mass
struggle growing over into a revolutionary one depends
not only on a quantitative factor, but also on a qualita-
tive one. This requires the existence of sufficiently ad-
vanced workers within the masses or the mass movement
who, on the basis of the stage of consciousness they have
already reached, are capable of sweeping broader masses
into action around objectives that challenge the continued
existence of bourgeois society and the capitalist mode of
production.

This also highlights the central importance of transi-
tional demands,2! the strategic position of advanced work-
ers already trained in propagating these transitional de-
mands, and the historical importance of the revolutionary
organization, which alone is capable of working out a
comprehensive program of transitional demands corres-
ponding to the objective historical conditions, as well as
to the subjective needs, of the broadest layers of the mass,
A successful proletarian revolution is only possible if all
these factors are successfully combined.

e have already stated that Lenin's theory of orga-

\;\/ nization is, in fact, above all a theory of revolu-
tion. To have misunderstood this is the great
weakness of Rosa Luxemburg's polemic against Lenin in
1903-1904. It is characteristic that the concept of central-
ization which is attacked in the essay "Organizational Ques-
tion of Social Democracy” is— and this is clear if it is read
attentively —a purely organizational one. (Yet while it
is attacked, it is also confirmed. On this point modern
"Luxemburgists” ought to read their "Rosa" more care-




fully and more thoroughly!) Lenin is accused of advocat-
ing an "ultracentralist’ line, of dictating the composition
of local party committees, and of wishing to stymie any
initiative by lower party units, 22

When we turn to the Leninist theory of organization as
‘developed by Lenin himself, however, we see that the em-
phasis is by no means upon the formal, organizational
side of centralization but upon its political and social
function. At the heart of What is to Be Done? is the con-
cept of the transformation of proletarian class consecious-
ness into political class consciousness by means of a com-
prehensive political activity that raises and, from a Marx-
ist point of view, answers all questions of internal and ex-
ternal class relations:

"In reality, it is possible to 'raise the activity of the
working masses' only when this activity is not restricted
to 'political agitation on an economic basis." A basic
condition for the necessary expansion of political agitation
is the organization of comprehensive political exposure.
In no way except by means of such exposures can the
masses be trained in political consciousness and revolu-
tionary activity."

And further;

The consciousness of the working masses cannot be genu-
ine class consciousness, unless the workers learn, from
concrete, and above all from topical, political facts and
events to observe every other social class in al/l the mani-
festations of its intellectual, ethical, and political life: unless
they learn to apply in practice the materialist analysis and
the materialist estimate of all aspects of the life and activity
of all classes, strata, and groups of the population. Those
who concentrate the attention, observation, and conscious-
ness of the working class exclusively, or even mainly,
upon itself alone are not Social Democrats: for the self-
knowledge of the working class is indissolubly bound up,
not solely with a fully clear theoretical understanding —
it would be even truer to say, not so much with the the
oretical, as with the practical, understanding — of the rela-
tionships between all the various classes of modern society,
acquired through the experiences of political life.23

And it is for the same reason that Lenin emphasizes
so strongly the absolute necessity for the revolutionary
party to make all progressive demands and movements
of all oppressed social layers and classes its own— even
"purely democratic" ones. The central strategic plan ad-
vanced by Lenin in What is to Be Done?24 is therefore
one of party agitation that unites all elementary, spon-

The revolutionary party must make all

progressive demands and movements of all

oppressed social layers and dasses its own

taneous, dispersed and "merely" local or sectional pro-
tests, revolts and movements of resistance. The emphasis
of centralization clearly lies in the political and not in
the formal, organizational sphere. The aim of formal
organizational centralization is only to make possible
the realization of this strategic plan.

Although she does not recognize this essence of Lenin's
"centralism," Luxemburg is compelled in her polemic to
indirectly counterpose to it another conception of the for-
mation of political class consciousness and the preparation
of revolutionary situations. Her doing so emphasizes even
more poignantly how utterly wrong she was in this debate.
Luxemburg's concept that "the proletarian army is re-
cruited and becomes aware of its objectives in the course
of the struggle itself"25 has been completely refuted by
history. In even the broadest, longest and most vigorous
of workers struggles, the working masses have not gained
a clear understanding of the tasks of the struggle, or did
so only to an insufficient degree. (One need only recall
the French general strikes of 1936 and 1968, the strug-
gles of the German workers from 1918 to 1923, the great
struggles of the Italian workers in 1920, 1948 and 1969,
as well as the prodigious class struggles in Spain from
1931 to 1937, to mention only these four European coun-
tries. )

Experience in struggle is by no means sufficient for
clarity on the tasks of a broad prerevolutionary, or even
a revolutionary, mass struggle to be attained. Not only,
of course, are these tasks connected to the immediate
motives that set off the struggle, but they can be grasped
only by means of a comprehensive analysis of the overall
social development, of the historical position achieved by
the capitalist mode of production and its internal con-
tradictions, and of the national and international relation-
ship of forces between classes. Without protracted and
consistent preparation, without the education of hundreds
and thousands of advanced workers in the spirit of 2
revolutionary program, and without the practical experi-
ence accumulated over the years by these advanced work-
ers through attempting to bring this program to the broad
masses, it would be absolutely illusory to assume that
suddenly, overnight so to speak, with the mere aid of
mass actfions, a consciousness equal to the demands of
the historical situation could be created among these broad
masses.

Actually, one could turn Luxemburg's proposition
around and say that the proletarian army will never
reach its historic objectives if the necessary education,




schooling and testing of a proletarian vanguard in the
working out and agitational application of the revolu-
tionary program in struggle has not taken place before
the outbreak of the broadest mass struggles, which by
themselves create only the possibility of the broad masses
attaining revolutionary consciousness. That is the tragic
lesson of the German revolution after the first world war,
which was crushed precisely because of the lack of such
a trained vanguard.

The objective of Lenin's strategic plan is to create such
a vanguard through an organic union of individual revo-
lutionary nuclei with the vanguard of the proletariat.
Such a fusion is impossible without a comprehensive po-
litical activity that takes the advanced workers beyond
the confines of a horizon limited to the trade union or
the factory. Empirical data available to us today confirm
that Lenin's party, before and during the revolution of
1905 and after the mass movement began to pick up
again in 1912, was in fact such a party.26

of Lenin's strategic plan, it must be approached

from yet another point of view. Any concept based
on the probability, if not the inevitability, of a revolution
occurring in the not too distant future, must inevitably
deal with the question of a direct collision with state power,
i.e., the question of the conquest of political power. As
soon as this difficulty is built into the concept, however,
the result is one more argument in favor of centralization.
Lenin and Luxemburg agreed that capitalism itself and
the bourgeois state exert a powerful centralizing influence
on modern society,?7 and that it is in turn absolutely
illusory to think that this centralized state power can be
gradually dismantled, as for instance a wall can be taken
apart brick by brick.

In the final analysis, the ideological essence of the re-
formism and revisionism rejected by Luxemburg and
Lenin with equal passion28 was rooted in the illusion
that this could be done. Once the question of the conquest
of state power is no longer placed far off in the distance,
however, but is recognized to be an objective for the near
or not-too-distant future, the revolutionary is immediately
confronted with the question of the means necessary for
achieving the revolutionary conquest of power. Here again
Luxemburg misconstrued the import of Lenin's purely
polemical use of the notion of "Jacobins inseparably linked
to the organization of the class-conscious proletariat."
What Lenin meant with this idea was certainly not a brand
of Blanquist conspirators but an advanced group oriented,
like the Jacobins, toward an unremitting attempt to carry
out the revolutionary tasks, one that does not permit itself
to be diverted from concentrating on these tasks by the in-
evitable conjunctural ebb and flow of the mass movement.

Yet to do justice to Luxemburg it must be added that,
in the first place, she took up—in fact had to take up —
this question from a different historical viewpoint since,
by 1904, she was already influenced more by German
than by Russian or Polish reality; and second, that she
completely drew the necessary conclusions in the Lenin-
ist sense as soon as it became clear that in Germany. too
the coming of the revolution was an immediate possi-
bility.29

4 I \o fully grasp the profoundly revolutionary nature

The young Trotsky likewise made a serious error in
his polemic against Lenin when he reproached him for
this "substitutionism," i.e., the replacement of the initia-
tive of the working class with that of the party alone.30
If we remove the core of this reproach from its polemical
shell, we find here too an idealistic, inadequate conception
of the evolution of the class consciousness of the prole-
tariat: "Marxism teaches that the interests of the proletariat
are determined by its objective conditions of life. These
interests are so powerful and so unavoidable that they
eventually [!] compel the proletariat to bring them into the
scope of its consciousness, i. e, to make the realization of
its objective interests into its subjective interest."3! Today
it is easy to see what a naively fatalistic optimism was
concealed in this inadequate analysis. Immediate interests
are here put on the same level with historical interests,
Le., with the unraveling of the most complex questions
of political tactics and strategy. The hope that the prole-
tariat will "eventually" recognize its historical interests
seems rather shallow when compared to the historical
catastrophes that have arisen because, in the absence of
an adequate revolutionary leadership, the proletariat was
not even able to accomplish the revolutionary tasks of
the here and now.

The same naive optimism is even more strikingly mani-
fested in the following passage from the same polemic:

The revolutionary social democrat is convinced not only
of the inevitable [!] growth of the political party of the
proletariat, but also of the inevitable [!] victory of the
ideas of revolutionary socialism within this party. The
first proof lies in the fact that the development of bourgeois
society spontaneously leads the proletariat to politically
demarcate itself; the second in the fact that the objective
tendencies and the tactical problems of this demarcation
find their best, fullest and deepest expression in revolu-
tionary socialism, i.e., Marxism.32

This quotation makes clear that what the yvoung Trotsky
was championing in his polemic against Lenin was the
"old, tested tactic" and the naive "belief in the inevitability
of progress" a la Bebel and Kautsky which prevailed in
the international Social Democracy from the time of Marx's
death until the first world war. Lenin's concept of class
consciousness was incomparably richer, more contradic-
tory and more dialectical precisely because it was based
on a keen grasp of the relevance of the revolution for the
present (not "finally some day," but in the coming VEars).

1o round out the historical development it must be added
that following the outbreak of the Russian revolution in
1917, Trotsky fully adopted Lenin's analysis of the for-
mation of proletarian class consciousness and hence also
Lenin's theory of organization, and until his death he
stubbornly defended them against all skeptics and arch-
pessimists (who claimed to detect in them the "embryo"
of Stalinism), Thus he wrote in his last, unfinished manu-
script:

A colossal factor in the maturity of the Russian proletariat
in February or March 1917 was Lenin. He did not fall
from the skies. He personified the revolutionary tradition
of the working class. For lLenin's slogans to find their
way to the masses, there had to exist cadres, even though
numerically small at the beginning; there had to exist the
confidence of the cadre in the leadership, a confidence
based upon the entire experience of the past. To cancel
these elements from one's calculations is simply to ignore




the living revolution, to substitute for it an abstraction,
the 'relationship of forces,” because the development of the
revolution precisely consists of this, that the relationship
of forces keeps incessantly and rapidly changing under
the impact of the changes in the consciousness of the prole-
tariat, the attraction of backward layers to the advanced,
the growing assurance of the class in its own strength.
The vital mainspring in this process is the party, just as
the vital mainspring in the mechanism of the party is its
leadership. 33

The revolutionary vanguard and
spontaneous mass action

his life work as a systematic "underestimation” of

the importance of spontaneous mass actions as op-
posed to their "appreciation” by Luxemburg or Trotsky.
Apart from polemical passages, which can only be under-
stood when seen in context, Lenin welcomed huge, spon-
taneous outbreaks of mass strikes and demonstrations
just as enthusiastically and just as explicitly as Rosa Lux-
emburg and Trotsky.3* Only the Stalinist bureaucracy
falsified Leninism with its increasing distrust of sponta-
neous mass movements — which after all is characteristic
of any bureaucracy.

It would be a great injustice to Lenin to characterize

Luxemburg is completely correct to say that the outbreak
of a proletarian revolution cannot be "predetermined” by
the calendar, and nothing to the contrary will ever be
found in Lenin. Lenin, like Luxemburg, was convinced
that these elemental mass explosions, without which a
revolution is unthinkable, can neither be "organized" ac-
cording to rules nor "commanded" by a row of disciplined
noncommissioned officers. Lenin, like Luxemburg, was
convinced of the mighty arsenal of creative energy, re-
sourcefulness and initiative that a truly broad mass action
unfurls and will always unfurl.

The difference between the Leninist theory of organiza-
tion and the so-called theory of spontaneity — which can
be attributed to Luxemburg only with important reserva-
tions —is thus to be found not in an underestimation of
mass initiative but in an understanding of its limitations.
Mass initiative is capable of many magnificent accomplish-
ments. But by itself it is not able to draft, in the course
of the struggle, a complete, comprehensive program for
a socialist revolution touching upon all social questions
(not to mention socialist reconstruction); ‘nor is it alone
capable of bringing about a sufficient centralization of
forces to make possible the downfall of a centralized state
power with its repressive apparatus resting on a full utili-
zation of the advantages of its "inside lines" of communi-
cation. In other words, the limitations of mass spontaneity
begin with the understanding that a victorious socialist
revolution cannot be improvised. And "pure" mass spon-
taneity always boils down to improvisation.

What is more, "pure" spontaneity exists only in books
containing fairy tales about the workers movement— but
not in its real history. What is understood by "spontaneity
of the masses" are movements that have not been planned
out in detail ahead of time by some central authority. What
is not to be understood by "spontaneity of the masses”
are movements that take place without "political influence
from the outside." Scratch off the blue coat of an ostensibly
"spontaneous movement' and you will find the unmistak-

able residue of a bright red veneer. Here a member of a
"vanguard" group who set off a "spontaneous” strike. There
a former member of another "left-deviationist" affiliation,
who has long since left it but who received sufficient mental
equipment to be able, in an explosive situation, to react
with lightning speed while the anonymous mass was still
hesitating.

In one case, we will be able to detect in "spontaneous”
action the fruits of years of "underground activity" by a
trade-union opposition, or a rank-and-file group; in an-
other case, the result of contacts that, for a rather long
period of time, have patiently—and without apparent
success — been nurtured by shop colleagues in a neigh-
boring city (or a neighboring factory) where the "left-
wingers" are stronger. In the class struggle too there is
no such thing as a goose "spontaneously” falling from
heaven already cooked.

Thus, what differentiates "spontaneous" actions from the
"intervention of the vanguard,” is not at all that in the
former everyone in the struggle has reached the same
level of consciousness, whereas in the latter "the vanguard”
is distinct from "the mass.," What differentiates the two
forms of action is also not that in "spontaneous” actions
no solutions have been carried into the proletariat from
"outside," while an organized vanguard relates to the
elementary demands of the mass "in an elitist fashion,"
"imposing” a program upon it. Never have there been
"spontaneous” actions without some kind of influence from
vanguard elements. The difference between "spontaneous”
actions and those in which "the revolutionary vanguard
intervenes" is essentially that in "spontaneous" actions the
nature of the intervention of the vanguard elements is un-
organized, improvised, intermittent and unplanned (occur-
ring by chance in this plant, that district, or that city),
while the existence of a revolutionary organization makes
it possible to coordinate, plan, consciously synchronize,
and continuously shape this intervention of the vanguard
elements in the "spontaneous” mass struggle. Nearly all
the requirements of Leninist "supercentralism" are based
on this and this alone.

terminist) could be convinced that all mass ex-

plosions had to take place on a given day just
because they broke out on that day, and that, conversely,
in all cases where mass explosions did not occur it was
because they were not possible. Such a fatalistic attitude
(common to the Kautsky-Bauer school of thought) is in
reality a caricature of the Leninist theory of organization.
In any case, it is characteristic that many opponents of
Leninism, who in opposing Lenin have so much to say
about "mass spontaneity,” at the same time fall into this
vulgar, mechanical determinism without realizing how
much it contradicts their "high esteem” for "mass spon-
taneity.”

If, on the other hand, one proceeds from the inevita-
bility of periodic spontaneous mass explosions (which
occur when socio-economic contradictions have ripened
to the point where the capitalist mode of production in
fact has to periodically produce such prerevolutionary
crises), then one has to understand that it is impossible
to determine the exact moment when this will happen

Oniy an incorrigible fatalist (i.e., a mechanical de-




since thousands of minor incidents, partial conflicts and
accidental occurrences could play an important role in
determining it. For this reason, a revolutionary vanguard
which at decisive moments is able to concentrate its own
forces on the "weakest link," is incomparably more effective
than the diffuse performance of large numbers of advanced
workers who lack this ability to concentrate their forces. 35

The two greatest workers struggles to take place in the
West —the French May 1968 and the Italian fall 1969 —
entirely confirmed these views. Both began with "sponta-
neous” struggles prepared neither by the trade unions nor
by the big social-democratic or "communist’ parties. In
both cases individual, radical workers and students or
revolutionary nuclei played a decisive role in here or
there triggering a first explosion and providing the work-
ing masses with the opportunity to learn from an "exem-
plary experience." In both cases millions upon millions
came into the struggle—up to ten million wage earners
in France, up to fifteen million in Italy. This is more than
ever before seen —even during the greatest class struggles
following the first world war.

In both cases the spontaneous tendency demonstrated
by the workers went way beyond the "economism” of a
purely economic strike. In France this was attested to
by the factory occupations and numerous partial initia-
tives, in Italy not only by huge street demonstrations and
the raising of political demands, but also by the embry-
onic manifestation of a tendency toward self-organization
at the point of production, i.e., by the attempt to take the
first step toward establishing dual power: the election of
delegati di reparto. (In this sense, the vanguard of the
Italian working class was more advanced than the French,
and it drew the first important historical lessons from the
French May.36) But in neither case did these powerful,
spontaneous mass actions succeed in overthrowing the
bourgeois state apparatus and the capitalist mode of pro-
duction, or even in advancing a mass understanding of
the objectives that would have made such an overthrow
possible within a short period of time.

To recall Trotsky's metaphor from The History of the
Russian Revolution: the powerful steam evaporated for
lack of a piston that would have compressed it at the
decisive moment. 37 Certainly, in the final analysis, the
driving force is the steam, i.e., the energy of mass mobi-
lization and mass struggle, and not the piston itself. With-
out this steam the piston remains a hollow shell. Yet
without this piston even the most intense steam is wasted
and accomplishes nothing. This is the quintessence of the
Leninist theory of organization.

Organization, bureaucracy and
revolutionary action

here is a difficulty in this connection, however,

which Lenin, during the years of the most heated

disputes with the Mensheviks, recognized either not

at all (1903-1905) or only to an insufficient degree (1908-

1914). And it is here that the full value of the historic

work of Trotsky and Rosa Luxemburg becomes clear

in facilitating an understanding of the dialectical formula
"working class — advanced workers — workers party."

A vanguard party and a certain separation between

the party and the mass are made necessary precisely
because of the inevitably inadequate level of class con-
sciousness on the part of broad working masses. As Len-
in repeatedly stressed, this is a complex dialectical rela-
tionship—a unity of separation and integration— which
totally conforms to the historical peculiarities of the rev-
olutionary struggle for a socialist revolution.

This separate party, however, originates within bour-
geois society which, with its inherent features of a univer-
sal division of labor and commodity production, tends
to bring about a reification of @/l human relations. 38 This
means that the building of a party apparatus separated
from the working masses involves the danger of this
apparatus becoming autonomous. When this danger de-
velops beyond an embryonic stage, the tendency arises
for the self-preservation of the apparatus to become an
end in itself, rather than a means to an end (successful
proletarian class struggle).

This is the root of the degeneration of both the Second
and the Third Internationals, i.e., the subordination of the
mass social-democratic as well as the Communist parties
of Western Europe to conservative, reformist bureaucracies
which, in their day-to-day practice, have become part of
the status quo. 39

Bureaucracy in workers organizations is a product of
the social division of labor, i.e., of the inability of the
working masses, who are largely excluded from the cul-
tural and theoretical process of production under capi-
talism, to themselves regularly take care of all the tasks
which must be dealt with within the framework of their
organization. Attempts to do this anyway, as was often
done at the onset of the workers movement, provide no
solution because this division of labor completely corre-
sponds to material conditions and is in no way invented
by wicked careerists. If these conditions are overlooked,
primitivism, ignorance and the brawling it produces will
place the same limitations on the movement as would
otherwise be set by the bureaucracy. Having taken a dif-
ferent point of departure here —that of organizational tech-
nique instead of the level of consciousness —we have run
up against the same problem which we hud already cleared
up earlier: namely, that it would be giving the capitalist
mode of production too much credi* to assume it to be
a perfect school for preparing the proletariat for inde-
pendent activity, or that it automatically creates the ability
of the working masses to spontaneously recognize and
achieve all the objectives and organizational forms of
their own liberation.

Llenin, in his first debate with the Mensheviks, very much
underestimated the danger of the apparatus becoming
autonomous and of the buieaucratization of the workers
parties. He proceeded from the assumption that the dan-
ger of opportunism in the modern labor movement was
a threat coming mainly from petty-bourgeois academi-
cians and petty-bourgeois "pure trade unionists." He made
fun of the struggle of many of his comrades against the
danger of "bureaucratism.” Actually, history showed that
the greatest source of opportunism in the Social Democ-
racy before the first world war came from neither the
academicians nor the "pure trade unionists,” but from
the social-democratic party bureaucracy itself, i.e., from
a practice of "legalism" limited on the one hand to elec-
toral and parliamentary activity, and on the other to a
struggle for immediate reforms of an economic and trade




union nature. (To merely describe this practice is to con-
firm how much it resembles that of today's West European
Communist parties!)

Trotsky and Luxemburg recognized this danger more
accurately and earlier than Lenin. Asearly as 1904 Lux-
emburg expressed the thought that a "difference between
the eager attack of the mass and the [overly] prudent
position of the Social Democracy” was possible. 40 The
thought is hardly expressed before it is discarded; the
only possible validity it might have would be in the imag-
inary case of an "overcentralization” of the party along
Leninist lines. Two years later Trotsky already expresses
this with more precision:

The European Socialist parties, particularly the largest
of them, the German Social-Democratie Party, have devel-
oped their conservatism in proportion as the masses have
embraced socialism and the more these masses have be-
come organized and disciplined. As a consequence of this,
Social Democracy as an organization embodying the polit-
ical experience of the proletariat may at a certain moment
become a direct obstacle to open conflict between the work-
ers and bourgeois reaction. In other words, the propagan-
dist-socialist conservatism of the proletarian parties may
at a certain moment hold back the direct struggle of the
proletariat for power.41

This prognosis has been tragically confirmed by history:.
Lenin 'did not yet see this until the eve of the first world
war, whereas the German left had long before shed its
illusions about the social-democratic party administra-

tion, 42

Organizational theory, revolutionary
program, revolutionary practice

4, 1914, however, he too made a decisive step

forward on this question. From then on, the ques-
tion of organization became one not only of function but
also of content. It is no longer simply a question of con-
trasting "the organization” in general to "spontaneity” in
general, as Lenin frequently does in What is to Be Done?
and in One Step Forward, Two Steps Backward. Now it
is a question of carefully distinguishing between an ob-
jectively conservative organization and an objectively rev-

3 fter the traumatic shock suffered by Lenin on August

olutionary one. This distinction is made according to
objective criteria (revolutionary program, bringing this
program to the masses, revolutionary practice, etc.), and
the spontaneous combativity of the masses is consciously
preferred to the actions or even the existence of conserva-
tive reformist mass organizations. "Naive" organizational
fetishists might claim that after 1914 Lenin went over to
the 'Luxemburgist view of "spontaneism” when, in con-
flicts between "unorganized masses" and the social-demo-
cratic organization, he systematically defends the former
against the latter, or accuses the latter of betraying the
former. 43 Lenin now even regards the destruction of con-
servatized organizations as an inescapable preérequisite
for the emancipation of the proletariat. 44

Vet the correction, or better yet completion, of his theory
of organization, which Lenin undertook after 1914, was
not a step backward to the worship of "pure" spontaneity,
but rather a step forward toward distinguishing between
the revolutionary party and organization in general. Now,
instead of saying that the purpose of the party is to de-
velop the political class consciousness of the working
class, the formula becomes much more precise: The func-
tion of the revolutionary vanguard consists in developing
revolutionary consciousness in the vanguard of the work-
ing class. The building of the revolutionary class party
is the process whereby the program of the socialist revo-
lution is fused with the experience the majority of the ad-
vanced workers have acquired in struggle. 45

This ‘elaboration and expansion of the Leninist theory
of organization following the outbreak of the first world
war goes hand in hand with an expansion of the Leninist
concept of the relevance of revolution to the present. Al-
though before the year 1914 this was for Lenin limited
by and large to Russia, after 1914 it was extended to
all of Europe. (After ‘the Russian revolution of 1905,
Lenin had already recognized the immediate potential
for revolution in the colonies and semicolonies. )

Consequently, the validity of the IL.eninist "strategic plan”
for the imperialist countries of Western Europe today is
closely tied to the question of the nature of the historical
epoch in which we live. From the standpoint of historical
materialism, one is justified in deriving a conception of
the party from the "present potential for revolution" only
if one proceeds from the assumption— correct and 'prov-
able. in our estimation — that beginning with the first world
war, and no later than the Russian October revolution, the
worldwide capitalist system entered an epoch of historic
structural erisis*® which must periodically lead to revolu-

The function of the revolutionary vanguard
is fo develop revolutionary consciousness

in the vanguard of the working class




tionary situations. If, on the other hand, one assumes that
we are still in an ascending stage of capitalism as a world
system, then such a conception would have to be rejected
as being completely "voluntaristic." For what is decisive
in the Leninist strategic plan is certainly not revolution-
ary propaganda— which, of course, revolutionaries have
to carry out even in nonrevolutionary periods—but its
focus on revolutionary acfions breaking out in the near
or not distant future. Even in the ascending epoch of
capitalism such actions were possible (¢f the Paris Com-
mune), but only as unsucecessful exceptions. Under such
conditions, building a party by concentrating efforts on
preparing to effectively participate in such actions would
hardly make sense.

(referring to its membership or even its electoral

supporters) and a revolutionary workers party
(or the nucleus of such a party) is to be found not only
in program or objective social functions (which is to
promote, not pacify, all objectively revolutionary mass
actions, or all challenges and forms of action that attack
and call into question the essence of the capitalist mode
of production and the bourgeois state), but also in its
ability to find a suitable pedagogical method enabling
it to bring this program to ever-growing numbers of
workers.

One can go further, however, and formulate the question
more sharply: Is the danger of the apparatus becoming
autonomous limited only to opportunist and reformist
"workers" organizations, or does it threaten any organi-
zation, including one with a revolutionary program and
a revolutionary practice? 'Is not a developing bureaucracy
the unavoidable consequence of any division of labor,
including that between "leadership" and "membership,” and
even in a revolutionary group? And is not, therefore,
every revolutionary organization, once it has spread be-
yond a small milieu, condemned at a certain point in its
development and in the development of mass struggles to
become a brake on the struggle of the proletarian masses
for emaneipation?

If this line of argument were accepted as correct, it could
lead to only one conclusion: that the socialist emancipation
of the working class and of humanity is impossible — be-
cause the supposedly inevitable "autonimization" and de-
generation of any organization must be seen as one part
of a dilemma, the other part of which is represented by
the tendency for all unorganized workers, all intellectuals
only partially involved in action, and all persons caught
up in universal commodity production to sink into a
petty-bourgeois "false consciousness." Only a comprehen-
sive, revolutionary practice, aiming at total consciousness
and enriching theory, makes it possible to avoid the pene-
tration of the "ideology of the ruling class” into even the
ranks of individual revolutionaries. This can only be a
collective and organized practice. If the above argument
were correct, one would have to conclude that, with or
without an organization, advanced workers would be con-
demned either not to reach political class consciousness
or to rapidly lose it.

In reality, this line of argument is false since it equates
the beginning of a process with its end result. Thus, from

r I \he difference between a "workers party" in general

the existence of a danger that even revolutionary orga-
nizations will become autonomous, it deduces, in a static
and fatalistic fashion, that this autonomy is inevitable.
This is neither empirically nor theoretically demonstrable.
For the extent of the danger of bureaucratic degeneration
of a revolutionary vanguard organization — and even
more of a revolutionary party —depends not only on the
tendency toward autonomy, which in fact afflicts all insti-
tutions in bourgeois society, but also upon existing coun-
ter-tendencies. Among these are the integration of the rev-
olutionary organization into an international movement
which is independent of "national" organizations and which
constantly keeps a theoretical eye on them (not through
an apparatus but through political criticism); a close in-
volvement in the actual class struggle and actual revolu-
tionary struggles that make possible a continuous selection
of cadres in practice; a systematic attempt to do away with
the division of labor by ensuring a continuous rotation
of personnel between factory, university and full-time party
functionaries; institutional guarantees (limitations on the
income of full-timers, defense of the organizational norms
of internal democracy and the freedom to form tendencies
and factions, etc.).

The outcome of these contradictory tendencies depends
on the struggle between them, which, in turn, is ultimately
determined by fwo social factors:47 on the one hand, the
degree of special social interests set loose by the "auton-
omous organization," and on the other hand, the extent
of the political activity of the vanguard of the working
class. Only when the latter decisively diminishes can the
former decisively break out into the open. Thus, the entire
argument amounts to a tedious tautology: During a period
of increasing passivity the working class cannot be actively
struggling for its liberation. It does not at all prove that
during a period of increasing activity on the part of ad-
vanced workers, revolutionary organizations are not an
effective instrument for bringing about liberation, though
their "arbitrariness” ean and must be circumscribed by the
independent activity of the class (or of its advanced sec-
tions). The revolutionary organization is an instrument
for making revolutions. And, without the increasing polit-
ical activity of broad masses of workers, proletarian rev-
olutions are simply not possible.

Organizational theory, democratic
centralism and soviet democracy

he objection was made to Lenin's theory of orga:

I nization that through its exaggerated centralization

it would prevent the development of internal party

democracy. But this objection is a confused one, for inas-

much as the Leninist principles of organization restrict

the organization to active members operating under a col-

lective control, they actually expand rather than reduce
the scope of party democracy.

Once a workers organization surpasses a certain numer-
ical size there are basically only two possible organiza-
tional models: that of the dues-paying electoral club (or
territorial organization), which corresponds today to the
organizational forms of the Social-Democratic Party of
Germany and of the French Communist Party; or that
of a combat unit based on the selection of only active
and conscious members. To be sure, the first model in
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