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INTRODUCTION

Today, once again, the radicalised youth all over the world
are becoming interested in the questions of revolutionary theory
and revolutionary orgamisation. In certain countries, these
youth have already gome througha certain degree of experience
on the question of organizational tasks. For instance, they have
seed the birth, the development and the final collapse of soch
loosely knit, all-inclusive and broad-based organisations like the
S. D. S. in Germany and the S, D. 5. in the United States. Some of
those who were disillusiomed by their experience have made a
180 degree furn and begun to advocate the formation of elite
Commande groups. The ‘Weathermen® of U. 5. A and the ‘La
Gauche Proletarianne’ in France who have adopted these organisa-
tional forms have neveribeless failed to make any headway.

It is therefore necessary to draw a balance sheet of these
experiences; to examine why these organisations failed. Fortunately
a large number of these radicals have begun to take stock of their
experiences. Today it is clear to most of them that the guestion
of organisation cannot be treated lightly; that organisational
questions are primarily political questions.

Both types of organisations referred fc above, have ome
very important feature in common. That is, they were beth the
products of pragmatism. In other words, they were the result of
empirical adaptation to the immediate sitmation without clear
appreciation of the present stage of development. Thus it was
above all politics or the lack efit that determined the structure
and form of these organisations.

Time and time again we have seen how revolutionary movements
are led into blind alleys by such adaptations. It was not very long
agy that we were told by some ‘revolutionaries’ that the working-
class in Europe and MNorth America had been integrated into the
Capitalist State and therefore the working class could no ionger
be considered the agency of social change. These empiricists con-
fused the apparent for the real; they failed to distinguish the
immediate and superficial features from the basic underlying trend.
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This adaptation determined the organisational forms of political
currents such as ‘Provos’ of Netherlands. The May—June events in
France, however, shattered this myth.

The *Workerism' of the I. S. group in Britain is another such
adaptation. Their paper, the ‘Socialist Worker®, specialises in
giving 2 weekly commentary on the day-io-day, mainly economistic,
struggle of the working class. This adaptation is based on the
misconception thatall economic streggles automatically lead to
political (i e. revolutionary Socialist) struggles and that the
working-class will always draw the necessary conclusions from each
and every struggle. Such reasoning, of course, is false and in fact
reminds us of Lenin’s struggle against Economism. The following
passage from Wihar Is to Be Done sums up Lenin's attitude
to this question:

“Workers'  Thought believe than politics always obe -
diently follows cconomics (and The Workers'® Cause gives
another variation to this thesis, ‘in Russia, more than any other
country, economic struggle is inseparable from political siruggle’).
These postulates of Workers' Thought and The Workers?
Cause are completely incorrect, if by politics is meant Secial-
Democratic  politics. The economic struggle of the workers
is very often connected (though not inseparably) with bourgeais,
clerical &c., politics, as we have already scen. The postulates of
The Workers® Cause are correct if politics is understood as
trade-umionist politics, i.e. a zeneral tendency of all workers to
secure from the government measures against the miserics charac-
teristic of their position but which do not eliminate that position,
that is, do not abolish the subjection of labour to capital, That
tendency indeed is common to the British trade unionists {(who are
hestile to socialism), to Cathelie workers. to ‘Zubatovite’ workers
&c., There is politics and politics. Thus we see that in relation to
political struggle as well, Workers' Thought does not so much
repudiate it as worship spentaneity, ifs unconsciousness’”.

Furthermore, Lenin emphasised the need to introduce revoluti-
nary socialist consciousness intothe working-cliss movement; 1o
cive it a political direction. He stubbornly opposed tailism {i.e. tail
ending the working-class) and the revolutionary party adapting
itself to the lowest level of the struggle. Today, it is no Jess
important to relentlessly siruggle against pragmaiic and empirica]
adapiatiors, Lecause such adaptatiens (even those garbed in lof
phraseology) represent the surreptitious acceptznce of bourgeois
ideology.




In contradistinction, Lenin’s theory of organisations was based
on a thoroughpoing analysis of the basic contradictions in the
Capitalist society, the sociological basis of the working class and the
uneven and combined development of working-class consciousmess,
That is why it is important for all revolutionary Socialists to
carefully study the Leninist concept of the party. Im the initial
stages of youth radicalisation, 2 large number of vouth were hostile
to the very idea of the Leninist party. This was partly due to an
erroneous identification of the Stalinist, bureaucratized, parties with
the Leninist concept of the erganisation;, and partly also due to the
misconception that burcaucratic deformations arise from organisa-
tional rather than the social and material causes. Today, such con-
fusion has largely been overcome and a growing number of people
have begun to study the concept of the Leninist party.

Undoubtedly, clarification of problems relating to organisational
tasks js absolutely essential for all revolutionaries and itisas a
contribution to this process that we publish Ernest Mandel’s speech
on Lenin's theory of working-class consciousness and the revolutio-
nary party.

7 November 1970 K. HARDY
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CLASS CONSCIOUSNESS AND

THE LENINIST PARTY

YESTERDAY, today, tomorrow, in many parts of the world

people are celebrating the centenary of Lenin’s birth, but with
somewhat different and disgusting spectacles. They have, as our
French comrades from the Communiste League would say, put
on searchlights and are preparing to burn candles around the
corpse of a great revolutionary in order to placate the rtuling
forces of this world: in other words to explain that the corpse
which they have placed on public view is after all the corpscof a
very mice person, who believed in parliamentary socialism and
gradualism. To apologise for him and to say that he wasn’t as bad
as bourgeois historians have painted him to be, and then they are
quickly going to blow out the candles because even the corpse m
candle-light is a bit annoying for them and their political
purposes. And then they are going back to business as usual,
which is this,their general reformist business of peacaful co-existence
as we know it practised in France during the May events and
everywhere else in the world. We do not believe that itis possible
to celebrate Lenin’s birthday and to be worthy of Lenin
by this type of spectacle. What Lenin merits is not
candles but real fires, revolutionary fires. Theonly way
we can lrve, and pay tribute to Lenin’s contribution to the history
of mankind, is by being revolutionaries. And Lenin had that in
common with Marx:—he understood the necessity of unity bet-
ween theory and practice on a very high level of theory and a
very high level of practice; revolutionary theory and revolutionary
practice. So instead of making here thiz evening an agitational
speech, and telling you all about what yon already know—Lenin’s
theory of imperialism and Lenin’s concept of state and revelution
—1I will try to dwell on what is by far his most important contri-
bution to the development of Marx’s theory, to the development
of a theory which actually discovered some gaps in the writing of
Marx and Engels, some non-developed parts of that theory.
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In discussing the theory of revolutionary organisation I shall
try to raise the analysis and the understanding of that theory to a
somewhat higher level than is done generally indisputes regarding
that theory, which still go on sixty vears after What Is to Bs Done
has been written, and as it will probably still go on for many
years. I think if I concentrate on whatl could call the theoretical
1oots of Lenin’s theory of organisation, I will also contribute to
underlining and stressing his practical activity. Becamse that
practical activity is today understood in the light of the Russian
revolution, understood in the light of the creation of the Third In-
ternational, understood in the light of the development of the reve-
lntionary movement, after the degeneration of the Russian workers
state and the creation of revolutionary Marxist organisation such
as ours ontside of the control of the ruling bureaucracy there. This
continuity is in the first place essentially the continuity of this
theory of organisation, Many people see Lenin’s theory of organi-
sation in the first place as some technical gimmick; they sec it as
some rule, some solution of having a functioning organisation
which corresponds to a certain number of rules. The rvle of
democratic centralism is the best known and also the most discus-
sed, but it is my contention that the theory of organisation,
Lenin’s theory of organisation, is not by any means an amalgam
of a number of organisational rules; that its roots are much deeper.
It is concerned with much more important, much more keen
questions, central questions to the very concept of a socialist revo-
lution, and of self.emancipation of the working class, and itis
about these deeper roots of Lenin’s theory of organisation that
I would like to malke some comments.

Lenin’s Theory of Organisation and Two
Contradictory Themes in Marx

In reality, what Lenin®s theory of organisation is about is
essentially atheory of working-class consciousness, of the develop-
ment of class consciousness: of theabsence of a repular and even de-
velopment in the working-class consciousness. We have to under-
stand this theoretically, we have to try to match this theory agaimst
contending concepts and theories which were developed fifty  or
sixty years ago, and from which we can draw a historical balance
sheet today: and we have to match them also in the light of
historical experience, in the light of empincal evidence which has
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acenmulated over the last period. Now wecould start with two
very contradictory statements whichare to be found in Marx’s
writing, which were written by Marx and which logically lead to
very very different types of organisational concepts.

One exposition of the development of class consciousness;
of the problems of class consciousness which.  you
can find in the writings not only of the young
Marx, butalso of Marx and Engels of later years [aithough they De-
came modified later, but which you still find in them] is its develop-
ment more or less automatically cut of class struggle. You have
then a syllogistic type of reasoning: capitalism is torn, unavoldably
tarn, by class struggle. The working class and the capitalist class
siave fundamentally historically different interests, and they clash-
These clashes lead to fights and out of these fights (you will find
the formulae in several writings of Marx and of Engels)unavoida-
bly working-class consciousness develops; that is to say that
at a certain point in these fights, the workers organise first the
trade unions and then the political parties, and then they become
conscious of their interests as a class and they fight for self-
emancipation. This is one line of reasoning and this line of
reasoning was true of the writings of Marx and Engels. Partially
4t least this concept ends in a certain concept of “*social demo-
cratic” mass parties (which 1 will come back to after a few
minutes) as we knew them at the end of the 19th and the
beginning of the 20th century.

But then you have another line of thought, of analysis which
also runs through Marx's writings, especially the more mature
Marx, which leads to rather opposite conclusions - and it
is the concept that in every spciety which is a class sociely
the ruling ideology is the ideology of the ruling class, and of
course if it is a meaningful sentence this cannot be dealt with as
meaning that the ideology of the ruling class is the ideology of
the ruling class, because that would not be a sentence at all-——that
would be just a tautology. What Marx means when he szays the
ruling ideology is the ideology of the ruling class is that, of couese,
the ruling ideology is the ideology of all classes, and not only
of the ralers themselves. And it is not difficult to understand that
these two lines of rteazoning lead to very different con-
clusions, because if it is true that the ideology of the working class
under stable capitalist society 15 bourgeois, or petit bourgeois
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then it obviously does not follow that it is sufficient
to assemble the workers somewhere—anywhere onf§ithe
conditions of beginning class struggle, to have them develop more
or less automatically a socialist class consciousness to combar the
capitalist class. You then approach the question as a much more
complex, much more complicated problem, and then the whole
type of reasoning which is at the basis of Lenin’s theory of organi-
sation can be understood perfectly. Let mesay immediately that
this type of reasoning was not invented by Lenin, that it was
worked out much earlier by Kautsky and other Austrian social
democrats. You can find it in the original homeland of the
Austrian social demoeracy, so called in the manifesto which was
adopted in 1859, and you can find it very clearly, I believe, in
some of the later writings of both Marx and Engels. I will give
just one example, a very striking example, because it has the very
words which were later so strongly used to reproach Lenin when
he used them many years later,

Uneven and Combined Development of
Waorking-class Consciousness

On January 1st 1870, Marx wrote a circular letter for the
First International concerning a problem whichis stili on the
order of the day today—the problem of working-class conscions-
ness in Britain—and he says that some people, the later anar-
chists, the people who were at that time inside the First Inter-
national. reproached us for our contacts with the trade-union
movement inside the general council of the First International.
They do not understand why we maintain these sort of relations:
but, says Marx, the British capitalist class and the
British capitalist press wnderstand very well what we
are ftrying to do: we try to introduce into this movement
of the British working elass revolutionary socialism . Tevolutionary
socialist conciousness. Now these very words you will find in
Lenin's What Is to Be Done: that is, the introduction from
outside, revolutionary socialist consciousness into a class that
obviously did not have that consciousness. Anybody who wants
to study English history will accept that the English
working class of 1870 did not have a revolutionary socialist
consciousness, so this attempt, conscious attempt, made by
Marx was taken up and used by the early social democrats, and
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it is from that source that Lenin took some of these rather
provoeative sentences in What Is to Be Done for which he has been
attacked so many times. So what this is all about is the develop-
ment of class consciousness. Now, we cantry to avoid seeing
the problem, and try to avoidfinding aroad to solving it, by
saying either that there is no problem, or that 1t has been solved,
and that is an easy position. Because it is also rooted in Marx’s
theory, we can say that during a revolution, working-class cons-
ciousness jumps forward by leaps and bounds and can even
overtake—at most times does overtake—the conscionsness even of
revolutionary orgamisations; and then you can give examples
thatin the Russiap revolution of 1917 the revolutionary workers
of Petrograd were in advance of the Bolshevik apparatus, that
in the Spanizh revolution of 1936 the revolutionary workers of
Barcelona and other towns were in advance of all political
organisations, which is generally true. I will not dispute this
interpretation, but as I said before, this does not solve the
problem of how to make the revolution under conditions of late
capitalism,

The problem is how wyou work for that revolation:
whether the only thing for you to dois to sit and wait till this
revolution comes and then working class consciousness will make
suddenly tremendous leaps forward. Oopce you understand
especially that revolutionary situations do not occur every day,
every month or every year, you are faced again with the problem
asit was posed by Lenin: you have a working class which in
general does not have an automatically socialist political class
consciousness, which cannot have an automatically socialist politi-
cal class consciousness given the conditions of life under capitalism,
and which will have different and varied forms of progress towards
class conscionsness, developing at one time, discontinuing at
another time, mowving geographically in different geographical
layers, different regions, different factories; structurally different
stages concerning big versus small factories, certain trades as
opposed to others, and so on and so forth. T think that
it is undeniable that this concept of the combined and uneven
development of class consciousness of the working class corres-
ponds to historical reality and to the empirical evidence of 150
years of history of the working class. The example of England is
probably the best one to analyse the mistakes which the young
Marx makes—very big mistakes. There isa writing of Marx’s of
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few months ago when we had a debate with Monty Johnston®: they
tried to interpret the attitude of the workers during the general
strike by their attitude during elections.The whole argument
ia very old. We have heard the same thing in the beginning of
1919 in Germany: there were tremendous revolutionary movements
setting up workers councils, setting up soviets, going near to the
border of a socialist revolution in the manths of November, Dec-
ember, January 1919: in Febroary you had general elections: the
social democrats got 43% of the votes, boargeois parties got
the rest, and the small votes cast in favour of the revelutionary
tendency were completely insignificant. But does this mean that
these workers who were arming themselves, whe were making
revolutionary strect battles in the streets of Berlin, who were
having demomnstrations of 3,000 and 4,000 people, were in reality
not revolutionaries? No, it does*not mean that. It means that
working-class consciousness devE‘.ups exactly in this way, as Lenin
saw it, and as I said before, in uneven and irregular movements.
That it can make big leaps from one extreme to another in
rather a short time, that it can make big spurts forward and then
come back again after that, and that aslong as you look at the
disorganised class in general, you can have vour hat turned by
contradictory indications which vary if not from one day to
another, at least from one month or from one year to another.
How does this happen? Well, we can have several cxplana-
tiens for this uneven and irregular development of working-
class consciopsness.

The first, of course, which is by far the most important, is
that masses of people donot learn from reading, masses of
people do not assimilate experience and consciousness through
reading or individual stody; they assimilate consciousness from
action and a permanently developing class consciousness has as its
pre-condition: a permanently active class, and a permanently active
class is in contradiction with the very nature of capitalist society.
It is by the nature of capitalist society that workers are forced
to scll their labour power in order to survive, and therefore
they cannot be on a permanent strike, and they cannot be ona
“permanent™ revolution. They cannot make strikes and revolu-
tions every day because if they would do that they would starve.

#Ernest Mandel is here referring ro a debate e had with Money
Johnston, the leader of the Dubcekite wing of the British Conmr-—
nist Party, on the guestion of Trorskyism (in 1965).
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So this discontinuous nature of working-class action determines
the discontinuous nature of working-class consciousness. Tt is
only in big spurts of actions, that you havea big leap forward
of consciousness, and it is inevitable that after such a big spurt
forward of action you have a retreat once thisaction has not led
to a revolutionary result. Just in passing, that is the reason, that ic
the missing link between the wayin which class consciousness
develops and the key rule of @ revolution to push that class
conscicusness forward in a very quick way, because what charac-
terises the revolution in opposition to normal every-day circum-
stances with business as usual, with day-to-day life under capita-
lism, is that in a revolution people become very active, and per-
manently active. You have demonstrations nearly every day,
you have meetings nearly every day, which completely disrupt
normal life, that is, normal integrated life in bourgeois society;
and because of that reason, consciousness can come forward,
leap forward much, much quicker than under day-to-day
stable capitalist conditions.

The seeond reason, m aterial reason, or if you want, materialist
reason for this uneven, discontinuous and irregular develop-
ment of class consciousness is rooted in the composition of
the working class. The working «class has a history
like every class and the history ofthe working  class
reflects itself in its stratification. You have the families of the
working class who are themselves descended from the urban wor-
kers, since for several centuries at least, in certain parts of the
world, not in all parts (and from that point of view England
and my own country, Belgium, are probably amongst the most
privileged ones), where you have had actual long traditions
of urban working class, of urban wage earners, for many
centuries, You have other parts of the working class who are
descendants  of rural semi-proletarians, for a much shorter
period; you have other layers of the working class who are
descendants of the petty commeodity producers, that is to say.
land-owning peasants, self-producing farmers or small craftsmen,
small artisans, small tradesmen. You have workers who are only
recently urbanised as against workers whe have been workers for
a leng period, and if you combined this historical result, the
result of the history of the origin of the working class, in its rela-
tion with the ideclogical and cultural stratification, then vou have
layers of the working class who are still today under the powerful
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erip of, for instance, churches. I think of the Catholic Church in
countries like Italy or Belgium (the Flemish part of Belgium).
You have parts of the working class who are under influence of
other  ruling-class, ideclogical currents  and institu-
tions. You have the other side of the spectram, parts of the
working class whose parents and even grandparents were already
organised in the trade union movements, in the socialist move-
ments in the social democratic movements or in other working-
class tendencies. If vou combine this ideclogical stratification
with the historical and social stratification, and if you inject into
that another element, of which, of course, zenemally Marxists do
not like to speak so much, but which is unfortunately a fact: that
you have also individual differences, that you have certain people
who have a natoral reaction to revolt against injustice and vou
have other people who are rather more passive when they are
faced with oppression and injastice. When you combine all these
social, ideological and individual differences, you will understand
very clearly that it is not the problem of great theory and compli-
cated metaphysical thought to see that parts of the working class
achieved much quicker than other parts an elementary class
consciousness, political class consciousness, and revolutionary
socialist class conciousness. There have been some striking socio-
logical enguiries made during the last years which confirmed this
in a very clear way in the recent history of the international
labour movement.

Sociological Roots of Bolshevism

There is an eminent English sociologist (left, fake left, if vou
really want to gointo that definition) called David Lane, who has
written what is to my knowledge the first sociology of Menshevism
and Bolshevism...but of course there are not 5o many facts which
can be assembled on this subject. But from the facts which he has
assembled from all possible sonrces, 2 very striking difference
arises; it scems that the great majority of industrial workers in
towns with rather long industrial traditions, big towns with bhig
faetories, were Bolsheviks. The stronghold of the Mensheviks,
who had a great number of the workers, and talking of the period
1902 and 1910 and 1918—the Mensheviks had their strongholds in
small type industry, in industries which are by definition not in big
towns, like the mining industry or the oil industry. In discussing the
dictatorship of the proletariat you will not find in State and Revaly-
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tion a single line about the leading role of the Party as against the
Soviet. It’s nonsense, because that leading role was conceived
by Lenin as a result of political anthority, as a result of capacity
for convincing workers, but not as something which has to be
imposed by censorship, by violence or by repression against the
mass of the people. I say that this concept which is one of a
truly workers® rule and workers” state,'is Lenin's concept. Howcan
vou really reconcile with this, caricature of Lenin concerning the
Party as substitoting itself for the working class or for the maszes?
If wou try to make an objective synthesis between what Lenin wrote
about the Party, and what Lenin wrote about workers® councils.
about Soviet power and about the workers? state; you will have
to admit that for him the existence of a revolutionary party, the
authority of a revolutionary party, the leadership capacity of that
revolutionary party, was not only not counterposed, but a
precondition for & development of working-class self-activity and
working-class consciousness, without which the Party could never
have developed to such a depree. And here we alsocan make a
historical comparison, because history has answered that question
about substitutism, that accusation made against Lenin, Com-
pare workers’ councils in different parts of the world, because
we have scen them already in different parts of the world. Com-
pare them in the Russian towns where vou have the Bolshevik
majority in 1917-1920, and compare them with workers® counncils
which we saw in other parts of Russia where you had the Men-
shevik majority. Compare them with the workers’ councils in
Hungary or in Spain and tell the truth, where did they last the
longest, where did they show the highest degree of working
class initiative: where did they show the possibility of lasting for
a longtime, and enabling the workers to have the maximum of
self-expression and self-activity? where you had a Bolshevik Party
as their leadership or where the workers were relatively unpoliti-
cal, they were under the sway of scclal-democratic parties, under
the sway of anarchist tendencies. Never beforein history have
we seen so much self-activity. so much self-organisation and
so much initiative of workers, asin the Russian workers® coun-
cils, in th= Ruossian Soviets, under Bolshevik leadership between
1917 and 1920-21. That is the historical answer to this guestion,
OFf course wecan say afterwards it fell down, but what caused it to
swerve downwards was the activity of the workers themselves.
The root of the degeneration of 1he Russian revolution is not a
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plot by the Bolsheviks: not even a plot by Stalin. The root is the
growing passivity of the Russian working class as a result of
all historical circumstances, which we know—hunger, isclation,
defeat of world revolution, decimation of the workers, disorgani-
sation of industryv—that is the real historical root. The rule
of Stalin, the power of the bureancracy, is the consequence
and not a cause of this phenomenon, so the only thing you can
say is that when vou don’ have an active working class;, you
can't have self-activity of the workers or Soviets. This is rather
self-evident, but what history has not shown, what it has not
shown anywhere, is that the existence of a strong revelutionary
vanguard party, whichis a real working-class party, which has real
roots in the working class, and which has gained ils authority by its
political capacity, 1s in any way whatsoever an obstruction, or an
obstacle, on the road of self-organisation and self-activity of the
working class.

In that sense when we say that Leninism today, that the con-
tinuity of Leninism today, lics in the Fourth International, we are
conscious of the fact that by wishing, by wanting, by trying to
build a revolutionary organisation, revolutionary parties, a revo-
lutionary international, wein no way conflict, or impede theroad
of growing working-class activity, self-expression and initiative.
bot on the contrary, as we have already shown on a small secale
in the case of France, we only create better conditions for a high
level of self-activity, self-organisation and fnitiative,
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