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Letter to our

With this issue of Intemational we have completed a year of
publication under our new regular schedula. Given the
arratic nature of our publication in the past, this represenls
a small but impartant stap forward. Nonetheless it would be
falza to presant a complacant or ovar-oplimistic balance-
sheat of what we have bsen able to achieve in Lhis yaar.

It is clear thet a number ol articles have intervenod
directiy in the debate which takes place on the British left
(Blackburn| Hoberls, Poulanizas/Weaber, to give but two
axamples), We still have along way to go, however, In terma of
giving our journal a&n all-sided character, For wa are not
simply a magazine which dabatas or publishas intarasting
ideas. We have more ambitious tasks, namely to halp
develop a cadré which can contribute o the construction ol
the Fourth International, Thus the material which wa
publish cannot be restrioled to history. We have (o analysa
the present, in Britain and elsewhera, if tha joumnal is ta
take a big leap lorward.

The development of ‘Eurocommunism’ has both made our
task vasier and at the same tima given us added regponsi-
bilities. It has taken many of our analyses of the Soviet
Union and Eastern Eurapa and projected them in & mass
way. This means that we should no longer ba resiricted 1o
dafending orthodoxy, but need to concenirate also on
developing cur existing ideas on this particular questicn
The publication ol Fudal! Bahro's new work The Allernalive
should ba an added impetus on that tronl.

Secondly, Il has now becoma clear that (he universality of
Lanin's ceniral thases an revalution have been abandonad
by the Communist Parties In the West. The only organisa-
tion which delends Leniniam on an intumﬂtmnnl basis is
the Fourth Intematicnal. But once wa cannol be
content with restating Lenin's ideas. E i'lave to develop
&nd concraetise theam in relation Lo Western Europa loday. To
'‘Eurccommunism’ wae have to counterpose "Euraleninism’.
This means important discussions on sirategy, the nature
of the ravolutionary party, the ralationship between Indus-
trial and white-collar warkers, atc.

It is on these fasks that wa will be concantrating in the
coming year. We are also discusaing possible changes in
the format ol Intemational o improve its gualily and
sccessibility — lhe present reduction in number of éh
(and therefore price) is one experimeant In that diraction
wauld waléamé readers’ cammants on thasa and other
guastions. Meanwhile tha naxt Issua of Infemational will be
devoted almost entirely to an assessment ol May ‘BB ten
YERrS an.

In Soclalist Register 1977 cna of its editors, Ralph
Miliband, repmsats an &llegation which Morman Geras
correctly disputles in this issue of Intemational. Miliband
parcdies the far lefl in Britain, which |3 depicled as
monelithic and incapable of comecting its ermors. He deli-
berately equates the Sacialist Workers Party and the IMG,
whereas he knows parfectly well the differences which exist
nig & technical and sirategic level belwean Lha two organisa-
{lons.

What is particularly galling Is that he claims that the far
latt doss not take electoral politics seriously. This was
cartainly true some years ago. Over the |ast (wo years,
however, the IMG has corrected this error. Socialist Unity
was launched precisely as an umbralla designed 1o catalyse
a class-struggle opposition to Labour in the electoral arena.
It hirs won some support from smaller revolutionary organi-
sallons and many individuals. Claarly If the SWP enlered
this coalilion it would acquire an éven broader dynamic,
and that is precisely what s the aim of the operation. In any
aveni, Socialist Unhly will be standing candidstes in
numerous araas in the May local electione and in &l |east a
dozen in the next General Election. All cur readers in Britain
interested in obtaining more Information should write lo:
Socialist Unity, ¢/o Rising Fres. PO Box 15, 182 Upper
Sireat, London N1.
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Dne of tha functions which Socialist Unity has begun 10
perfarm I8 In assisting moves towards regroupment of the
far leHt in Britain. Regroupmant of a slightly different kind
has alsoc been taking place on an international level, with
fuslons In a whole series ol counliries between groups
claiming allegiance to Trolskylsm and the Fourth
International.

The divisions in the Fourlh International arcee atter &
decisive lurn had been madea in 1869 to link up with the new
risa of the world revolutlon. For eight yaars the warld
movemenl was divided between (wo currents, which avan-
tually became the International Iulg]mt:.r Tendency and the
Leninist-Trotskylst Faction. This division was rellacled In
splita in F.l. groups in & number of countries, togethar with
the emergence of new groups coming towards Trotskylsm
which declared for one side or the other

Pradictiona were rife an the lar left that thasa divisions
could only lead 1o a split in the Intarnational isalf. But far
from making such an outcoms Inavitable, the right to form
tendancies and factions actually served o guaraniee the
integrity of the Fourth Internaticnal. A basis was laid |or
supearseding political ditterences so that now the IMT and

LTF have dissolved as convergences have davaloped on
many importan] questions such as women's |lDaration,
Eurpcommunism, and perspectives in Spain and Portugal.
Furtharmora, thess convergences hava baan accompanied
by fusions belwsen F.1. groups in Spain, Canads, Quebec,
Mexico, Greece, Australia, and Colomblia, with several
others glso in prospecl.

Thia growth and consolidation of the Fourth International
fa aymbuolised by 1he lusion of inlercantinentsl Prass and
Inprecor lo become a single, united weakly lournal reflect-
ing tha views of the Fourth Intérnational. This promisas 1o
become an indispensable weapon of news and analysis,
and all readers are urged 1o lake advantage of tha aubscrip-
tion offer to be lound on page B. In particular, tha journal
will teature a public discussion on the USFI theses on
‘Sociallst Democracy and tha Dictatorahip of tha Prolatarial’
{now awallable as a pamphist, price 30p plus 10p p&p).
Coniributions have been invited from leading Marxists
around the warld to a discussion which should be unparal-
Ieled sinca the aarly days of the Comintern for its frank and
apan exchangs ol views.

INTERNATIONAL
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LENIN,

By NORMAN GERAS

TROTSKY
AND THE
PARTY

The following article is the text of an introduction given at the ‘Marxist Symposium’

organised by the IMG In September 1877.

Tobegin at the beginning. Seventy-five years ago, Lenin wrale
What is ro be Done? — that is, one vear before the 1903
Congress of the Russian Social Democraric Labour Party, in
which the historic split berween the Dolsheviks and the
Mensheviks 1ook place. In connection with that split he wrote
another work, One Step Forward, Two Steps Back, and these
two pamphlets embody the initial formulation of the Leninist
theory of the Party and of organisation.

Mow as everyone knows, two other oulstanding revolu-
tionaries of thal epoch, Rosa Luxemburg and Leon
Trotsky, opposed Lemin and eriticised his works in vigorous
polemics: Rosa Luxemburg in a pamphlet called Organ-
iertional Questions of Russian Social Democracy, Trotskyina
book called Qur Political Tasks. All the signs on the eve of
Luxemburg's murder in 1918 were that the differences
between her and Lenin, which have in any case been
exaggerated, were gelting smaller. In Trotsky's case, he
opposed Leninon the question of the Party for nearly a decade
and a half. Then in 1917 he was won over and joined the
Bolshevik Party, and until his death be defended and fought
for the revolutionary substance of the Leninist theory of
organisation. But in doing that, and in order to do it, he had
pow looppose the “cultl’ of Lenin that was part and parcel of the
emergence and triumph of Stalinism.

Mow in his History of the Russian Revelurion, Trowsky the
historian, speaking of Trotsky the political actor in the third
person, wrote that Trotsky came to Lenin "astoateacher whose
power and significance he understood later than many athers,
but perhapsmore fully than they'. Now that's not, as no doubt
many would immediately want tosay, immodesty or arrogance
on Trotsky's part. 1t"sa sober appraisal of his own relationship
tothe political legacy of Lenin,

Consider. On the onc hand there s the whole army of
bourgeois ideologues, social democrats, libertariens and
others for whom Lenin's work 15 equivalent to 2 kind of
ruthless drive for power on the part of a totalitarian elite. On
the other side you have Stalinists, Stalino-Maoists, and &
variery of other would-be Leninists for whom Leninis a kind of
omniscient leader, almosta god. or maybeactually a god.

Trotsky's relationship was different, After 1917 he alwnys
acknowledged the lasting imporiance of Lemn's theory and
practice of the Party for the Russian proletariat and for the
international proletarial, and that has (o remain central, But
there are two poinis. First, Trolsky's own past, his own
previous opposifion to Lenin, meant that he had a certain
perspective on some of the earlier mistakes and weaknesses of
Bolshevism which no other Bolshevik leader had. And
secondly there was the vigorous struggle waged by Trowsky
against the cult of Lenin, realising thet the usual function of
godsis o remloree sume authority, and that the main lunction
of the myth of the greal leader is to pul & hale of infallibility
around existing so-called great leaders. Trolsky foughl against
that cult, and that again, as well as his own previous opposition
te Lenin, gave him a certain critical distance within the overall
continuity with Lenin.

MNow, inorder not to be misunderstood, | don'twantinturnto
suggest that Trotsky is now the great hero, leader, etc., who
undersiood éverything properly and néver went wrong —
that"s abviously not on. In relation 1o the cult of Lenin, in
particular, Trotsky made his own mistakes, Bur taken all inall,
Trotsky's relationship 1o Lenin and the work of Lemin was
neither one of blind hostility nor of deification. It was a
relationship of critical continuity, critical respect, und
therefore thar imposes a special opportunity, and ai the snme
time & special oblization. on all those belonging to the
international movenient which Trotsky founded, as well as
others who are influenced by hiz work. It's an opportunity —
and [ stress opportunily, noi guaraniee, for nothing's
guaranteed, it has to be fought for — an opportunity and an
ohligation 1o seize rthe real substance, the revalubonary essence
of the Leninist {heory of organisation, and at the same time o
makea critical separarion from thisreal substanceol inedental
errars, hlemishes, excesses in the history of Bolshevism, and
perhaps mare important, the numerous one-sided caricaturey
and distortions which masgquerad e under the nameof Leninism
—whether theseareof a buresucratic, authortarian, sectarian
elitist, or propagandist opporiunist kind. That's the central
theme which | wani o pursie.

| will hegin by recalling briefly the general context and the
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mainthemes of Lenin’s initial formulation of the theory of the
Party. Recall, then, that when Lenin wrote these words there
was no revolulionary workers party in Russia, though a
founding conference had taken placeinMarch 1898 at Minsk ai
which there were some nine or ten delegates, (It had no effect
since most of the participants were arrested immediately
afterwards, ) Recall that the socialist movement, such as it was,
consisted of scattered groups, mainly of intellectuals beginning
tomake contact with the Russian working class; that there was
a complete local fragmentation of these groups — no overall
coordination between them — and that they had to operatein
conditions af police repression, clandestinity, leaders
constantly being arrested and sent o Siberia, and 50 forth,
And recall, perhaps crucially, the impartant fact that What is
to be Dane? had a particular ideological target: that trend
known aseconomism, which stressed the economic trade union
struggle as against the need for political revolutionary
perspectives: which stressed the day-1o-day practical tasks —
get on with the job, so speak — as against the need for broad
revolutionary socialist propagandaand agitation; and which in
arder to reinforce these emphases made a kind of principle of
thespontancity of the workingclass — arguing, in other words,
that this is what the workers in any case are doing, this is what
we shonld support, and not get carried away with grand
perspectives ol revolutinnary socialism, ete.

Against this trend, Lenin formulated the Tfollowing
well-known argumenis: the imporiance of theary in the most
famous farmulations — without revolutionary theory there
can be no revolutionary movement, or the role of vanguard
fighter can be fulfilled only by a party that is guided by the
most advanced theary — by which Lenin meant Muarxism,
Lenin referred to Engels® earlier formulations about the three
sidesof theclass struggle — not only the political and cconomic
sidesof theclassstruggle, bul alsothe theoretical. Ina language
that everyone can understand, Lenin in other words made the
point whichis now dignified with ather names — the specificity
of levels, relative autonomy of superstruciures, and so on —
that the workers movement needs knowledge, it needs science,
to guide its political struggles, and this knowledge and science
don't Mow automatically from anything as if they werea gift of
God, thev have their own pre-conditions — theoretical
production, study, ideclogical srruggle, and the many-sided
battleofidens.

Soany anti-intellectualismor philistinisminrelation toideas,
theory, anv getting-on with the job-ism and so forth, risks
diverting the zocialist movement by bringing it under the sway
of false, bourgeois ideas. Bringing it under the sway of is nol
actually the right way of purting it; obvivusly the whole
argument starts from the assumption, which goes back 1o
Mirx, that the dominant ideas of any epoch are theideas of the
ruling class. The workers movement will be under the sway
moreor kssof those ideas, and thus the need for this theoretical
struggle.

Second crucial theme — the distinction between trade union
and socialist politics. Mow this is formulated by Lenin in
terms of a distinction belween trade union versus socialist
politics because of the economist emphasis on trade unionism;
but of course, what Lenin says goes for any struggle for
immediate day-to-day, partial demands, any struggle for
reforms within capitalist society, Obviously trade unionism,
struggle for reforms and so forth are a viral necessity, but the
exclusive concentrationonthesedoesn’trepresent an adequate
socialisi politics. It's equivalent to a self-limimation by the
socialist movement within capitalism — jt's equivalent to
abandoning the field of batile 10 bourgeois ideas, because in
practice it means thal you accepl that within the structure of
capitalism an adequate amelioration of the condition of the
working class can be achieved. So Lenin's essential thought
hereis: there is no automatic dynamic which leads from trade
unfonism, from immediate, evervday struggles, to revolu-
tionary consciousnessand hencetosocialism. That, if you like,
is the spontaneist illusion — the idea that by struggling very
vigorously for higher wages, or better working conditions,
this will somehow produce socialist consciousness, That's an

illusion.

Now, to pul the same thing perhaps a slightly differenl way
from that which Lenin puts it, you cannot schieve wha
Lenin here refers o as socinlist consciousness, revolo-
tionary conscicusness, from some partial, sectionul perspec-
tive on society — wherther this be the perspective of o
group of emplovees in relation to a group of employers,
or some other, Why! Decause whut thal revolulionary
consclousness is is o global understanding of alf the
class relationships, o1 every level of society — economic,
political, cultural, but particularly ar the level of the sie —
and that is why the indispensable precondition of
revolutionary socialist consciousness it an all-round
propaganda and agitation which relates toevery mamiesiation
of exploitation and oppression, whether it's economic,
political, cultural or other. Thus Lenin's emphasis on the
model of a revolutionary as not a trade union secretary but a
iribuncof the people —only in this way can socialist politics be
carried oul, end socialist consciousness be achicved.

Mow thatleads ina way 1o the very heurt of Lemin®s argumen
in What is to be Dane? — tothe whole question of spontaneity
and consciousness — and here T wamt to say that Lenin's
arguments concermng spontaneily and conselousness contain
hath the central proposition of Lenin's theory of the Parly, on
the one hund, and oo the other, two unilateral arguments
which, though they are explicable in terms of whom he was
polemicising against, are pevertheless in need of
correction.

To begin with the uminieral arguments, these are first, in my
opinion, that the working class exclusively by its own eflort
able o develop only trade union consciousness; or, as Lenin
puts it even more stromgly, the spontancous working clas
movement is by itsel[able to ereale, and does create, only trade
unionism. Now | saythat's explicable in relation i the polemic
that Lenin was waging, and it even has a validity, so to spenk,
for large periods ol timein the history of capitahist societies; but
it's in need of correction because, in whal we onll pre
revolutionary and revolutionary situations, the spon-
taneous working class movement goes beyond trade unionism.

The second unilaieral argument in my opinion is ané of the
meanings which Lenin gives 1o the well-known formula that
socialisl consciousness is brought 1o the working class [rom
without. Now everyone's got their own idea of what this
means, and there are verv sophisticated ways of explaining it
and somehow showing that i1"s all fine; 1’m only interested in
what Leninactually saysabout that. The fact is that he uses this
formulaintwoways. Oneofthem, and this| think is unilateral,
is following Kautsky: [enin says that socialist consciousness [z
introduced into the proletanian class struggle from without by
thebourgeois intelligentsia. Outside and inside are formulated
in these terms: the inside is the proletarian class struggle; the
outside is the bourgeois intelligentsia, which introduces
socielisl consciousness.

Mot to make too much of a meal of it, 1 just think that's
wrong. IU's obviously trying o stale the importance of theory
and so Torth, but whar it actually does 15 (o [uil (o state what
bourgeois intelligentsia this is thar formulutes thus socialist
consciousness — under whar conditions, and as parl of whut
movement. The whole idea of ‘from without' in that sense is
wrong, and needs correction. But there is anolher meaning —
andthisistheimpertant meaning — of thisidea of introducing
proletarian socialist consciousness from without which
contains what | wouldcall the central proposition of the theory
of the Party. | think the following quotation sums it up. 'The
basicerror’, Lenin says, “that all the economists comumil is Uheir
conviction that it is possible to develop a class political
consciousness of the workers from within, so to speak, from
their economie struggle. Class political consciousness can be
brought to the workers only from without, that is, only from
outside the economic struggle, from outside the sphere of
relations between workers and cmplovers. The sphere from
whichalone it is possible lo obtuin [his knowledge is the sphere
of relationships of all elasses und strata to the stare and the
government, the sphere of the inter-relations between all
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classes.’

*Ourside’ and *inside” in that passage now refer not to
socinlogical groupings, so to speak, or vehicles of con-
sciousness, They refer to the partial versus the global, if you
like. Socialist consciousness comes not from any particular
siruggle — no particular struggle has this dynamic of allowing
vou automatically to understand — it comes from that global
understanding of the relations of all classes. And | say that
contains Lenin's central propasition regarding the theory of
the Party, because what that theory savs, in & nutshell, is that
the Parly is necessary as an instrument of political
centralisation. Without some such instrument, all the
fragmentary struggles, sectional experiences and partial
perspectives of different layers of the masses cannot be
combined into & successful revolutionary assault on capitalist
society, which has its own organ of centralisation, irs own
organ of combatinthe bourgeois state. The Party isrequired as
a political centraliser 1o combine these panial struggles, link
them up, in confrontation ultimately with that institution. So
such a Party is needed with a global theory and programme
capable of centralising and unifying all these differeni
struggles.

A last word on the themes of Lenin's work in this period —
what he has Lo say aboul organisation in the naiTowest sense,
organisationul matters in lhe narrowesl sense, Here again |
think there's a central point amidst some more circumslantial
matters. The central point is contained in the difTerence Lenin
had with Martov over the definition of the Party member.,
which lfereshadowed the Bolshevik/Menshevik split. That is to
say. in Lenin's conception the Party is not a loose, amorphous
body of occasional symparhisers and =o forth, it's a Party of
activists, of cadres, which aims in other words to assemble a
class conscious proletarian vanguard, and not simply dissolve
itselfinthelevel of consciousnessoftheclassasitis. | won't say
maore about thai.

There are other organisational arguments in these works
concerning, for example, professional revolutionaries, strict
secrecy, concermning limitalions on democratic procedures
which Lenin justified by the circumstance of having to operate
in conditions of political repression, and ['m not going 1o say
anything more about that excepi that there are some polemical
exaggerations of Lenin's which 1 will return to.

Leavingasideincidentals, what wasthe basisof Luxemburg's
and Trotsky's opposition to Lenin? [t was the charge of
Blanguism, as Rosa Luxemburg put it (substitutionism was
Trotsky's term). In other words, like the Mensheviks, with
whom they were aligned in this maiter, and like many other
people since, Rosz Luxemburg and Trotsky accused Lenin of
wanting to replace the struggle of the proletanian masses, (o
replace the self-emancipation of the working class, by the
actions of a self-appointed elite.

Was there any vahdity in that charge? No. In thinking Lo
reject elitism, what Luxemburg and Trotsky were actually
doing was rejecting the necessity for an organisalion of the
proletarian vanguard in favour of & model of organisation
whichwe know today as social democratic — social democratic
inthecontemporary sense of thet word, not the sense inwhich it
was used in those debates. They were rejecting in other words
the necessity of that type of organisation, and the October
revolution proved positively, and a string of failed revolutions
have proved negatively, that without that type of Party,
the revolutionary situations which will recur periodically
cannot he consummated insuccessful revolutions,

So, because ['m now going to make some more critical
remarks and don't wani to be misundersiood, 1 stress that ther
was Lenin's incomparable historical merit — that he conceived
and fought for that Lype of organisation tooth and nail. Does
this mean that Lenin's works in this period are a kind of
compendium of pure truths — and Trotsky's opposition and
criticism, and Luxemburg's opposition and criticism, should
be thrown in the dusthin? 1t is unfortunate, for example, that
the Trotskyist movement has never republished Trotsky's
baok, Our Political Tasks, thoughit's & very interesting book.
So0.is that the conclusion one draws — Lenin represents the

truth and these other works are not worth reading? No —
bacausethedialecticof truth and error, if 1 can put in thar way,
is a bit more complicated.

Firsiof all, there's one obvious reason why that should beso.
It"s possible to beright about some things, even about the main
things, and wrong about other things. For example, take the
whole problem of the bureaucratisation of workers
organisations. Mo-one in this epoch had an adequate grasp of
that problem, and the merit for formulating a theory which
provides us with an undersianding of it belongs to Trotsky in
coming to gripswith Stalinisminthe Twentiesand Thirties. But
inLenin'swork before 1914, in his constant emphasis and drive
towards the need for a ceniralised organisation, there's no
understanding, nn inkling of a grasp of this problem, of the
danger of the autonomy of an orgenizational apperalus — he
danger ofitdevelopingits own interests, nerlia, conservatism.
However, ihere ir the beginmng  of an understanding of thar
problem in Trotsky’s and Luxemburg’s wrilings before the
First Warld War, and as thal's proved to be nosmall problem in
the historyof the workers movement, Trotsky and Luxemburg
should be given their due as contribulors towards what taday
we woulld count as an adeguate, rounded out, Leninist theory
of organisation.

There'sa more tricky iszue, however, inwhat 1'm calling (he
dialecticofhisrorical ruthand error, which | williry togelat by
coming back to the whole business ol spontaneity of the
masses. | repeat, Trowky and Loxemburg were wiong in their
opposition lo Lenin’s central political project, but in being
wrong and in this opposition, they also criticised — Trotsky
explicitly, Luxemburg implicitly — some of those formu-
lations regarding spontaneity and consciousness which |
identified earlier as being ome-sided, i.e. spontaneity leads o
pure trade unionism, conscicusness is brought by the
bourgeois intelligentsin. Now, in (heir incorrect opposilion
to Lenin's overall project, Trotsky and Luxemburg criticised
some of these unilateral arguments. S0 were they wrong n
these particular eriticisms, and if they were wrong, was Lenin
wrong when he too later acknowledged the polemicul
one-sidedness of What is fo be Dame? Was he wrong in 1905
when ke spoke of the working class as insrincrively,
spontaneously social democraric, meaning socialistin thatera?
Or was he wrong in 1905 to speak like this: ‘Any movement of
the proletariat, however small, however madest it may be at the
start, however slight its occasion, inevitably threalens to
ouigrow s immediate wims und to develop ino a force
irreconcilable to the entire old order and destructive of it.
The movement of the praletariat, by reason of the essential
peculinritios of the posilion of this class under capitalism, hos
amarked vendency to developintoa desperate, all- oot strugple,
a struggle for complete victory over all the dark lorces of
exploitationand oppression.* Which sounds like some crazed
sponlaneist.

Was he wrong in these things? Mo, he wasn"t wrong, because
what 1905 as it were crystallised in Lenin’s thinking — though |
don't say he had no idea of it before, but it brought it oulin g
very sharp way — is that beyond the the necessity (which iz a
crucial necessity) of assembling, training and preparing the
proletarian wvanguard, a successful revolution requires
somefhingelse, of course: the winning of the masses, and that is
impossible without mass explosions of sponraneous struggle,
spontancous Trom the point of view of the revolutionary
organisalion. Of course, from some point of view nothing is
ever spontaneous. From the point of view of what the
revolutionary organisation is capable of initiating, and what
control it'scapable of exercising, the mass struggles, during the
courseof which the masses can be won over tosocialism — and
of course institutions of dual power emerge and a revalution is
completed, etc, — thisis something whichcannot beinany neat
way planned and held in control. It requires massive
spontaneoys siruggles — that's complementary to what Lenin
says aboul spontaneily in other types of siluations,

Mow Luxemburg and Trotsky grasped some of this in their
erroneous opposition to Lenin, so again they must be given
their due, and they grasped it in some ways earlier than Lenin
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Mowthis leads metothe essential poini | wanl lomake here — it
relates 1o whar you could call the art of stick-bending. Some
peoplewill say, andindeed some have said—if you wantagood
example of what I'm talking about you can find it in Tony
Cliff's bock on Lenin (which in many ways is a useful book, |
don’t want to suggest 1'm totally eritical of it or anything like
that) — that Lenin was never actually wrong about anything
here, he was just bending the stick. You can find the origin of
that ineonnection with thewholesplitinthe party and the fierce
debates that took place, when Lenin said, ‘the economists had
bent the stick one way — in order to straighten it out | had 10
bend it back’. In other wards, he was admitting his own
polemical exaggerations and o on. Lenin was stick-bending:
when il's necessary 10 emphasizse organisation, Lheory, ¢c,
you bend the stick against spontaneiiy; when it's necessary 1o
emphasise the importance of the spontanzous struggles of the
masses, you bend the stick another way. And so they say that
that's all he was doing really — there weren't any actual
mistakes.

Mow firstof all let"s concede a certain truth in this, and that's
the following: there’s a kind of dialectic of political struggle
which is the same dialectic as this one of historical truth and
error, which means that inevitably a political argument,
pamphlet, discourse, is different from — fortunately, 1
suppose — an academic discourse, It won't contzin all the
necessary qualifications, etc, Precisely because the task al one
moment is this, and the opposition is that, there will come in
exaggerations and so forth, one-sidednesses of a certam kind.
Tostress that Lenin's work is going to be marked by all this is
obviously right. But there are a number of points 10 be made
here. First, even granting that without making any
qualification, still my central point would remain valid.
Precisely because of that, you need to read, say, the works of
Lenin— whointhe global sense got the thing right — in order o
liberale what is right from certain exaggerations and plain
mistakes which surround it. And conversely, you need o take a
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sericus attitude Lo the work of those who got it wrang to geeif it
might not containin its wrongness some incidental inzights, So
that already supports one of the main points | want (0 make,

But secondly, very aften in this whole stick-bending, there’s
just the phenomenon of hindsight operating, So you have to
read Lenin's What is ta be Done? in conjunciion with what he
wrote in 1905, but of course in 1903 Lenin’s opponents
couldn't read what he wrote in 1905, They had toread what he
was writing in 1902 and "03, and they reacted (o some of those
things which they saw asbeing wrong orexaggerated . Y ou musi
take that into accouni. Thirdly, 1o admit thal theré's an
inevitable phenomenon of stick-bending is not the same thing
gstotakean ‘snvilng goes' kind of attitude towards i1 — that,
right, in order to win this political fight anyihing goes in what
You say.

What lurks behind this rather uncritical attitude is again the
myth of the omniscient leader; all right, Lenin exaggerated in
1902, bul he was there in 1905 to correct any mistakes his

followers had made — basically, don't worry, Lenin saw it all
right in the end. But of course (his doesn’t always work, For
instance, Lenin, in What is to be Done?, trics 10 meet the
criticism that his views on organisation are not in conformity
with lull democratic procedures, What does Lenin reply? He
replies that full democratic procedures involve (wo Lhings ol
least — full publicity, elections toall offices, He then has two
arguments, a main argument and a subordinate one. ln the
main argument he psks: ean we, in Tsarist conditions, aperate
full publicity and elections toalloffices? Hisreply sno-—l will
simply lacilitate the work of the police, In other words, Lenin's
main argument is, 50 10 speak, a circumstantial one — in
Tsarist conditionsit's not possible. Thisdoesn’t cast any doubt
on the principle of internal democracy. Bul there's a
subordinate argument, and that is: anyway, there will be
something else operating = strict selection of members, strict
confidence amongst comrades, the grearcst of dedication —
and Lenin then says, we will have something then even more
than democracy. Now that's obviously bending the stick. Is
that bending of the stick justified? No, because in a very small
way it suggests that maybe the principle of internal democracy
as such might under certnin circumstances be substituted. 1say
that's a polemical exaggeration, "% not Lenin's main
argument, etc., bul it’s an example of stick-bending which is
not justified.

What might bethedanger? Well, in 1905, when Lenin wanted
to open up the party in the sense that there were now masses af
workers instruggle who were candidates in his view for amuch
more open, bigger party, hemet opposition amongst Bolshevik
cadres, committee men, traincd in the arguments of Whet s 1
B Done?, whoaccused Lenin of wanting Lo play at den.ocracy.
Anotherexample: you can take the sectarian response of many
Bolshevik cadresto those spontaneous, non-party institutions,
the soviets, and ask whether that sectarian response might not
have had something 1o do with some of the one-sided
fermulations in the carlier period. And more ragically, and
more importantly than that, take the Stalinist use of some of
these formulas to jusiify ithe crimes and horrors which
everybody knows aboul. I'm apt saying, in any form or shape,
that there is a gorm of Stalinism contained in Lenin's work —
what | am saying is that, in 1977, a kind of glorification ol
stick-bending requires a certain gualification: yes, there will be
polemical exaggeration inevitably in any party/faction/1en-
dency struggle, etc., but it has to be kept very carefully within
bounds.

Now Trotsky senior — the mature Trotsky — central Lo his
whole political life, his pohitical work, was (o build on, to
continue to fight for the Leninist theory and practice of
organisation, recognising what 1've called Lenin’s incompar-
able historical merit in founding this theory and practice. But
despite Trotsky"s recognition of his own central misjudgement
inthe vears before the revolution, he still referred on the eve of
his death to the erroneous ness of some of Lenin's arguments in
Whatis o be Dare? That's nnt something you very often lingd
referenceto — that Trotsky, in admitting his own mistake, was
nol laking over lock, stock and barrel all the arguments of
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What is to be Dane? He still referred Lo the erroneousness of
someof these formulas on sponianeity and consciousness. And
he didna't totally disown his own book, Our Politica! Tasks.
Though he said that in a central respect it was wrong, unjust
and a misjudgement in relation to Lenin, he said it contained
some insights into the mentality of some Bolshevik committee
men in that period

Secondly, and more importantly really, | believe thal
Trotsky'sown roleafter 1923 isnotunrelated to the fact Lhat he
was the one outstanding revolutionary of that generalion who
had the independence and courage to oppose Lenin in the
pre-revolutionary period. OFf course, it wasn't only over the
Party, it was aver other issues on which Trotsky was right
But 1 believe that rhat very courage and independence. which
were used in many ways wrongly before, played a role after the
death of Lenin in the fact thar it was Trotsky who came [inally
{o recognise the mistakes which had been made under Lenin's
leadership and his own, by Lenin's pariy: the misiake of
banning factions withinthe party, and the misiake of banning,
at the end of the civil war, the legal soviet opposition
mistakes which played their part, albeil not the main part, in
the demise of soviet democracy.

Onthequestionof proletanandemocracy, internal toa revol-
utionary organisation grd within the workeérs movemeni 25 &
whole, Trotsky was second to no-one, and what ['ve argued is
that it's his own opposition to Bolshevism up 1o 1917, and then
his oppasition to the cult of Lenin after 1917, which played
some role in this trajectory of Trotsky in laying the basis for a
rounded out theery of democracy in the proletarian socialist
movemeni.

I wanttoend with somereflectionson this. Sofar I've stressed

political unificarion — the Party as political unifier and
centraliser of the difTerent struggles — but a vital ingredient of
the Leninist theory of organisation is the most vibrant fnrermal
democracy in the Party. Why? Well you cun refer back 1o the
whale discussion of what | have, perhaps rather pretentiously,
called the dialectic of truth and error. It's becanse, ouiside
Stalinist textbooks and Maoist fantasies, there's no gredt
leader who knows all the answers of political struggle. There's
onlyone way, and thar is through a fierce, vigorous struggle of
icheas, lines and xo0 on, that the correct way can be found. [ can
quoie from Lenin o show that this is not something just put
about by Trotskyists: “Therecan be no mass Party, no Parry of
the class, wirhoui full clariiy of essential shiding, without an
open strugele betwen various tendencies, without informing
the masses as to which leaders snd which organisations of the
Party are pursuing this or that line — without this, n Pary
worthy of Lhe name connol be buill.”

Or look at Lthe actual proctice of the Bolshevik Party. Mol in
guiet periods or something, but over matlers of wvilal
importance, matters of life and death — Brest-Litovsk, etc,
and the vigorous battles then between different groupings and
tendenciesin the Party. It's not some demented militant of the
Fourth Internarional but a very sober historian, E. H. Carr,
who speaks ol the Bolshevik Party as manifesting a Ireedom
and publicity of discussion rarely practised by any party on
vital issues of public policy,

S0, to conclude, the opporlunity and the obligation whach |
say falls on those influenced by Trotsky's work 15 (o light fon
the substance of the Leninist theory of organisation as vifal (o
the sell-emancipation of the working class — (o reject
conternptuously all those ideas of Lenin as a kind of
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unprincipled dictator who just wanted power, to reject them
completely but without any apologetics, cultism, etc.. in
relation Lo Lenin.

Now, I've mentioned two phenomena of ideological and
political life in the Twentieth Century related to Lenin: one is
cultism, and the other is that Lenin equals a totalitarian dic-
tator. There is a third approach toduy which I think one has to
bevery careful about, and which 1 will refrain from labelling: it
consists of pretending — without explicitly repudiating Lenin
or anything like that — to go beyond the Leninist theory of
organisation. But what this going beyond actually consisis of,
what its actual details are, is rather mysterious or unspecified.

I will give three recent examples of this, First, Ralph
Miliband, in an article in the Socielist Register 1976 called
‘Moving On’, refers to the need for a new organisation of the
left. | can’t go into all the arguments, but importantly related
tothis theme, hedeals with the Communist Party and the sham
of its claims about internal democracy. Now here I'll read vou
ihe sign that something important is wrong, because he puis
under the same heading the sacred cows of democratic
centralism and the han on factions, as if they were in the same
field, Then he speaks of the revolulionary left organisations
and he puts them all under the same blanket or umbrella, and he
says that the internal regimes of these organisations make the
CP'sinternal regime appear as a model of internal democracy.

MNow firstof all you don't need 1o be a genius (o recognise that
thisrefers tosomething; but ir'snottrueof all the organisations
of the revolutionary left, and what's more Miliband knows it,
because I"ve heard him say it in public delivery of this same
argument where his criticism was interestingly different: the
CP'sinternal democracy was a sham, bul the British section of
the Fourth International was written off because of
the large number of tendencies within it, all fighting.
Whatever else Miliband may wanl to say about it, that is
something different from rigidity and se forth, But in any case
that’s not the main point. The main point is that Miliband
speaks of ‘moving on’, but having written everybody else off,
suggests now the need for a new socialist formation. What
would its programme be? What would its structure be? How
would it be dif ferent from the *out of date’ Leninist vanguard,
ete.? Silence. Not a word. Literally pot one word. 5o that
‘Moving On’, this going beyond Leninism, is a complete
mysiery.

My second example is the French Marxist philosopher Louis

Althusser, inan interesling intervention in the recent debate in
the French Communist Party over the dicintorship of the
proletariat,* Now he has @ lot of valid things to say about the
nead for real debate, but what's interesting is this. He says —
differences, yes, this is what we must have. Organised
rendencies, no. Though hedoesacknowledge, and this is worth
noting, that they didexistinthe Bolshevik Party: but no. Why?
Becausc they' rea threat to the unity of the organisation. Then
he says, ‘Il recognised and organised tendencies are rejected, it
is noi soas to lall behind that political practice jol the Bolshevik
Party] towards less freedom.... it is 10 go beyond it.' Not
organised rendencies but what? ' Real discussions', ‘new forms
ofexpression’, 'exchangeof experiences’.

Well that's in some ways beyond beliefl. In our history of 60
years, everything we know today aboul the evolution of
workers organisations, he says, yes differences, not organised
lendencies, but what — real discussions. But how will you have
thesereal discussions, how will you ensure them if they can't be
organised; and il you are going 1o organise them, how do you
get away from the absolute vital necessity ol tendencies and so
lorth? There vou have another suggestion of going beyond the
Leninist theory and practice of the Party which is a sham,

My third examiple is in the booklet, which some of you may
have seen, put out by the Communist University of London.
Gerry Leversha las an article there on ‘Beyond Spontaneity’,
where the Leninist type of organisation is said 1o be unrealistic
inthe Wesi. He refers 1o it a2 an elite Party and then says this:
‘Reared in conditions of clandestinity, il relied far miore upon
unquestioned obedience than on equal debate, " Now as far as
I'm concerned that's simply derisory: Gerry Levershu diplo-
matically refrains from mentioning that the Party to which he
belongs is nctually Sehind, falls short of the Leainist norms of
internal democracy in speaking about unguestionsd
obedience, ete. Anyway, what does Gerry Levershn argue for
to transcend the limits of Jacobinism in favour of the fullest
flowering of debale, inner party democracy, adequate
channelsof expression for dissenting viewpoinis, ele? How are
we going to ensure this full flowering of debate? What
mechanisms, low will it relate to tendencies, (actions? Silencs,
Soagainit'sa’going beyond’ which leads nowhere.

& Sanl ouis Althusser, ‘On the Twenty-Second Congress ol the
French Communist Party’, in NMew Lef? Review 104, especially
ppa-22.
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Education:

A Political Challenge

to

Revolutionary Socialists

By WILLIAM THOMPSON

Recent issues of [afernational have opened an overdue
discussion’ on educational issues, and the role of socialist
teachers in the education process. If anyone doubted the
importance of this discussion, then evenis such as ihe
*Great Debate’ and the victimisation of Tyndale teachers have
shown very starkly that we have neglected this terrain of
discussion for roo long. This article is intended as a
systemisation and extension of the positions put forward in
the previous articles, and not as a total counter-position.

The revolutionary left faces a serious problem in Irying to
come (o prips with the issues raised in the education dehate.
It faces a problem (a) because its practice in the education
sector has, as Clara Mulhern puts it, been marked by ‘the
limitations of the purely economist campaigns Tought by
Rank & File for the London allowance and Houghton
Award”, (b) because the debate about educational objectives
has been dominated by, on the one hand, Fabian
professionalism, which sees the National Union of Teachers
as i pressure group Lo achieve certain democratic advances
in cducation {via an alliance with the stale apparatus and by
virtue of rational arguments), and on the other hand, by
essentially libertarian forces, who have located the critical
arena [or struggle as the authority relations in the school and
classroom. It is significant that these sirategics involve an
antipodean confusion about the relationship between state
and education. And (c) there is a third problem in coming (o
terms with the debate about educational objectives: there is
nosimple pattern — the ruling class defending the siaius guo
an one side, the working class, the revolutionary lefr and
their programme on the other, For revolutionary teachers
there is an inbuill contradiction, an inherent dualism, in
their role, which can be examined but not solved ar this
period. In other words there are no definitive answers (o a
range of questions, only the opening of a discussion,

|. We have to set out a Leninist analysiz of the bourgeois
educational institutions, 0 that we can avoid the polirical
errors of social-democratic and libertarian forces. We will
have many areas of agreement with these forces in practice,
but first of all we must outline an overall theory.

What are the roots of the “Great Debate” and what are the
ideclogical isswes at srake?

We can stari by poinling out the central fact in any
discussion on education: that the role of education is the
reproduction of the existing social and sconomic system.”
Secondly, thal reproduction is guaranteed by the social
structure itsell, and only secondarily by the role of teachers
and the ideological contenl of education. For capitalism,
education is functional and necessary to the extent thar it
educates differing components of the luture workforee 1o
the requisite technical and cultural levels. All the major
extensions in educational provision (the 1870 and 1944 Acis
mast obviously) have been engendered by material dictates
of the mode of production. The post-war comprehensivisa-

tion has similar material roots in the expanson of the
white-collar sector, and the corresponding need to draw in a
substantial layer from working cliass backgrounds.

O course, the bourgeoisie s nol a grand puppet-master
capahle of pulling strings to ensure that every aspect of
society corresponds directly to Its economic inlerests. Fiu
from it. Even on those ocvasions when the perceived
economic mierests of the bourgeoisic cormespond 1o ils long
ferm economic interests gng it is capable of articulating these
in a collective fashion, the anarchic character of its mode
of production, its inability ever 1o complete the democratic
restructuring  inherent in fls economic needs and ils
‘democratic churter’, generally prevenis, distoris or retards
‘rutional’  boprpeois  solutions.  Secondly, there 5 a
considerable elasticity in the fabric of bourgeois socicty
which enables the incorporation and perversion of
democratic reforms won by the working class (e.q. the
Welfare State, comprehensivisation of education). Demands
of the working cliss are taken up by the ruling class and
turned 1o their own ends.

We must bear such qualifications in mind, but it is
negessary Lo assert unambiguously the role of education in
capitalist society. The class structure of capitalisi society,
and from that its precise division of labour and occupational
siructure, have to be generated as precisely as possible by the
education sysicm. The ruling colass has no interest in
over-education, or in an excess of graduares. The capitalist
educalion system, and very specifically the ¢xam set-up and
selection procedures, are designed to reproduce as exactly as
possible the occupational structure.

We should also set out the allernative — a conception of
education under socialism; that is, the sort of alternative
which would be made passible by the cconomic and
structural changes for which revolutiopary socialists are
fighting. In a socialist society, education would he penuinely
fior the individoal, to open to the fullest extent possible the
capacity of each individual to use and enjoy the greater
leisure time and resources made possible by the socialist
reorganisation of human and matenal resources. Marx (in
the German Ideolagy*) somewhat over-estimated the exient
in which drodgery can be taken oul of productive labour

i. Ken Jornes: 'Willlam Tyndale and the Crisis in Eduostion’,
Internatiomei, ¥ol. 3, No. 2, pp. 7-12; Clara Mulharm: “The Gnsis in
Education: A Reply to Kea Janas', Val. 3, No. 4, pp. 3-8,

2. Clara Mulhem, p. 3.

3. Education has his dafinition oo all socialies, that it 18 & lang
tarm lnvestment of & portlan ol the soclal surplus produgt for the
reproduction ol the knowladge, technology and cadre of soclety,
Although i will have an entiely differan] direclion under socialiam,
it will sl be playing this rola (undamantally, and all its othar
fealuras will fiow lrom this.

4. ° o hunt in the maming, fish in the aftemoon, rear cattle in the
afternaon, crificise altar dinnar, just as | have a mind, without aver
becoming hunler, fisherman, shephard or eritic * (Mar and Engels,
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(this covers a range of jobs — a residue of repetitive
mechanical jobs, the necessary features of administration,
tasks involving high personal risk or extreme personal
discomfort). Every effort would be made to eliminate or
reduce to a minimum such jobs; bul it is likely to be & matter
of ensuring that such jobs are shared out as equitably as
possible. The technological developments which will precede
international communism could not have been foreseen by
Marx and can only harely be seen today. Education (that is,
the reproduction of the scientific, cultural, historical and
soctal acquisitions of humanity for new generations) would
be directed towards {a) greater and greater control over
productive techniques and nature, (h) a greater unclerstand-
ing of society itself and its needs, (¢) fuller modes of
personal, artistic and cultural expression.

O} course, this is a long way from the classroom and the
‘Great Debate’; but by setting out these two poles, education
under capitalism and education under developing socalism,
we establish a certain perspective,

Further, it sels a guiding principle: thece glternative modes
af education are incompartible. A socialist education system
which makes selection based on different ultimate occupa-
tional goals is not yet socialist, because it implies a society
which has not eliminaied the division belween mental and
physical labour and which therefore perpeluates vestiges of a
class structure. (This is distinct from specialisation, which
deals with differing educational conlent rather than
dilferent education levels)) Similarly, under capitalism, no
educational system can be developed which gives [ull reign to
the development of individual capacities, both because the
resources will never be there, and because capitalism only
provides marginal opportunities for the exercise of such
human polential. [n education, as in society as a whole, it is
socialism that ends pre-history and opems the ere of
human history.

2. Now we can look at the contradictions within the bourgeois
educational system. The differences between Ken Jones and
Clara Mulhern over the significance of comprehensivisation
are more apparent than real. The extension of secondary
education under the 1944 Act, and the subsequeni
developments from the 1950s towards comprehensivisation,
were both in the interests of the ruling class, They sansfied
a need, They also corresponded to, and absorbed, the timited
demands of the weorking class organisations and their
reformist spokespersons,

The educational demands of the trade union movement
never went much beyond *free access to secondary education
forall', and in the post-war period it has supported demands
for comprehensivisation,® As with most things, the trade
union movement has seen educational reform coming
through the election of a Labour Government; therefore
there is little need for the trade unions fo have detailed
educational policies, these would be worked out and
implemented by the Labour Party. This general tendency of
British trade unions o see varlous questions as non-trade
union questions was strengthened, in the case of education,
by the non-participation of the bulk of teachers in the
TUC, and by their jealous safeguarding of education as
something to be discussed only by professionals,

So we can understand the paradoxical situation described
by Clara Mulhern: the post-war developmenls in education
were demanded by the organised working class, implemented
in their own interests by the bourgeoisie, without these
reforms ever being explained or demanded on a mass scale.

MNow we come lo the role of teachers and the teachers’
organisations in putling these changes into practice, and the
significance for socialists of these changes. Ken Jones
ouilines the existence of & 'democratic/humanist’ ideology in
education. It is important at this stage Lo separate three
different strands which are often lumped together*:

{a)the ‘humanist” element, essentially theclassicalnotion of a
‘liberal education’, i.2. the education of children has as its
gim cerain rationalist ‘standards’, and does not take its

mstruclions directly from society or the dicrates of industry.
Thiz is the sducational content of professionalism; and if it
has a progressive content, as Ken Jones seems to imply, then
that iz only becapse of the paniculer nature of the present
attack on education. Our long-lerm aim must be a struggle
against the present curriculum, not justifications of it

{b) progressive leaching methods — we will be examining
these later, bul it is very important 10 separare these from the
structural changes in the education sysiem which we exumine
now.
{c) the democratic tradition/egalitarianism/"cquality ol
opportunity’. This has been the official platform of the
teaching unions, and has been the basis for their alliance
with part of the stale apparatus around educational changes.

The abolition of the wripamite system, the abolition of the
| 1-plus, comprehensivisation, the weakening of streaming,
are attempts to bring about this equality of opportunity.
They find their highest official expression in the Plowden
Report, which urges positive discrimination — that is.
allocation of proporliionately greater resources (o
schools in problem areas (mainly inner-city working
class areas). This is motivated partly on general ideo-
logical grounds — “fairness’, etc. — partly as o means
towards geeater social mobility, and partly through seeng
colucation as @ direct element in the barde to keep control
over the working class by trving to defuse the potentially
explosive inner-cily crisis.

Equality of opportunity under capitalism is fundamentally
unachievable. The working class has suffered generations of
economie, social and cultural deprivation; the ruling class
has countbess ways of handing his privileges and powers
down to its children; and, in the educational context, the
conlinuation of the private sector makes 1 mockery of any
other proposals. Furthermore, even if the ruling class were
somehow deprived of all its privileges of inheritance,
equality of opportunity would not lead to any meaningful
soclal equality. So, the platform of ‘equality of educational
opportunity’ (which has been substantially achieved on
paper’) produces all sorts of contradictions within the
educational system, and conflicts with other uspects of the
organisation of capiralist sociery. These contradictions on
the one hand feed the views of those whe have always
opposed comprehensivisation and de-streaming; and on the

German ideciogy. In Selectad Works, Progress Fublishers, Val i1,
p. 3B), Thera are a numbar of areas of discussion which fiow oul of
this guestion of tha spaciaiisation of cccupations undar soclalism,
whigh are somawhat over-simplified in Ihis classic quots. Thus
aociallam seeks lo use |he advanca al schnolagy nat 10 eliminate
humen labour, but 1o de-allanate humen ksbour Similarly, the
afvances in technology which have alaready cccurred, el alone
those that ooccur In the lulura, dictate & considerable level af
oooupational specialisation; resolution of the potantial antagon-
lams and divisions emarging from this will be a majar probiem.
5, This I8 a considerabla ovar-simplification of the role of the lrada
union mevamant In the fight for educational relorm. Ideally this
jon should ba 1he subject of research and motarial in 18 awn
right. Quile apart from its obvious historical Intarest, (a) there was
a very Imporianl link Detween the rise of lhe oarly socialist
movamenl and the campaign lat the sducation of the working
masses, particularly In the conlext of child ksbour, () In leler years
it caste a very Interesting light on the non-political characier ol
Britizh irade unions, A coupleof historicel noles might indicats the
impornance of such & study, which | hops soma commdes might be
ancouraged io undertake. Firstly, in the firedilional slogan
‘Educale, Agilate, Organise’, ‘sducate’ here refers ta schaaling
rather than tha spread ol specifically sociallst ideas, although the
sarly socialists saw (correctly] a vary powerlul link Detween
education and political consciousness. Secandly, in the |after
decades ol the last century, when the fight for the elghl-hour day
bagan, a ¢ruclal component af the melivalion far this demand was
1o give the working class the time and |asurs 1o davelop s oulture
and knowledge. Tha right of the working class to education in a
lundamental gain which has been won, and which we musi defond
B. Clars Mulharn (p. 4) makes o similar saparation. Ken Jones's use
of a ‘democratic/ humanist’ iradition seems lo me misisading.
7. By (his | mean that comprehensivisation |8 naarly complete
{barring of course the private sectar); this should nat be |pkan {0
mean thal equality of spportunily exists.
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other hand lead to the awempis of radical educational
sociologists like Midwinter, who try to carry the logic of
these proposals through 1o their conclusions with ideas of
community schools and 50 on.”

At this stage we can make clear rthe differences between the
Black Paperites and the forces leading the preseni offensive
against educational standlards (i.e. the “Great Debate'). The
Black Paperites appose, root and branch, this conception of
equality of opportunity, they oppose comprehensivisation
and so on. This is not the programme of Callaghan,
Williams and the Labour Government. Ken Jones makes a
mistake when he tries 1o equate Callaghan's speech with the
vicws in the Black Papers.”

Socialists should see these as essentially democratic
developments, defend them and seek to extend them. And,
as with any democratic demands, we use our support for
them to indicate thal only socialism can complete the
democratisation of society promised by capitalism. There is,
as vel, no direct attack on these educational gains, although
the piciure would be different with Rhodes Boyson as
Mimster of ‘Education'. In the context of a Tory
Government Irying to reintroduce selection and grammar
schools, revalutionary socialists should vield 1o no-one as the
strongest defenders of these structural gains. What is at stake
from our standpoint is the right of the working class o the
best education available, and seeking to extend that.

3. De-streaming and mixed ability teaching is a complex
problem, because the conflict between ‘equality of
opportunity’ and the dictates of the capitalist system is posed
very charply via the mediom of exams and the prospecis of
individual children. And this feeds into the vexed questions
of challenges 1o authoritarianism in the schools {and the
obverse of that, our awtitude to discipline), curriculum
content. integrated studies, etc. Linderlying these problems is
the dilemma: 1o what extent is it possible for socialist or
libertarian teachers 1o have educetional goals which are
contrary to the educational goals of capitalism.

This is where the ‘Great Debate’ and the Labour
Governmenl's plans for educational change come in. There
is an undoubted dislocation between the output of schools
and the human raw material which industry perceives as its
needs. [t would be totally false to see this as the resuli of
thousands of progressive or Trotskyist teachers undermining
the capitalist system from within the schools (would that it
were s0). Even more preposterous s the claim that the
schools are populated with t#achers who don't beheve that
children should learn how to read, wrile and add.

The roots of this dislocation are mulii-fold: over-large
classes; old buildings and equipment; the alicnation of large
numbers of working class children from an educational
sysiem they see as irrelevant, or even alien o them, their
necds and their values; the inahility of the capitalist system
and its ‘planners’ to see beyond the end of last year; failure
i eater for the pariicular needs of immigrant children and
their communities. There is also an eternal contradiction
between the continual need of the ruling class to assert
collective interests {‘the naiion’, *indusiry’) and & sociely and
educational system geared to individual competition.

Where there have been genuine soceesses flowing from a
non-guthontarian approach to edocation, cither (a) these
have, by and large, been with children who were
‘uneducible’ in regular schools, and/or in privileged arenas
— frec schools, Summerhill, eic; or (b) they have been
ruthlessly wvictimised like Chris Searle and the Tyndale
teachers. Other attempts 1o make education relevant to the
real needs of working class children have been re-
imcorporated into the exam structure.

The ‘Great Debate' isan attempt to resolve a series of crisesin
bourgeois education. 1t Is an atempt to give an ideological
basis for culs in educalion spending. It 5 an allempt Lo
restructure aspects of the curriculum, moving away from the
liberal’ tradition towards a more indust ry-onented approach.
Itisgnatiempt 1o place blame for under-achievemen! (which is

certainly present inschools, but is a different problem to the
Black Paper smokescreen about falling standards) and
discipline problems on the back of progressive teachers and
progressive teaching methods, Finally, ina manner analogous
to the use of institutional racism. it is an attempl (o drive an
ideclogical wedge into a weak flank of the working clazs, By
posing “industry’ as the real yardstick by which to judge
educational standards il both gears into a2 more general
polilical offensive being waged by the Government and tries to
create a national consensus hetween the working class and the
ruling class.

Onall of these fronts, the Government ofTensive has mel with
noticeable success.

The fightback against the culs is g wider guestion than can
be expmined here: but to all intemts and purposcs, the
teaching unions have accepted the cuts, and will accept
more. There have been sporadic local struggles, most of
which have been successful in their limited objectives; but
the cutz have not been reversed and teaching conditions,
resources, worklonds, cluss sizes and consequently standards
have deteriorated in most areas.

The restructuring of (or changing the emphasis of) the
curriculum is an exceedingly difficult question from the
point of view of the ruling class and nothing substantial 1
likely to be attempted for a while: but an example from
personal experience indicates the direction things might take.
In Coventry, in the teaching of maths, it has already been
agreed that teaching of the apriy-called Imperial Linils (feel,
inches, rods, poles, perches. bushels, ete.) will be
re-introduced, because British indusiry  with its well-knawn
lar-sightedness has not, ten years after the beginning of
metrication, seen fil to renovate its machinery. Furthermore,
it is proposed to introduce a 14+ maths profcency exam
throughout the Coventry Local Education Authority.
Passing such an exam would nol guarantee a job; fafling i,
however, would be a perfect passport to the dole, a
dizqualification lor almast any job in the area™.

For the purpose of this article it is the other aspects of the
“Gireat Debate offensive’ which are more important. The
attack on progressive methods finds an echo, not just
amongst those teachers who have never supported comp-
rehensivisation, but also amongst those who are disiliusioned
because they believed that progressive methods could make
schools more rewarding (for teachers and children), and
could effect a noticeable change on the occupational
prospacts of individual working class children.

Owr attitude to progressive methods cannat be determined
by the fact that there is an apparent similarity between those
methods and methods likely in a socialist education system:
opposition to arbitrary discipline, corporal punishment,
hierarchical structures, etc.; moves away from the cxam
orientation, emphasis on understanding rather than mimic-
rv, learning through discovery, attempis to integrate school
and community. ¢tc,

COur conceptions of what should be tught and how it
should be taught depend, in the end, on the extent to which
any radical developments can be explained Lo, and supponed
by, the working class to whom we are responsible.

It is no coincidence that most radial, anti-suthoritanian
developments in schoals have been isolated both from most
other teachers and from the parents/communiiy. Al this
stage, educational developments which pose de facto threats

8. No-ona should assume thal being & consistenl fighter for
equallty of educalional opporunity I8 eguivalent to baing n
revalutionary. Tha davalopmant af community schools |8 another
whole area which needs delafled analysia by socialisl (&3chars,
9. Ken Jones, p. 8.

10. As examples of what indusiry regards as mathamalically
aasantial (and which are not currently taught in most schoals) we
can cite; T figura logarithma, finding square roota without using
tables. These examples are not essenlial for anyihing, the genaral
patnt ks hat the mathematlcal standards appropriats ta highly skillad
anginearing or logl-making appranticeships are baing lakén as
typical of indusirial reguinements.
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1o the rationale and functioning of the capitalist system are
not likely to be supported by the establishment, by the bulk of
leachers, and nor, in fact, by most working class parents
who, whatever their overall political heliefs, are going to fear
that the prospects of their children will be damaged by a
short-term experiment,

Similarly. progressive methods in education (particularly
since the professionalism of the teachers organisations
hampers them from explaining widely the rationale of these
methods) are going to be the obvious scapegoatl for the
failures of the educetion sysiem.

It is necessary to paint a bleak picture before we can begin
to salvage something from the situation.

Socialist teachers do have wider opportunities and
responsibilitics other than just doing their jobs well and
being good trade unionists. In education, as in every other
sphere, revolutionaries are concerned with long term aims as
well as the immediate situation. The growth of the left in the
NUT also means the existence of more socialist teachers in
the classrooms, and thal gives us opporiunities,

Thar is, it musi be posible lo fuse the rmoles of
revolutionary propagandist and bourgeois educator; the
bourgeois education system can play a part in producing a
revolutionary working class. Clara Mulhern outlines a
reasonable starting point for this: 'The working class needs
the confidence 1o take its own decisions, needs 1o suspect and
resist all forms of authoritarianism, and to perceive the
needs of society as a whole, and not just iis own sectional
imerests’. She adds: ‘Comprehensive education and pro-
gressive  teaching methods approved by a  capitabsi
svstem for its own needs may also be the best preparation for
socialism.™' We have tried 10 cast some doubt on this latter
point, and will return 1o it in more detail.

Clara Mulhern is trying to answer: what can the working
class as @ whole gain from its passage throogh the
educational machine? As she recognises, this is related 1o the
political goal of working ¢lass revolution; so this can only be
posed meaningfully as a strategy for socialist teachers when
we are in a situation in which the pursuance of revolutionary
socialist goals becomes a conscious factor in working <lass
politics and communities. As she says later on: ‘The
educational system will not become a significant arena of
class conflict until the class struggle in society i much more
inlense jovert — WT | thanil is now.”

Relating this to the points made earlier about the Bolaton
of particular radical experiments in education, we can sce that
it 15 exactly this factor (that a working class which does not
have conscipusly radical or revolutionary goals is nol going
io be automatically sympathetic o the work of revolutionary
teachers) which explains that isolation.

Revolutionaries have o be prepared to tackle now the issue
of *who controls education?”'* We oppose the professionalist
elitism of teachers who say that only teachers are entitled to
discuzs the content and form of education. We oppose the
attempts of the ruling class to tie education mare directly to
the needs of industry. We are for the warking class organised
through the community as parenis and through its trade
unions and political organisations having a voice in the
determination of the policy of schools, Of course, this will
cause us many difficulties today (as the Tyndale teachers are
well aware), but we are trving (o define a long term strategy
in the medium term context of rises in working class struggle
moving towards global confrontations with the ruling class
and its state machine.

The education system can never be a socialist system, nor
can it ever serve the needs of both classes, We want the
education system to reflect the balance of class forces in
society, Wemust bequite clear that we are trying to subvert the
capitalist education system, just as we are irying 1o subvert
every other institution of capitalist society. We fight at every
level against the idea thar the working class and ruling class
have interests in common, 50 too in the education system.
We should support and seek (o extend proposals which bring
greater community involvement in the school and determin-

arion of the schaol’s policy. There is no pat formula to cover
the various different contexts and forms ol external
influence over the school, boi we should seek o mvolve inas
many ways as possible working class representatives in arcas
of contral and influgnce within the school.

The corollary of thizs = the need for spanlisl leachers o
explain their conceptions of edocution {see ideas below) (o
parents, io bodies like trades councils, through the Council
for Educational Advance, within the union, and so on,
Developments in educntion are o function of developments
n the class struggle, and al this stage we are laying the
beginnings of & long term strategy.

Mow we can make some concrete points about curriculum
and teaching methods, hoving set the long term framework
Without this long term framework, and withour this
fundumental confidence in the working class as a whale,
anylhing that is done in the classroom is cssenuially
individual whim, and doomed to failure. This is notl to
underestimate the significance of the work of, say, Chris
Scarle, who was able for a period to make education & really
vitul and worthwhile experience, not only because he got
through 1o working <lass children, but also because he was
able through that poctry 1o bring oul @ working class vision
of school and society. Bui il is no surprise that he was
victimised. Activiry with kids in the classroom is not
dependent on the exisicnee of prior political support beflore
anything can be done, but without a conscicus conception off
future goals, it is difficull to break through the twin traps of
individual (or in some cases collective) activities which huve
only a short hifespan, er mtionalising one's acceptance of the
anthoritanan and hierarchical structure.

Our overall conception should be: (w) the right of the
workmg class (o the best education available, (b) within that,
and with the intensification of the class struggle, for socialist
tenchers o fight for the education which is in the historic
imterests of the working class. Obviously this lutter goal is
anly fractionally realisable at this slage, but every political
development in rhe working class is an opporiunity for
socialist teachers, organised within the (rade union
movement, to get across long term educational gowls,

On curriculum: alrendy there are many ways in which
teachers in departments and individvally can begin to
introduce elements of working class history and culture into
lessons. The fight for non-racist and non-sexist materials has
already begun, and is fertile ground Tor further develop-
ment: ‘multi-racial and multi-cultural educarion® is an
accepled aim in some schools already. These are only
beginnings, but surely they can be raised to a higher level,
Teachers (even il they are isolated in their own schonls) can
get together ina town or district (and oltimartely nationally)'
and begin to prepare alternative curricula, at least in
particular fields. These can then be explained and fought for
in the schools and teaching unions, and on a wider scale
(utilising trades councils, inks with other unions, parents’
meelings, etc.). Tactics like this have to be given serious
consideration as part of the process (a) of the working class
beginning to define conscious educational goals which go
beyond rthe reformist uropia of ‘real” equality ol vpporiu-
nity, and (b} of zacializt reachers avercoming their solation
from the concerns of working class parenrs.

For example: & project for the study of the history of a
town or region from the standpoint of the working class (no
laught to the exclusion of standard courses on British
history) would, frstly, have all the academic merits of any
other history course; secondly, be of long téhm value to the
children concerned; and thirdly, be a positive véhicle for the

11. Clara Mulharmn, p. B.

12, There has nol been fime 0 assess Iha characlar and
aignificanca of the Taylar Report and (18 recommendations an
governing bodies.

13. This iz another arena in which the Tighl for united action of the
laft In the HUT, not just the Soclalist Tesshars Alllanca and Rank &
File, but also with taachers In and araund the Communist Parly, s &
vital malier.
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involvement of trade union and parents’ organisations in the
education of children,

Essentially there are three models of education and
knowledge, First there is the mainstream capitalist approach
— children should be taught what they need to know and not
miich else. Secondly there is the liberal approach, which
regards education and knowledge as a sort of Anstollean
ideal — there is an existing corpus of knowledge, Lo which the
privileged few are admitted. Knowledge is an absolute,
valued in itself and for itself. To these approaches,
revolutionaries counterpose a third: knowledge (and
therefore education) should be geared (a) to understanding
the world and (b) thereby to helping the working class in
changing the world.

Programmes of ‘work expericnce’ have a (wo-edged
character. Their tendency today 15 to reinforce the
industrialisation of education. But at the same lime we
should not accept the ivary tower separation of educalion
and society: as long as work experience schemes are carefully
monitored by the relevant trade unions and not used (o
provide cheap labour, they are also an opportunity (o
examine and discuss the class nature of society, (o reinforce
ideas of trade unionism and =0 on.

Community schools have a similar character. On the one
hand, they are an atempt to make more iniensive use of
existing resources, which we don't oppose, elthough NUT
reps will obviously be vigilant against erosion of jobs or
intensification of workload. On the other hand, the idea of
seeing the community as an educational resource can be a
valuable opportunity for & socialist teacher.

More generally on progressive methods: we should support
positive discrimination in favour of the most exploited kids
both institutionally and within the schools — e,
maintenance of remedial departments, defence of unstream-
ed leaching (at least in the first two years), special language
units for immigrant children 1o enable their integration into
other schools, provision by the LEA of units to deal with
truancy and other behavioural problems without denying the
right of these kids 1o an education, option systems which are
uwselul 1o non-examination children. We should seek to
promote non-authoritarian teaching situations, even if in
secondary schools this will be the exception rather than the
rule. We should fight for the abolition of pelly discipline,
and hierarchical structures. We should fight for the rights of
children {a) to a decent education, (b) to express themsclves
as individuals, and (¢} to have a say in the runmng of
schools, The *Charter’ below is a lirst attempt to present an
overall programme of demands relating o education.

The situation facing, and amongst, socialist teachers is
a promising one, There is a growing awareness that our fighi
within the union cannot be limited 10 gquestions of economic
militancy. To reach the mass of teachers, we have Lo be able
to take up all their concerns. The effect of comprehensivi-
sation, the question ol discipline'!, educational objectives:
these are matters and debates which socialists have Lo enter
Inio.

A DRAFT CHARTER

1. For the full equality of educational opporiunity:

— total abalition of the private sector;

— full comprehensivisation, and an end to religious and
single sex schools;

— extra resources in economically deprived areas;

— a stop to cuts, modernisation of all buildings, full
pravision of resources (for sports, crafls, libraries, etc. )

— reduction in class sizes (we have to specily goals based on
the assessment of the birth rate and for &n expansion of
teacher employment);

— free access 1o further education for all who want It

— proper staffing of remedial departments, special facilities
for teaching English as a second language, eic.;

— full state resources and specialist teachers for adult

literacy courses,
— the provision of day and block-release courses,

1. Soecial control of education:

— governing bodies to include representatives of pupils,
academic and non-academic stalf, parents, trade unions
(inevitably even where this is achieved today they will be ina
minority, but we are engaged in a long term struggle, and the
precise proposals will depend on the local situation),

— governing bodics to have control over curriculum;

— support for, and extension of the principles of, communiiy
schools.

1. Recognition of the rights of children:

— end 1o corporal punishment:

— right of school students to organise and be represented in
thedecision-making processes:

— aholition of schoel uniform.

d, Courriculum:

— adequate resources Lo maintain basic siundards of literacy
and numeracy;

— abolition of compulsory witcherafl (assemblies, hymng,
eic.) in schools: ‘religious mstruction’ courses 1o cover all
organised superstitions and secular ideologies, including
Marxizm;

— climination of sexist and racist materials from schoals;
— compulsory sex education;

— miulti-cultural education in all schools;

— for the inclusion of the histary, literarure and culture of
the working class in all courses,

5. Organisation and methods:

— we stand for the abolition of all exams and the maximum
extension of educational opportunity;

— for the defence and extension of ‘mixed ability” teaching;
for the right of teachers (o organise in the classionm
according to personul choe,

Thas *Charter’ is open (o, and hopefully will be the subject
of, much discussion, and is in no sense a Minished producr,
Five poinis must be siressed:

(&) These demands leave out the whole range of demands
relating to salaries, conditions, and the cuts. This is because
the revolutionary left has already taken these questions up
and, whilst there is always room for clarification and
development, they are nol the subject of this article.

{b) This list of demands has (particularly il each demand is
tregled separately) a democratic/reformist slant. That is,
they concern primarily issues which (in theory anyway) could
be granted under a capitalist system. This may trouble some
comrades, but the substantial point is thar we have rried 1o
examine the relationship between the present debate in
education and the long term goal of revolutionaries, setting
thiat in the context of an overall rise in working class struggle.
Ihe Fourth International has always siressed thil the kéy
strategic  concerns of revolutionaries are:  firslly, the
promotion of the independent, democratic sell-orgenisation

14, The question of discipline and disciplinary measures la nol taken
up here. but it Is siready a major problem which all eachers faca.
The HAS/UWT survay, although lrFl doubtless coloured by some
ol tha reaclionary-aiitisl positions af that unlon, does show the
axten! of concern amongst the mass of teachers.

15. Thesa proposals have a cerialn simifarily to proposals from
extramaly reaclionary alements, bul tha paint Is that we base
ourgalvas on tha working class and |18 radicalisation, even If, in the
shor term, headigachers mighl be though! 1o ba more progresaive
than working class parenis. Progressive teachers who think Ihey
might have samelhing 1o lase by lighting lor greatar invaivaman! of
ihe working clasa in the control of aducalion (elongsida pxplaining
their [daas) are elther cutright alitists or else they fall o underatand
that changes in education are a product of changea In soclety (and
qualitative change in aducation in a product of qualitative change In
soclely). The sducalional aystem will always ba a fundamaentally
ponpervative loma, soclalisla will anty make small chinks in It.
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of the working cizss ksding 1o organs of dual power; and
secondly, the capacity of the working class to begin to define
a programme for all oppressed sectors of socety. Inapplying
e prmcples to shacstion we are confronting an

1 :-ﬂunr:hnnn-ﬁ

represents an enormous  challenge to the rule of the
bourgeoisic; a fight lor these goals will be a part of, and will
go hand n hand with, a challenge to the present hegemony
of the ruling class. If comrades can develop the analysis
presented here, and raise demands which exploit more acutely
the contradictions within bourgeois education, then that is
excellent.

(c) A big political weakness of the two previous articles in
faternarional was their neglect of some of the basic
democratic [ssues (e.g. abolition of the private sector, end to
compulsory religion in schools); the ‘Charter’ as a whaole
concentrates on those questions.

(d) At the same time, it i5 necessary for Leninists to
question some of the assumptions of the libertarian farces
which have, so far, dominated the debate about educational
goals on the left.

(e} The demands raised by Ken Jones at the end of his
artiche allempt Lo take up in an abstract way the relationship

between the stare and education, hy lonking at what bodies
may be deseribed as part of the state apparatus and =aying
we wanl nothing to do with them. Demands about {he
Inspectorale are very pertinent to the Tyndale case bui they
are not the generalised basis for a line on education.

Toduay the opportunities are limited. Hopefully we have
been able to explain why those himitations exist, bul at the
same time those limitations are partly sell-imposed, Socialist
teachers have been governed by an economistic bent, and
have under-estimaied the possibility of organisation lo
achieve educational poals in the schools. In the long run, of
course, educatinn will be changed through revolutionary
change in society and not vice versa. But 1o abandon all these
positions to the cnemy without a fight would be criminal.
I'hese are matiers which have to be pushed onto the agerda
in all gatherings of the left in the NUT. A fight has to be
made to get their long ferm importance recognised. The
Green Paper and Tyndale sackings are just Mak, much more
is to come,

The fundamental hasis for any suceest on this front is the
ability of socmbsi tewchers and the revolutionary movement
as a whole to explain and win support for concrete
educational ohjectives. And this poes hand m hand with the
overall struggle of revolutionaries in the working class.
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B ROM THE ARCHIVES IR

The Workers and

the Fatherland

‘A Note on a Passage in the Communist Manifesto’, by ROMAN ROSDOLSKY (written in
1947, previously unpublished),

{Translated by J. Bunzl)

The passage in question discusses the attitude of the workers
o rhefr couniry. It reads;

“The Communists are further reproached with desiring to
abolish couniries and nationality.

*The working men have no country. We cannot take from
them what they have not got. Since the proletanal must Firsl
of all acquire political supremacy, musi constitute itself the
pation, it is, so far, irself narional, though nol in the
bourgeois sense of the word

‘National differences and antagonisms between peoples are
vanishing gradually from day to day, owing (o the
development of the bourgeoisie, 1o freedom of commerce, Lo
the world market, ro uniformity in the mode of production
and in the conditions of life corresponding thereto.

‘The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to vanish
still faster. United action, of the leading civilised countries al
least, is one of the first conditions for the emancipation of
the proletarial.

‘In proportion as the expleitation of one individual by
another is put an end to, the exploitation of one naton by
another will also be put an end to. In proportion as the
antagonism between classes within the nation vanishes, the
hostility of one nation to another will come to an end.”"

And on a preceding page. the Man{festo says:

“Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of the
proletariar with the bourgeoisie is at first a national siruggle.
The proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all
seitle matters with its own hourpenisie. ™

These passages have been cited innumerable times in
socialist literature, usually in order to justify the negative
attitude of the socialist labour movement towards bourgeois
patriotism and chauvinism. Often, however, the attempt has
been made to lemper the stern language of these passages
and to give them a conlrary, neétionalist meaning.

As an example we may cite H. Cunow, the well-known
German Social Democratic theoretician. He discusses the
above passages in his book on Merx’s Theories aof Hisrory,
Society and State. According to Cunow, all that Mars and
Engels wanted Lo say was:

*Today (18438) the worker has no country, he does not take
part in the life of the nation, has no share in its marerial and
spiritual wealth. But one of these days the workers will win
political power and take a dominant position in state and
nation and then, when so to speak [?] they will have
constiruted themeelves the nation, they will also be naticnal

and feel national, even though their nationalism [!] will be of
a differenr kind than that of the bourgeoisie."!

This interpretation by Cunow* stumbles over a little
phrase, the phrase ‘so far’ (‘Since the proletarial.... must
constitute itsell the nation, it s, so far, itsell national’),
which indicares that Marx and Engels did not expect the
proletariat to remain *nationnl’ for ever...

Cunow's interpretation hecame the standard one in the
reformist literature: But after World War 11, it found
aeeeptance in the Communist camp as well, Thus, we read in
the “Introdpction’ of the edition of the Manifesto published
by the Stern-Verlag in Vienna in 1946;

“When Murx says in the Communist Manifesto: “Since the
proleteriat must first of all acquire political supremacy, must
rise to be the leading class of the nation, must constitute
itsell the nation, it is, so far, itself national”, we must
undersiand that it is precisely in our time that the working
class acts as a national class, as the backbone of the nation in
the struggle against fascism and for democracy. The working
class of Apstria is fighting today o win its Austrian
fatherland by creating an independent, free and democratic
Austria."

This evidently s not only equivalent to Cunow's
interpretation, bul even goes beyond it

In complete contrast o these nationulistic interpretations is
whal Lenin wrote in his famous essay ‘Karl Marx”":

“The nalion is a necessary product, and inevitable form, in
the hourgenis =poch of social development, The working
class cannpot grow Strong, cannot malure, cannol
consolidate its forces, except by “‘constituting itself the

i. Marx and Engels, The Communisf Manifesto (international
Publishers, 1948), p. 28,

2. hhid., p. 0.

3. Die Marxsche Gesohichis-, Gesallschafs- und Steatsiheoris,
vol, Il p. 30

4. Cunow was nol the first to interpret the Manifesto In this sensa
Like many athaer reformist innavations, this too originates with the
laundar of revisianism, E. Barnataln. He says. In an article on The
Germen SBoolal Democracy and the Turkish Tangle' (Meuve Zeir,
1888-7, Nr. 4, pp. 111 1f.): ‘The statemant that the proletarien has
no country ks ameénded where, when and 15 the extent that he can
partioipate as a full aitizen in the govarnment and leglalation of his
pounlry, and ia abla o changa e Instituliond ascording 18 Mis
wishes.'

5. The idea that the Ausirdan workers mighl hava wanted ta fight for
soclalism ln thelr country apparently did not ewan ooour o [he
writer of the 'Introduction’...
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nation’’, without being ‘“‘national” (“'though not in the
bourgeois sense of the word™). Bul the development of
capitalism tends (o break down national boundaries, does
away with national isolation, substitutes class antagonisms
for national antagonisms. ln the mare developed capitalist
countries it is perfectly true that “the workers have no
fatherland’’ and thal **united action™ of the workers, in the
civilised countries at least, *is one of the first conditions for
the emancipalion of the proletariat’'."™

Yel even Lenin's interpretation is not satisfactory either.
While, according to the Manifesra, the proletariat, even
after winning political supremacy, will be ‘so far, itsell
national’, Lenin restricts this ‘being national” only fo the
beginnings of the working class movement, before the
working class ‘comes of age’. In a fully developed capitalist
society, says Lenin, the workers more than ever will have no
Jotheriand! ...

That much about various interpretations of the quoted
passages of the Monaifesta. It may not appear strange that a
number of socialist authors amempted to find their real
meaning. It is much stranger that, in the course of time,
these passages hecame a sort of credo, that far reaching
programmatic slogans were derived from them, even if the
words of the Manifesto were not fully undersiood.... This
applies in particular to the statement that the workers have
‘no couniry’. 1t was much easier 1o repeat it constantly than
to explain this apparently simple sentence and bring it into
agreement with the everyday pracrice of the Socialist (and
later the Communist) parties. And, unfortunately, this
practice secemed more and more to give the lie 1o the authors
of the Monifesto....

What then is the actual meaning of the statements of the
Manifesto? In what sense do (he workers have ‘no country’,
and how is it thal, nonetheless, even ufter acquiring
supremacy, they will still remain ‘so far, national’? To
answer this guestion, it would seemn, we must first examine
the terminology of the Manifesto.

It is well known that the terms of *nation’ and ‘nationality”
are not always and everywhere used in the same sense. In
English and in French, for example, a ‘nation’ is usually
taken to mean the population of a severeign state, and the
word ‘nationality’ is taken to be either a synonym of
citizenship or o designate a mere communily of descent and
langugge (a ‘people’ — German ‘Volk') — whereas in
Germany and in Eastern Europe both terms refer primarily
ta communities of descent and language.’

Marx and Engels, especially in their zarly writings, almost
always [ollowed the English and French usage. They used the
word ‘nation’ primarily 1o designate the population of a
sovereign state (by way of exception, they also applied this
term 1o 'historical® peoples, such as the Poles, who had been
— temporarily — deprived of a state of their own].
‘Nationality’, on the other hand, meant to them: (1) sither
belonging to & state, that is, a people having a state®; or (2) a
mere ethnic community. Accordingly, this is almost the only
term they used in relation to the so-called ‘peoples without
histary’, such as the Austrian Slavs (Czechs, Croats, etc.)
and Roumanians, or (o ‘remnants of peoples’, such as Gaels,
Bretons and Basgues, And just this concept of ‘nationality’
— in sharp contrast to that of ‘nation’ (by which they
understood a people which had a state of its own and
therefore its own political history) — was most characteristic
of the terminology of Marx and Engels! We cite some
examples:

‘The Highland Gaels and the Welsh [said Engels in the
journal The Cammanwealth in 1866] are undoubtedly of
different nationalities to what the English are, although
nobody will give to these remnants of peoples long gone by
the title of mations, any more than to the Celtic inhabitants
of Britlany in France...."

And in the article *Germany and Panslavism' (1855) he says<

of the Austrian Slavs:

“We can distinguish two groups of Awustrian Slavs. One
group consists of remnants of metionalities, whose own
history belongs to the past and whose presemt historical
development is tied up with that of pariens of different race
and speech.... Consequently, these mavionalities, although
living exclusively on Austrian soil, are in no way constituted
as dif ferent mations.''®

In annther place Engels sayvs:

‘Neither Bobemnin nor Croatia possessed the power 1o exist
us mwtions by themselves. Their mariomalifies, gradually
undermined by historical factors which cause their
absorption by more vigorous races, Can €Xpect (o win back
some sort of independence only if they link themselves with
other Slavic nations’ (Engels refers here to Russia).*!

How much importance Engels aliached to the terminologi-
cal differentiation of the concepts of ‘nation' and
“nationality’ can be scen from the article cited from The
Commonwealth, in which he makes & sharp distinction
between the marfonal’ amd the ‘mationality’ guestions,
between the ‘national” and the ‘nationality” principles. He
approved only the first principle, vigorously rejecting the
second. {As is well known, Marx and Engels mistakenly
denied a political future 1o the *peoples without history” —
Crechs, Slovaks, Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, Ukrainians,
Houmanians, ¢tc.'")

The Communist Manifesto too provides a number of
instances of this use of terminclogy. When it speaks, for
example, of the ‘national industries’ being undermined by
the development of capitalism”, it evidently refers 1o
industries confined to the territary of a given siawe. The
‘Nationalfabriken’ {in the English version, ‘lactories owned
by the State’) referred o ar the end of Lhe second section are,
of course, 1o be understood in the same sense. And in the
sentence: ‘Independent, or but loosely connected provinces,
with separate interests, laws, governments and systems of
taxation, became lumped together into one aafipa, with one
government, one code of laws, one national class interes,
one frontier and one customs tarilf*'Y, the words ‘nation’
and ‘national’ refer evidently to the state, the people having
a state, and not to the nationality in the sense of descent and
language. Finally, when in the Manifesto Marx and Engels
speak of a “national” struggie of the profetarial, this means
something quite different from the reformist and

6 V.L I.ll'i::l'l. The Teachings of Karl Marx | intarnaiional Publishars,
1930), p. 3N

7. K. Knuisky says on this subject! “Tha concepl of the naljon is
likewise hand 1o delimit. The difflcelty is nol decraased By the 1act
that two diflerent social lormalions are dencled by the same word,
and the sama lormation by lwo diltersnl words, |n Western Europe,
wilh ils old caplitalist culture, the people of each siate feal closely
tigd to il. Thers, ihe popolation of & state |3 dealgnated & Lhe
nation. In this sensa, for axample, we spaak of o Balgian nation.
Tne further eest we go in Europs, the more numesous an the
partisns ol the papulation in 2 stats that do not wish 1o belong to
it, thal constitute national communities of thelr own within it. Thay
{oo ara called "nationa” of “naticnalitias”. It would be advisabla 1o
usa only tha Iatter term for them® (Dle malerialistische
Geschichisaulfassung, Vol. 1, p. 441},

B. Compare Marn's speach on Poland dated 22 February 1846: ‘The
Ihiee powers [viz. Pruasia, Austria and Aussia] marched along with
history, In 1848, whon incorporating Cracow into Ausiria, thay
ponliscatod the last rulns of the Polish nalionaiily...' (MEGA, VI, p.
408; ase alsc Gesammelte Schriften, Val. |, p. 247). Here 100, a8 i}
many oihar passages In Marx and Engefs, ‘nationality’ refers to
nothing bul gavernmant.

9. Grinbargs Archiv, Vi, p. 315 .

10. Gesammalte Schriften. |, p. 229,

11. Revolution und Kovitrereveiution in Deutsahland, pp. G2 11,
12, Sea my munng‘mh: ‘Fr. Engela und das Problem der
;gu;:;immlum“ Vilker, In Archiv fdr Sozlalgeschichrs, IV, Bg.
13. The Gommunis! Manifeste, p. 12.

14. fbid., p. 13.
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neo-reformist  interpretations. This is clear from the
following passage, which portrays the origin of the
proletarian class struggle:

‘At first the contest is carried on by individual labourers,
then by the work-people of a factory, then by the operatives
of one trade, in one locality, against the individual bourgeois
who directly exploits them.... It was just this contact that
was needed to centralise the numerous local strugeles, all of
the same character, into one marfome! struggle between
classes." !

Here ihe ‘national” struggle of the proletariat, i.e. the
struggle waged on the scale of the entire state, is equated
directly with the class struggle, since only such a
centralisation of the struggles of the workers on the scale of
the state could oppose the workers as a class to the class of
the hourgenisic and give these struggles the stamp of palitical
struggles. ' To retum to the passage cited a1 the oulser, when
Marx and Engels speak of the struggle of the proletariat
against the bourgeoisie as one thal is ‘af first agrional”, they
evidently have in mind a struggle waged at first within the
framework of a single siate, as is clear from the reason given,
that *the proletariat of each country must, of couse, first of
all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie’. But from this
point of view the statement of the rise of the proletariat *fo
be the leading class af the narion”, its constituting itsell “rhe
nation”’, likewise takes on a very definite menning. It says
that the proletariat must at first be guided by existing state
borders, must rise to be the leading class within the evisting
states! That is why it will at first be "o far, national’ —
‘though not in the bourgeois sense of the word® — for the
bourgeoisie sees its goal as political detachment of the
peoples from each other and exploitation of foreign nations
by its own. On the ather hand, the victorious working class
will from the beginning work towards the climination of
national hostilities and antagonisms of peoples. By ils
hegemony it will create conditions under which ‘the
antagonism between classes within the nation vanishes, the
hostility of one nation to another will come to an end®. From
this, and only from this standpoint, it iz possible W0
understand what the young Engels meant when he wrote of
the ‘abolition’ or “annihilation’ of nationality: certainly not
the ‘aboliton’ of the existing ethnic and linguistic
communities (this would have been absurdl), but of the
political delimitations of peoples.'” In a sociely in which (in
the words of the Manifesta) ‘the public power will lose its
political character' and the state as such will wither away,
there can be ne room for separate 'national states”!....

1w

We feel that our analysis of the terminology of the
Manifesto is more than a mere philological *hair-splitting'. It
has shown thai the passages in guestion relate primarily to
*nation’ and ‘nationality’ in the political sense and are
therefore inconsistent with earlier interprefations. This
applies especially to the thoroughly arbitrary and sophistical
explanation by Cunow, who tried to derive a specific
‘proletarian nationalism® from the Manifesto and reduced rhe
internationalism of the working class movement to the
desire for international cooperation among peoples'™. Hui
neither did the Manifesto preach that the proletariat should
be indifferent with respect o national movements, should
display a sort of “nihilism® in questions of nationality! When
the Manifesro says that the workers ‘have no country”, this
refers to the bourgeois national state, not to nationality in
the ethnical sense. The workers ‘have no couniry” because,
geeording to Marx and Engels, rthey must regard the
bourgeois national state a5 a machinery for their
oppression'® — and after they have achieved power they will
likewise have ‘no country® in the political sense, inasmuch as
the separate socialisi national states will be only @
transitional stage on the way fo the classless and staieless
society of the future, since the construction of such a sociely

is possibly only on the internatiomal scele! Thus, the
‘indifferentist” interpretation of the Manifesto that was
customary in ‘orthodox’ Marxist circles haz no justification.
The fact that by and large this interpretntion did liile harm
to the socialist movemenl, and in some sense even furthered
it, is due Lo the circumstance that — although in & distorted
way — it reflected the inherent cosmopoiitan tendency of the
workers movemen™, s effort 10 overcome mnational
narrow-mindedness and the ‘nartonal separations and
antagonisms between peoples’. In this sense, however, it was
much closer to the spirit of Marxism and of the Manifesto
than the nationalistic interpretation of Bemnstein, Cunow
and others.

15, ibid., pp. 1718,

18. Compare Oie dewvinohs keologhe ‘Frecissly DRCAUSE 1NE
bourgeoisie (& no longer an eatate, but & class, |t Is compelied 1o
organise it3elf natforaily, no lonper locally, and to give (16 avarags
Inloresls a general lorm' (MEGA, V, p. 52).

17, Along thess |inea, Engals wrata in 1B48: "“Only the profelarians
can anolish nationality; only the awakening proletariat can allow
various nalons 1o fratemise’ (MEGA, IV, p. 480). Similarly, in ihe
German ldealogy, the prolatarial | efered 1o 88 & ClB8S That I3
‘already the exprassion of the dissolution ol all olasaes,
nationalities, #tc. within  presant-day socisly.... In which
nallonallty la alrady sbolished' (ibid., V', pp. B0 and 50; and c!. fbig..
Y. p. 454).

18, Thé high polnt of Cunow's miammading ol the Manilesio is
perhapa the lollowing passage in his book. And It 18 just as
unreasonable to conclude from (he call “Workers of all couniries
unitet" .. that Marz Intended ic say thal the worker s oulside the
national community., Mg more than the cal, “Journalisia,
physicians, philologlsts, etc,, gat together In internalionsl unions
1o carry put your tesks!™ means thal the members of these profes-
shomal assoclalions should not fesl linkad to thelr nationalily °
(Og. cir., 1, p. 28).

Cf. Marc's Critique of the Gatha Programma, 1876, whose paint 5
raas:

"The working class strives for lta amancipailon sl ol all within
tha Iramework of (he present-day nalional stale. CONBGICUS That tha
necessary resull of it$ offons, which are common fo the workers of
all clvilised countries, will be the Inlernational brotherhodd of

les.’

H&E. this Mars sald: ‘Lassalle, in opposition (o the Communis!
Manifaste and to all sarlier socialism, concelved the workers'
mavement Irom Ihe namrowss! national standpoint. He s being
followad in this — and that after tha work of the Inlernationall It ia
allogether seli-evident that, 1o be able to fight at all, the werking
olass musl organise ilsall at homa a5 8 clsss and that Its own
cauniry is the Immediate arena of Its struggle, In so far ils class
struggle is nalional, not in substance, bul, a8 tha Communist
Manlesto says, "in farm”. But the “framework of tha present-day
naticnal state”, for instanca, the German Empire, |s itsel! in it tum
economically "within the framework™ of Ihe world market,
politically “within the lrameweork” of the systam of stales. Every
businessman knows that German trade is af the same time loreign
{rade, and the graatness ol Herr Bismarck cansists, 1o ba sure,
pracisaly in his pursulng a kind of /orernational policy. And lo what
does the Garman workers' party reduce its inlarnationalism? To the
consolousnass thal the résult of |18 afforts will be “intarnationsl
brotherhood of peoples™ — a phrasa borrowed from (he Dourgeois
Leagus of Paace, which is Intended to pass as eguivalent to the
international brotherhood of the working classes In the joint
struggle againgl the ruling classes and their govemments. Nol a
ward, tharelore, abaut the Internaticnal funclions of the German
warking classl’ (Selecied Warke, I, p. 25 1),

19, In ong ol his notebooka Mars accerptad tha fallowing from
Brizsot de Warville: 'There |3 ong Inaight thet only . Ihosa subpici
wha draw up plans 2! educalion lor the peaple — thal tham can be
no virtue aince (hree-guarters of the people have no praparty; lor
without proparty the people have no country. wihthout 8 country
evarylhing is againsl them, and lor thidr part Lhay mus! be armed
agalnat all... Since this is the luxury of Ihres-quariars of bourgeois
socisty, I follows that these three-quarters can have neither
ruwm& l;?r marality nar allachmeni to Iha Government...' (MEGA,

II pi -

20 in his letter to Sorge of 12-17 September 1874, Engels wrote ol
the ‘common cogmepolitan intarests of the proletarial’. This s an
intarasting contrast io the derogatory connotalion which the ward
‘cosmopolitanism’ has assumed in the palitical vocabulary of the
Sovist Union.
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RussiAv

Masax, EvGaLs
ND TH?D

RavoLuTion

A radio script by ISAAC DEUTSCHER for the BBC Third Programme (1048)

Karl Marx and Frederick Engels are the recognised
forerunners of the Russian revolution and the Soviel Siate
What did they thernselves think about revalution in Russia?
Did they have any premonition of it? How did they view
the relationship between Russia and the West? We shall Tet
Marx, Engels and their Russian friends speak for
themselves, Over nearly half a century Marx and, after his
death, Engels kept up a regular correspondence with
Russian revolutionaries. Much of that correspondence has
been published by the Murx-Engels-Lenin Institute in
Moscow, It is from this material that we have reconstructed
the exchange of views between the founders of Marxism
and their Russian contemporaries. The words attributed to
them here are literal quotations from their leners.

The story starts in the middle Forties of the 19th
Century. In those years already we see several Russians
gmong the admirers of the young Marx. These first
contacts wilh Russians were nol particularly happy. One of
Marx's ‘admirers’ was a certain Count Yakov Tolstoy, a
former friend of Pushkin. In the circles of radicals in Paris
Count Toktoy posed as a revolutionary, but in fact he was
one of the Tsar's chief political agents in Europe. Another
Russian admirer of the young Marx was Anncnkov, a
radical nobleman, who expressed his enthusiasm [or Marx
in exalted lyrical epistles, and to whom Marx wrote a few
long letters, in which he explained the main points of his
controversy with Proudhon. There were a few more early
Russian *Marxists'; but, on the whale, these first conlacls
with the Russians did not inspire Marx with much respect
for Russian radicalism. No revolutionary movemnent inside
Russia existed as yet. The Tsar acted as the ‘gendarme of
Eurppean reaction’, helping to suppress liberal and rudical
movernents outside his own Empire, As young leaders of the
most radical wing of German liberalism, Marx and Engels
saw Lhe greatest hope for Europe in a European war againsi
Russia. They feared Slavophilism, and in the course of many
years Lthey repeatedly pilloried the governments of Western
Europe, who were reluctant lo start a crusade against
Russia, as the accomplices or the agents of the Russian
Tsar., This is how D, Ryazanov, the Russian biographer of
Marx and one-time Director of the Institute of Marx and
Engels in Moscow, characterises the young Marx's attitude

towards Russia;

‘Marx was bitterlv hostile io officinl Russia, Bul for a
very long time, il the close of the Sixties, he also rempined
highly sceptical if not hostile visd-vis ihe opposilion
elemenits inside Russin. Undoubtedly Marx was not quite free
then from something like an anti-Slavonic prejudice, just
as Herzen, the great Russian revolutionary, was not free of
an anti-Germanic prejudice. But alingether apart from this
he saw that in Russin socicty was completely dominated by
the State. No politienl protest against Teardom came from
inside Russin und this accounted for the fact thai in Marx's
current revolationary caleulations Russia a5 vel plaved no
role al all.'

Ryazanov is undoubtedly right. And this fact that Marx
saw no hint of any revolutionary movement inside Russia
accounted for his warm sympathy for the Polish struggle
for independence from Russia, even though the leaders of
that struggle were most often conservative Polish noblemen.
Ihe Poles dealt blows on the gendarme of European
reaction and this to Marx was more important than anything
clse, especially in the period of the 1848 revolution. [t was
in that period, too, that Marx was i (airly close touch with
Bakunin, the future founder of anarchism. But after the
defeal of the revolution, Bakunin's mecleor-like activity in
Western Europe was interrupied for many vears, Arrested
by the Prussins for bis part in the Dresden fighting in
1R48, Rakunin was extradited o Russia. There, in his eell
in the Peter-Panl fortress, he wrote in 1351 his pathetic
confession ta Tear Micholas I. That confession, in some
ways the prolotype of many puzzling political confessions
10 be heard from Russia later, was unknown o the world. 1L
was 1o be discoverad in the Tsar's archives and published
only after the Holshewik revolution. Many vears after he
had wrirten that confession, Bakunin was to réappear in
Europe, 1o gel in touch with Marx once again, first as his
friendd and then as his rival and opponent. Bakunin, like
Marx, svmpathised with the Poles fighting for their
independence from Russia, and this was one of the political
links between the rwo, Engels, on the other hand, did not
guite share Marx's enthusiasm for the Polish cause, and
saw, perhaps earlicr thun Marx, the anguries that fore-
shadowed revolution in Russia, On 23 May 1B51 he
wrote from Manchester 1o Marx, already settled in London:
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*. The more | think over the busimess, the clearer it
hecomes (o me that ihe Poles as @ nation are done for and
can only be made use of as an instrumenl wntil Russia
hersell i« swept into the agrarian revolulion. From that
moment opwards Poland will have absolutely no more
reason Tor exisience. The Poles have never done anything in
history, excepl play al brave, quarrelsome stupidity. And
one cannol peint o @ single instance in which Poland
represenied progress successfully, even if only in relation 1o
Russia, or did anything al all of historic importance.
Russia, on the other hand, is really progressive in relation
1o the East, For all its baseness and Slavonic dirt, Russian
domination is a civilising element on the Black Sea, the
Caspian Sea and Central Asin and among (he Bashkirs and
Tariars, and Hussia has shsorbed far more civilising and
especially industrial elements than the Poles, whose whale
nafwre is thal of the idle cavalier. The mere fact ihat the
Russian aristocrucy — from the Tsar and Prince Demidov
down to the lousiest Towrteenth class boyar who s only
ilghorodno (well-born}) — manufactures, bargains, cheats,
allows itsell to be corrupled and carries on every possible
kind of Christian and Jewish business, is in jsell an
advantage. Poland has never been able Lo assimilate foreign
elemenis. The Germans (bere in the lowns are and remain
CGermans. Every German-Russian of the second generation
is a telling example of Russia’s facully for Russianising
Germans and Jews. Even the Jews develop Slavonic
cheekbones there... Fortunately, in the Newe Rheinsche
Zeitung we never undertook any positive obligations towards
the Poles, except the unavoidable one of their restoration with
suitnhle Trontiers — and that, toa, anly on the condition thal
they aceomplish an agrarian revolution. 1 am certain that this
revolution will come about completely in Russia before it
does in Poland, owing to the natlonal characier and o
Rassia's more developed bourgeois elements. Whal are
Warsuw and Cracow in comparison with Petersburg,
Moscow, Odessa and 50 on?’

We shall see later that after many vears, when the Russian
revolution was much more clearly casting its shadew ahead,
Engels took a more charitable view of Poland. But in 1851
he probably deliberately overstated his argument in order to
damp down Marx's enthusiasm for the Poles and confempt
for the Russians, A few years later, in 1859, Marx seemed
1o accept Engels’ prognostication. In a letter lo Engels,
dated London, 13 December, he wrole:

“In Russia the movemeni is advancing fasier than in all
the rest of Ewrope. You see there the struggle for a
Constitution, the struggle of the nobles against the Tsar and
of the peasanis against the nobles, Tsar Alexander has also
at last discovered thal the Poles will aot allow themselves 1o
be assimilated inte a Slav-Russian nationality... All this
more than offsets the exiraordinary soceesses of Hussian
diplomacy during the last fifteen years, and especially since
1840, When the nexi revolufion comes, Hussia will be so
kind as 1o revolutionize herself as well.'

A month later, on 11 Janopary 1860}, Marx added the
following remark alse in a letier to Engels:

“In my opinion the biggest evenls that are taking place In
the warld today are, on the ome hand, the movemeni of the
slaves in America, started hy the death of John Brown, and
on the other, ithe movemeni of the serfs in Ruossia. You will
have szeem that the Russian arizincracy have hrown
themselves into direct propapands for 3 Constitution, and
that iwa or three members of the mosi prominent families
have already found their way to Siberia...'

This was on the eve of the civil war in the United Stales
and ol the emancipation ol the serfs in Russia. Yel, even
now, no revolutionary party had formed itsell in Russia,
and so when 2 now Polish rising against Kussia broke out in
January 1863, Marx welcomed il. In a letter to Engels of 13
Fehruary 1863 he wrote:

“What do yau think af the Palish affair? This much is
eeriain — the era of revolution has now opened again in
Europe. The geaeral sliuation is good. Bul the comivriable

delusions and the almosi childish enthusiasm with which we
hafled the ern of revoluilon before February 1848 have all
gone to hell. O0ld comrades have gone, others huve dropped
oul or becnme demoralised, and we have gained ne fresh
bloed, at any rate as yei. We know now in addition the role
that stupidity plays in revolutions, and how revolulions sre
exploiied by scoumdrels... Let us hope that this time the
lava will flew from East 1o West and not the other way
round, so that we may be spared the "honouwr'’ of French
inftintive.”

Thus fifieen years after the revolution of 1848 Marx
expressed his disappointment with its resull, Tor its result
was [he Empire of Lows Bonaparte, and 50 he now hoped
that the European revolution would gain hy spreading
from Easl to West. But the eruption of Ewropean
revolution which Marx, onee again somewhat more
sangnine than his fnend Engels, expecied in connection
with the Palish rising did nol come. The ane notable event
in Weslern Europe to which the Polish risine gave the
stimulus was the foundation of the First Inernational in
London. In & letter to Engels of 4 November [864, Marx
left us a highly informal account of this historic event
which beean with a public meeting convened to 5t. Martin's
Hall in London by the Chairman of the London Trade
Union Councl with the purpose of expressing sympathy
with the Polish insurrection. In the same lelier, Marx
recorded his meeting with Bakunin, who had reappeared in
Europe:

‘Bakunin sends you his greetings... Yesterduy | suw him
agsin for the first lime after sixteen veurs. § must say | liked
him very much and better (han formerly. Aboul the Paolish
movemeni he says thal the Russian government has used the
movement o keep Russin itsell quiet, but never reckoned
that the struggle would go on Tor eighteen months... Poland
came to griel for two reasons... One of ihem s lhe
hesitation of (he Polish sristovracy in proclaiming peasant
socinl openly  and  unambigaously from  the  very
beginning. In fetwre, afier this filure of the Polish
insurrection, Bakumin will take port in the socislist
movemeni vnly. On (he whole he s one of ihe few peopls
whom aller sixteen yenrs | find o have gone forward
rather than backward.'

Mote the phrase aboul peasani socialism underlined by
Marx in the original letter. We shall soon hear more about
that. Suffice it 1o say here that Marx apparently quotes
sympathetically Bakunin's phrase about peasant socialism,
although for Western Euwropée he, Marx, expounded a
strictly praletarian brand of socialism. Incidentally, Bakunin
did mot yei join the First Intermational. This was to happen
only several years later. Meanwhile both Engels and Marx
repeatedly remark in their lelters, not without a sense of
unpleasant surprise, on the absence of any symptoms of
revolutionary activity inside Russia.

A curious tum in the story of Marx's relaiions with the
Russigns ocours in the lare Sixrier. In IBAT he al last
published the first volume of Das Kapital. The greal work
made almast no  impression on the Western public.
Authoritative economists and respectable reviewers in
Britain, France and Germany hardly noticed i I s
therelore easy Lo imagine Marx's astonishment when one
autumn day of 1868 he received a most deferential letter
from Petersburg signed W, Danielson in which the writer
‘mosl humbly’ asked Marx's permission to translate into
Russian and 1o publish in Russia Das Kapiral, A well-known
Russian publisher, 2 Polyakov, was very eager 1o bring out
the book and was enquiring through Danielson whether he
would be able to bring out the second volume of the work
simullaneously with the first, At the same time Marx
brarned that his previous books and pamphlets had aroused
an intense¢ interest among Lhe intelligentsia of 51, Petersburg,
He would not have been human il he had not felt somewhat
fMattered by all thar. Here is hiz own reaction expressed in o
letter tohis German friend Dy . Kugelmann:

‘A few days sgo | was surprised by 3 Pelersburg
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bookseller who let me know that 8 Russian translation of
Das Kapital is to be published... 1t is the irony of fate that
{he Russians whom I have for 25 years ceaselessly attacked,
and noi only in German but in French and English as well,
that they have alwayvs been my “henefactors’. In 1843.44
in Paris the Russian aristocrats there overflowed with
admiration for me. My writings... have nowhere been in
greater demund than in Russia, And the Russians are the
first foreign mation lo translate Dos Kapiiwl. No great
significance should, of course, be attached 1o this, Russian
aristocrats in their young years study at German universities
and in Paris. They ithrow themselves avidly a1 the most
extreme things that the West can supply. With them this is
pure gourmandise similar fo that which the French
artsiocracy displayed in the 18th Century, Ce n'est pas
pour les taillewrs et Jes bottiers, Yoltaire then said about hisown
work of enlightenment. All this does nol prevent these same
Russians from becoming scoundrels when (hey enter
governmental service.’

Marx’s disparaging remark was in part justified, especially
when we remember Couni Yakov Tolstov, his supposed
friend in Paris and Russian arch-spy. Nevertheless, the
sociologist Mara seemed to miss here the sociological
implications of the response which his work had evoked in
Russia. This was certainly more than sheer intellectual
gourmandise on the part of a few aristocrats. Two yeare
later, in March 1870, Marx received the following
significant letter from & group of Russian revolutionary
emigres in Geneva. The letter was signed by & man called N.
Utin and two others.

Dear and Highly Esteemed Citizen, On behaif of 2 group
of Russians we address (o you the request that you should
do us the honour and represent us on the General Council
of the Iniernatlonal Assectation in London. This group of
Russians has just formed a section of the International. The
great idea of the international movement of the proletariat
is penelrating into Russia also...Our first objective s Lo assist
most energetically in spreading the principles of the Internat-
ionalamong Russian working men. .. But we have sel ourselves
another task as well: we wish to unmask pan-Slavism. We
wish lo draw the youth of vhe Slav countries inlo the
struggle against those old ideas which have served only the
Tsarisi Empire, an Empire which must collapse and give
place to a free [ederation of rural and industrial
associations, united with the workers of the whole world by
common Interesis and identical views. Our persistent desire
to have you as our represeniative s due to the fact that
your name is deservedly honoured by Russian studeni
youth... That youth... does not have and does noi wish io
have anyihing in common with the drones of the privileged
classes... Brought up in the spirit of the ideals of our
teacher Chernyshevsky, whe in 1864 was for his writings
condemned {o forced labour in Sibéria, we have welcomed
with joy your exposition of socialist principles and your
critique of the system of industrial feadalism... You have
censelessly unmasked the false Russian patriotism and ihe
sly lies of our Demostheneses who prophesy the glorious
mission which the Slay peoples are allegedly predestined to
perform, when in actual fact it has been their lot 1o be
crushed by Tsarist barbarity and to serve as tools for the
subjection of neighbouring peoples... We consider it also
our duty to tell vou in advance that we have absolutely
noihing in common with Mr. Bakunin and his few
supporiers.”

By this time the struggle berween Marx and Bakunin had
fMared up. The main issues at stake were anarchism versus
socialism, Tederalism versus centrahism. Slavophilism was a
subsidiary point. Marx’s hostility towards Slavophilism in
all ils varieties, official and revolutionary, was relentless,
Note also that Marx's new Russian adherents described
ihemselves as Chemnyshevsky's pupils. Marx had already
learned enough Russian to acquaint himself with the works
of that great Russian writer, revalutionary and martyr, and
his admiration for Chernyshevsky was very warm indeed, On

24 March 1870 Marx wrote 10 th Russians in Geneva:

‘Citizens... 1t is with greal pleasure that 1 accepl (he
honourable duty... o act a5 your represenfulive on the
General Counell of the Intermational...

On the same day Marx made the following less solemn
comment in & letter to Engels:

'I enclase a letter from (be Russion group in Geneva,., |
have accepied (heir commission to he their representative
on the General Council, T have also sent them n shorl
official reply and a private letter which | have permitied
them to publish in their paper. A Tunny position for me (o
be functioning as the representalive of young Hussin! A
man wever knows whal he may come to, or what strange
fellowship he may have to submit to. In the official reply
I... emphasised (he fact ihat the chief task of the Rusiun
seclion is to work in favour of Pelund and thereby to free
Europe from (he Russian neighbourhood. 1 (houghi il safer
to say nothing about Bakunin, either in the official or in the
private letter, But what 1 will never forgive these fellows is
that they furn me inio 3 **venerable'’, They obviouwsly (hink
I am between B0 and 1 yeurs obd.’

Marx was then 52. The Russians indeed did treat him as a
‘venerable’. They useally addressed him as ‘Fsieemed
Teacher' or ‘Dear and Deeply Respected Teacher'. This tone
of u peeuliarly Russian exalted veneration sirikes one as one
follows this correspondence over half a cemtury, ki was
equally characteristic of Annenkov's letters to Marx in the
Foriies as of Plekhanov's letters to Engels In the Nineties
Every now and (hen Marx or Engels vented a mild irritation
at this until on onec occasion Eugels frankly wrotc to
Plekhanov:

‘Memr  Plekhanoy, Please do slop calling me your
“teacher’” In this exalied manner. | am simply called
Engels.”

However, behind these outward and somewhar comic
signs of adulation, there was the fact of Marx’s profound
impact on the Russinn nund freshly evidenced by the great
success of Das Kepital in Russia. One might have thoughl
that a camel would have pussed easier through the eye of a
needle than Dar Kapital through the severe Russian
censarship of those days. Yet by some frenk the censorship
did pass Marx's work and this is how its Russian translator
Danielson reported the event to Marx in March 1872;

“The printing of the Hussian (ranslation is ar last at an
end... We wanied to publish the author's portrait in the
book... but the censorship has not allowed us 1o do this.’

What & silly censor! Allowing Marx's ideas to reach the
public he was afraid of the subversive effect which his
pholograph might have, And here is Marx's reply w0
Danielson:

‘First of all many thanks for the extremely well bound
volume. The translation & masterly. 1 would very much like
i receive one unbound copy more Tor the British Museum,’

On 4 June Danielson was able to report:

“You are surely interested to know whal has happened 1o
the Russian (ranslation of Das Kapitel: Well, necording
to the law we submitied ithis book sl I office of the
censor for (hree days. Two censors went through it and put
their conclusion aboul (he book hefore s commitice of
censors. Even before the book was looked through, it had
been decided as a matter of principle that the suthor's nume
was noi a sufficient resson for comfiscating il. It was
decided to scrutinise the book in the mosi meticulous
manner and w find vut whether it did not contain passages
which might threaten (he foundations of the ecomomic
order.’

Danielson then guotes the following verdict of the
commitiee of censors:

‘Although (he author is by his convictions a complete
socialist and his whole work bears a very definile socialist
character, s is evidenced by the foliowing pages...
neveriheless, in view of the fact that his argumen| cannot be
regarded as being accessible to Lbe general public, and since
on the other hand his method of exposition is everywhere
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couched in a strictly mathematical, scientific form, the
committee does nol find it possible to apen legal proceedings
against this book, and it has decided o allow the book 1o
appear.’

Danielson continues in his letter 1o Marx:

‘Ome might have thought that the commitiee of censors
was so salisfied with your evidence thai it has alivgether
become converted into a socinlist club. Allowing Lhis book
(o appear, (he committee reckoned that nobody would read
it. But here are the figures: the book appesred om 27
March. Up ta 15 May 900 copies have been sold —
aliogether 3,000 have been printed, Most  jouwrnals
and newspapers have published reviews., All, without any
exception, have praised it very highly,'

About this time, in 1873, begins the famous Narodnik
movement ‘Into the People’. Men and women of the
Russian radical intelligentsia give up their social stunding,
and go to live among peasants in the hope that they
wodlld thus arouse the peasantry to revolt against Tsardom,
Thic was the heyday of that peasint socialism which
Bakunin had mentioned to Marx. The Marodniks, or
Populists, as these socialists called themselves, had a highly
original programme which was 10 become the object of a
passionate controversy lasting nearly three decades, a
controversy into which Marx and Engels were soon to be
drawn and which was 1o be concluded after their death by
Lenin. The Marodniks argued that Russia had no need 1o go
through capitalist industrialisation and then 1o develop
from capitalism to socialism, This, they thought, was the
fate of Western Europe. Bul Russin, and perhaps other
Slavonic nations as well, had their own peculiar road 1o
socialism. Russia could, so the Marcdniks argued, pass (o
socialism straight from feudalism. The MNarodniks pointed
to one feature in Russia’s social structure which really was
peculiarly her own and unknown to other European
nations. Alongside with feudalism there had existed in the
Russian countryside the obshehina, the primeval rural
commune, in 4 sense the forerunner of the modern
kolkhoz. In 1861, we remember, Tsar Alexander 11
abolished serfdom. But the obshelfna, the rural commune,
still existed. The Narcdniks argued that this rural commune
was the basis of the Russian peasant socialism. All that was
needed to turn Russia into a free socialist society was the
overthrow of the Tsarist autocracy.

Marx and Engels sympathised with this Marodnik trend,
though not withoutl reservation, Many of the Marodniks
were Slavophiles and we already know how abhorrent
Slavophilism was to Marx. One of the Narodniks'
spokesmen in Western European exile was Lavrov, a close
friend of Marx and Engels. Connected with the Marodniks
was also another close friend of Marx, Lopatin, in many
ways perhaps the most remarkable Russian personality in
Marx's entourage.

Lopatin™s story was most remarkable. It was he who
mainly helped Marx ro learn the Russian language and
acquaint himself with Russian problems. He was nearly 30
vears younger than Mary, lor he was in his early twenlies
when he met Marx in 1868 or thercabouts. This young
Russian was one of Marx’s very few friends who felt confident
enough to criticise various passages in Day Kapital while
the work was still in manuscript. Moreaver Marx himsell
acknowledged the validity of Lopatin's criticism and was
persuaded by him 1o re-write some parts of his work. As a rule
Marx was not easily impressed by much older and much maore
authoritative critics. But for the intellectual faculties of this
young Russian he had a genuine respect, But Lopatin was
primarily a man of action, not an intellectual, When urged
to take to the pen Lopatin said of himself;

‘No, 1 shall never be a writer. Jusi as therc are
grafomaniacs in the world, so there musi also be a few
grafophabes, people who abhor writing, [, nt any rate, am
a grafophobe.’

Lopatin was a very frequent guest ot Marx's home at
Maitland Park Road, near Chalk Farm in London. He was

one of thoze palitical exiles who used Lo accompany Marx's
family on their famous Sunday ramblings on Hampstead

Heath during which Marx expounded his economic ideas,
argued about philosophy, recited Shakespeare or Goethe,
and enlightened himsell from his companions aboul the
alfairs of their countries, During onz of Lopalin's visits,
Marx onoe again spoke about the fate of Chemnyshevsky
whom, as we¢ kpow, he valued so highly, This time he
remarked with some bitlerness that it was a shame that
Russin allowed her greatest thinker to perish in slavery. The
words sank into Lopatin's mind. The young man conczived
a plan: he would go to Russia to organise Chernyshevsky's
escape from his Siberinn forced labour camp. He said
nothing about his plan (o Marx or any member of his
family. Towards the end of 1870 Marx received n letter
from St. Petersburg. It was Lopatin who wrole;

‘From the posisinmp on this letier you will see that in
spite of all your friendly warnings 1 have gone t0 Hussia,
But if you knew what impelled me io moke this journey, 1
am sure you would find my motives 1w be imporiami
ensugh... Alilhough, as you can ensily imagine, the job [ am
ta perform does nol threaten the peace of Ewrope or the
existence of oor nationsl govermment, il nevertheless
seemed (o me to be attractive enough... and so | made up
my mind aoi in shrink from if... My lask compels me 1o
leave Petersburg soon and to travel into the interior of the
country, where 1 shall spend {hree or four months. That is
why I cannot avail mysell of Mrs. Marx's kind Invitation
and | cannot come io your birthday dinner... The olher day
1 sent you a communication (o the clficet (hat the Archive
of Forensle Medicine and Hygiene hus published an aricle
on the conditions of the working class in Western Europe.
The material for the essay was drawn mainly from your
hook, and the essay had (he misfortune of arousing the
wrath of the governmeni. 1 was confiscaied and an order
was issued that it should be burnt. As the journal is up (e a
point an official organ, its editor has been dismissed. The
second volume of Lossalle’s works in @ Rossian translation
has also been confiscated... A fortmight ago the edilors ol
the lepding Russion papers were summaoned by the
chiel censor and were strictly and severely warned to publish
no word against Prussla. One of the edilors, Zugulynyey,
published this order in the Golos. He was Immediabely
arrested and deported into oone of the remotest provinces.
Even his wile does not know his whereabouts, Generally
speaking, new arresis occur here cvery day... and the
situation at large is such that I am beginning sincerely 10
share your view and the view of the General Staff about the
necessity of war against the Husstan government.’

The *“General Staff® to which Lopatin referred was, of
course, the General Councill of the First International.
Marx, uneasy about the fate of his young friend, tried to
make him return 1o London. On 13 June 1871 Marx wrole
tn MDanielson:

‘{hr friemd musi refurn io London (rom his conmvereind
Journey, The correspondenis of the finn for which be has
been travelling have wrillen to me from Switzerland and
oither places. The whole business will tumble dewn il
be postpones his refurn; and he himself may forever lase
the oppartunity of rendering furiher services to his firm,
The firm's competitors are informed abont him, they look
out For him everywhere and they may vel trap him.'

This was the all too transparent code style in which Marx
couched his letters, which he, incidentally, signed not as
Karl Marx, but as an English businessman, A. William,
Esq., of | Maitland Park Koad, London NW. Lopatin's
‘firm" stood, of course, Tor the First Inicrnational. lis
‘competitors” were Lhe Tsarist police. But Murx's urzings
came oo lare. Lopatin, ax Marx feared, had already boen
trapped in the Siberian town of [rkutsk. At the Irkutsk
prison he wrote the Tollowing statemenl on the purpose of
his journey:

‘At the time of my siay in London 1 met there & ceriain
Karl Marx, one of the most remarkable writers on polilical
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economy and one of the best educated men in the whole of
Enrope. Five vears age that man decided to learn the
Russian language. Having learned it he by chanve came
acrnss Chernyshevky's commentaries on the work of John
Stuart Mill and olher essays by Chernyshevsky. Marx
acquired a profound respect for Chernyshevsky. Maore than
once he ilold me that among all the contempuorary
economisis, Chemyshevsky was the only truly origmal
thinker... He said thal Chernyshevsky's writings... repres-
ented the only conlemporary works in that field which
deserve to be read and studied; thal the Russians should be
ashamed that none of ithem had so far taken the irouble o
acyquaint Ewrope with g0 outstanding a thinker; that the
political death of Chernyshevsky was a loss not only 1o
Russia bul to all European science... | did nol confide my
plan {lo reseue Chernyshevksy) even to Marx, in spite of
my love and respect for him. I was sure that Mars would
have considered it crazy and would have (ried 1o dissuade
me from i, and I did not like giving up a tnsk 1 had e
mysell.’

Lopatin's surprising frankness is explained by the fact
that he addressed this statement to a liberal Governor
Sinclmikov, who was doing his utmost to help Lopatin,
Eventually Lopatin managed to escape from Russia, bui
then followed a whaole series of heroic secrel escapades into
and out of Russla, a series which ended with his
imprisonment for twenty vears in the dreaded forress of
Schlusselburg. Meanwhile Marx himsell intended to do
something to mitigate Chernyshevsky's lot. He thought of
organising a campaign in Western Europe and asked his
Russian friends for hiographical material about the Russian
writer. In reply to this Damiclson wrote!

“The trustee af Chermyshevsky's children who wanted to
publish Chernyshevsky's critical, bibliographical and liter-
ary essavs was warned thal I only ome of these essays
sppeared in print, the publisher would at once be deported
from Pelersburg... The other day | received a letter from
Lopatin saying that it was romoured that Chernysheviky
had become insane, This is quite possible, Chernyshevaky
has recenily been deprived of all the mecessities of life,
food, linen, and so on, and all this in @ sub-polar climate...
In vrder to receive information abeul Chernyshevsky I have
approached his friends. One of them who was closely
connected with Chernyshevsky from early youth and knew him
intimaiely is now afraid of uttering his name. In 1866
Chernysheysky sent him the manuscript of a new novel in
which he treated his hero in exactly the same way in which
Thackeray treated Pendennis, o novel describing the social
movement of the Forties, the impression that the Crimean
war made on sociely, the emancipation of the peasanls, and
sa on. And this friend of Chernyshevsky's found nothing
betier io do than to burn the manuscript... Anather friend
of Chernyshevsky's has promised me to collect all the
desired information,’

Some time later Danielson wrote again to Marx:

“l am sorry thal I have not yet been able to send you the
promised biographical materials on  Chernyshevsky.
Although [ myself would think it useful to publish » possibly
complete biogruphy, those who are in possession of the
necessary materigls hold a differemt view. They are
definliely convinced that such a publication could only do
harm ta Chernyshevsky.'

Such was the oppressive atmosphere in the Russia of the
Seventies. The Narodniks failed to achieve their objective.
The peasants did not revolt against the Tsar. Peasant
socialism was in the throes of a crisis. This was aggravated
by the repercussions of the Russo-Turkish war of 1878
when it seemed thal Britain, 100, would go to war against
Russiz. 1n November 1878 Lopatin wrote to Engels:

‘Spcialisi propagands among the peasanis has almost
ceased. The mosi vigorous among the revolutionaries have
instinctively passed over 1o a purely political struggle...
That struggle is still of an extremely narrow charscter. They
are conteni with acts of revenge on some official

personalities and with aitempls (o free individual comrades.
Society ns 1 whale is losing the last remnants of any respect
for the government and often walches with sympathy the
mctivities of (he exireme party. Bul, since peace has not yei
heen concluded, our saclety cannoet yel look after ifs awn
affairs, The remainder of patriotism, or if you like, of
chauvinism prevenis our prople from staging ‘‘internal
rouble’” to the “joy of our encmies’’. Many even think
that the intrigues of perfidious Albion are the real cause of
aur misforiunes,’

During this same crisis Marx wus anxious 1o see
‘perfidious Albion' moving agmnst Kussia, Thus he wrote
to Lavrow:

*An Irish MP intends to put & question in the House of
Commoens nexi week with Ihe object that the English
govermment should ask the Russinn govermment 1o carmy
aut in Russia ihose reforms which the Russinn government
considers to be necessary in Turkey. He wants to use the
opporlunily In order to say something about wirochibes
commilied in Rossia. [ have told him » few details about
ibe measires faken by the Russian governmend spainst...
Poles. Could you not prepure @ short memorandum in
French shoul... répressive mensures iniroduced in Russia in
the last few years... | think this would bring some benefil (o
vour unforiunale compairiofs.’

Shortly after the conchusion of the Russo-Turkish war in
1879 a significant split occurred in the ranks of the Russian
Marodniks. Some of the Narodniks, losing their hope in a
peasanl revolt that would overthrow Tsardom, concen-
trated their energy on terroristic attempts, They began 10
prepare an attempt on the life of the Tsar himself. Others
dissociated themselves from the terroristic wing of the
party, Among those opposed to revolutionary terrorism
were [wo men and one woman, Plekhanov, Axelrod und
Vera Zasulich, who were to become the founders of a
strictly Marxist, Social Democratic movement In Russia.
vera Zasulich bersell had carried out an attempl on ithe
life of the Governor of St. Petershurg, Ceneral Trepov: but
she now became convinced of the futility of such attempts,
Mosi of the orthodox Marodniks still believed in Russia's
mission 10 achieve a peasant socialism. They still set their
hopes on the rural commune and were oppsed (o the
infiltration of industrial capitalism into Russia. Plekhanav,
Axelrod and Zasulich gradually came (o the conclusion that
the rural commune was disintegrating, that peasani
socialism was unreal, that Russia must go through the
phase of industrial capitalism and democratic sell-
governmenl before she could approach socialism. This was
eventually 1o become the attitude of all Russian Marxists.

Marx and Enpels were drawn imo the dispute. But,
curiously epough, they did not lend their support 1o the
Russian Marxists, who preached proletarian socialism [or
Russia. They continued to sympathise with the peasant
socialism of the Narodniks and also with their terroristic
uttempts. On 6 MNovember I1EBD, Marx received the
following message signed by the Executive Commitiee ol
the Social Revolutionary Party in Russia;

*Cllizgen, the class of the advanced intelligenisia of Russla,
always wilentively watching the spiritual development ol
Furope and semsitively reacting lo [, hos met with
enlhusigsm (e publication of your scleatific works. The
best trends of Russian life have found a sclentific
justification in these works. Day Kapiiel has become the
inseparable companion of educated people. Bul in this
empire of Byzastine darkness and Asiatic despotism any
progress of social ideas is branded as o revolutionary
movement. Your name could noi but become inseparably
connected with the internal strmggle in Russia, arousing
profound respect and lively sympathy on the pari of some
people, and serving as ihe objecl of buiting by others... As
1o us, Esteemed Cltizen, knowing with what interest you
have followed the struggle of Russian revolutionaries in all its
phases, weare happy (o be able 1o tell you that the worst tme in
that struggle is over. The revalutionary attempts, having
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hardened the fighters, have led noi only to the eluboration
af the principles of revolutionary theory. They have also
direcied the practical business of the revolution to the right
road fowards reslisation. The revolutionary growps...
progressively come together, merge and make the common
attempl to join in the popular protest which is as old with us
as slavery fisell. Al these circumsiances bring the momeni
of victory nearer. Our task would be much easier il the firm
sympathies of the free peoples were on our side... We send
aur comrade, Lev Hartman, shroad in order thal he should
ascquaini England and America with the curreni evenis in
our social life. And we beg you, Esteemsed Citizen, 1o help
Hariman in this... We firmly believe that the howr is not far
when our unforiunate country will take ihe place in Enrope
which is due 1o a free nation, We are happy fo express (o
vou, Esteemed Citizen, the Feeling of profound respeci an
behall of the whole Social Revolutionary Party in Hussia.’

The emphasis with which the aothors of this message
spoke about the nearness of Russia™s liberation was due to
the fact that their preparations for the assassination of the
Tser were in the final stage, a circumstance of which Marx
did not know, Four months later, on 13 March 1881, Tsar
Alexander 1l was assassinated by the revolutionaries. A few
days aficr the event Marxy and Engels sent the following
message to o meeting of Slav revolutionaries which was
convened to mark the tenth anniversary of the Commune of
Paris:

"We greally regret that we eamnnot aflend your meeling
personally... When the Commume of Paris fell, after s
savage slaughter organised by the defenders of “order'’, the
victors in no way anticipated that before ten years an event
would occur in the remote Petersburg which in the end
musi lead to the crention of the Commune of Russia...’

Marx and Engels regarded such terroristic atempis as a
peculiarly Russian method of revolutionary action, justified
by peculiar Russian conditions. They had no uvse for such
methods in Wesiern Europe. In a letler o his daughter
Jenny, Marx wrote shortly afterwards:

‘Have you been fodlowing the trial of the (Tsar's) nssassins
in Petersburg? They are sierling people through and
through, sans pose melodramatique, simple, business-like,
heroic. Louwd words and deeds are irreconciluble opposites.
The Petersborg Execulive Commiitee, which acls sa
energetically, issues manifestoes of reflined ““moderation™.
Ii is Far removed from the schoolboy manner in which...
other childish whimperers preach Ivrannicide as a “theory”
and “‘panacea’’ (that was done by such inmoceni English-
men as Disraeli, Savage Landor, Macavlay snd Stanficld,
ihe friend of Mazzini). The Russians, on the contrary, Iry
tn teach Europe thai their modus operand! s a specilically
Russinn and historically inevitable method aboul which
there is no mare reasan to moralise — for or againsi — lhan
there is aboul (he earihguake in Chios.'

... ‘specifically Russian..." Well, this was precisely what
the Marxists in Russia, Plekhanov and his friends, objected
to. They did nol want any specifically Russian socialism
based on a rural commune, or any specifically Russian
terrorism. They were Westerners, in this cas¢ more
Western than Marx himself, who was so proud of the
heritage of German philosophy, English political economy,
and French socialism, all united in his own theory. In
February 1881 Vera Zasulich wrote to Marx:

‘Esteemed Cliizen, it will be known to you that your
Kapiral enjoys the greatest popularity in Hussin... But whal
is probably unknown 1o you is the role which Das Kapial
plays in our controversies over the land problem in Russia
and over owr rural commune. You know beller than
anybody else how topical this problem is in Russia. You
know whai Chernyshevsky thoughi of . Our progressive
literniure... continues to develop his ideas... This s an lssue
of life and death, especially far our socialisi party. Even the
personal fate of our revoluiionary seclalisis depends on the
view they take about this matter,

‘Either or. Elther ihis rural commune, freed from

excessive taxation and feadal does and from arbitrary
police rule, is capable of developing in = socialist
direction... In this case it is the duty of the revolutionary
sociglist 1o devote all his energy to ihe liberation and
development of the rural commune.

‘Or else, the rural commune is doomed, and then the
socialist can only try and find out after how many decades
the land of the Russian peasanis is likely 1o pass into the hands
of the bourpenisie, after how many cenfuries perhaps
capitalism in Russia can attain the level it has aitained in
Western Europe. In this ¢ase the socialist should make
propaganda only among the urban workers...

‘Hecently we have often heard the view thai the rural
commune is an archaic institution, doomed by history and
scientific soclalism... People who expound this view call
themselves vour genuine pupiils, Maruisis. Their strongest
argument is often: **This is what Muarx has said*...

“You, Citizen, will undersiand (0 what an exienl we are
interested (o know vyour view, whai a gresl service you
would render us by expressing vour opinion on the possible
fortunes of our rursl commune und on the theory that all
couniries of ithe world must inevitahly po through all the
phuses of capitalist production, Citizen, on behalf of my
comrades, [ take it upon mysell 1o ask you 10 render uy this
servlee...'

Mara answered:

‘Chire Citoyenne, a nervous pilmeni recurring periolic-
ally In the Inst ten years has prevenled me Irom answering
vour letter... earlier. 1 regred that | cannot give you a short
answer (o {he guestion addressed 1o me that would be [l
for publication, A few monihs ago [ slready promised to
give an essay on this suhject 1o the Petershurg Committee.
Bul [ hope that & few lines will be enough to dispel any of
your doubts about the misundersinnding connecled with my
so-called theory.

‘Analvsing the origin of caplinltist production 1 said (in
Dus Kapital: Al the basis of (he capitalist system there |s
the complete dissociation of the producer from ihe means of
production”...'

What Marx means here s that the modern indusirial
worker, unlike the artisan, doss not own the 1onls with
which he works.

CThe expropriation of the rural producer Forms (he esence
of (e whole process. Radically this has so far been
accomplished only in England'"...”

Marx refers here to the ‘enclosures’, by which the English
yenmanry was deprived of the land and then largely
transformed into an urban working class.

* ' Bui ail other countries of Western Europe proceed along
the same path."” Consegquently *“the historic inevitability*" of
this process is here precisely limited to the couniries of
Wesiern Ewrope. | have given the reason for this In the
following passage in Das Kapital: *'Private propery based
on personal labour is eliminated by privale capitalisi
properly based on the ¢xploilation af the lnhour of ather
men, on wige labour.” In this process laking place in (he
Wiest we are (hus concerned with (he transformation of one
farm of private property Into another form of privale
property. With Russian peasanis, however, it would be. on
ithe conirary, a guestion of transforming thelr common
property inlo privaie property.

“T'he unulysis contuined in Das Kapital does not provide
any argumeni lor or against the viability of the Russinn
rural commune. Bul special research which 1 have heen
carrving oul on lhe basis of first hand materials has
convinced me thal this rural commune forms the base for
Russia's social renmissance. However, in order that il
should be able (o function as such, [l is necessary 10 remove
firsi of all the destructive influences (o which that commune
is now being subjected from all sides, and then 1o secure
normal conditions or lis free development.'

Thus, the Russian Marxists who argued that the rural
commune must be destroved by capitalism, and that only
efter that can Russia begin 1o move towards sacialism, were
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cold-shouldered by Marx himself. But this controversy had
only begun when on 15 March 1883 Marx died. Two days
tater Lavrov, the Narodnik, wrote to Marx’s daughier:

‘Chire Mademoiselle Eleanor, Thank you for havimg
remembered me in your great sorrow. Yes, you have been
righl, quile right in counling on my sympathy. Allogether
aparl from my [riendship for your father, 5o exceptionally
culstanding a personality, and for yourself, 1 have known
from experience whal il means to feel lonely in a crowd of
mare or less pleasan! seguaintances and in the burly-burly of
evervday work and struggle, which absorh your thoughis
and weary your nerves bui do not fill the empiiness of vour
private Hfe. You work, you do vour duty, bui the place by
vour side is empiy, AN that used (o make the work pleasani
and the duty easy.... all that is no moere and pever will be.
Only one consolation remains.... the awarencss (hat there
are &0 many people even more unforiunuie, people who have
never known what ii means o be surrounded by loved and
respecied beings... Very few have beem so happy s
in have had s Tamily like yours and ax Lo be able 1o retain in
their memories the piciure of people so worthy.... o were
thase whom you have just losi. This, of course, s no
consolation, but, Chére Mademaiselle FEleanor, 1 do nol
belicve in consolation. 1 think i s silly io iry and console
anybody in a great misforune, Only time, indifferent fo all
griel.... closes the living wound, leaving a scar for ever.
Having learned about the heavy loss suffered by science and
the socialist party of ihe whole warld, | succeeded before
Lafargue's departure only to joi down burriedly & few words
on behalf of my socialist compairiots to be read at the grave
of the great deceased....’

After Marx's death, Engels continued the correspondence
wilh the Russian revolutionaries, In some ways his exchange
of views with the Russians was perhaps mare interesting than
Marx's, in parl because Engels was a more regular jetter
writer than his deceased friend, and in part because it was
anly now that the Russian revolution more distincily cast irs
shadow ahead. In the vear of Marx's death Engels
expounded to Lopatin his view on Russia's Tuture, and
Lopatin recorded this in a ketter to the Execurive of the
Marodnik Party in Petersburg:

‘Everyihing, so Engels says, depends now on what happens
im Pelersburg. for il s on Pelersburg that the eves of more
thoughtlul and farsighted men in Europe are now turned.
Russia is the France of this age. To her belongs legitimately
the revolutionary initiative of & new social transformation. ..
Witk the doom of Tsardom the last rampart of continental
monarchism will be desiroyed. Russia's **aggressiveness'" will
be eliminated. So will Poland's haired of Russia and many
other things besides. This will lead 1o 2 new combination of
powers and resuli in the destruction of the Austrian Empire,
Many other conntries will receive from the downfall of
Tsardom a powerful impolse (owards lheir own internal
tranzfarmalion.

Engels apparently held that the downfall of Tsardom was
very near and that it might be brought about by terrorist
attempts in the Narodnik style. In this he was wrong; and rhe
Russian Marxists very tactfully tried o disillusion him.
Three vears after the assassination of Alexander 11, Zasulich
wrole 1o Engels:

“You say In your letter that {he political situation in Russia
is so tense that one could awall the beginning of & crisis any
day. You must have been thinking abount the financial
sitpation anly? For in other respects the situation, so it seems
o me, is now less tense than il was two or three years ago.”

Zasulich was voicing here the common belief of the
Russian Marxists that the terronstic altempls were
weakening the revolutionanes much more than Tsardom,
and that the overthrow of Tsarist eutocracy could not be
achieved by the killing of one autocral. They set all their
hopes on the growth of a labour movement which would act
en masse against the Tsarist regime. Bui Engels still
disagreed with Zasulich and her friends:

“Speaking abaout the situation in Russia | had, of course. In
mind the financial shiwation in pariicular, but nod only (his.
The general situation of a government which, like the SL
Petersburg administration, Is ar the end of s wiher.....
cannod hnl became more anid more critical. The nobles and
the peasanis are ruined. The army is hunt in Its chauvinistic
feelings and disturbed by the conduci of an Emperor whe
constanily hides himself. The governmeni is impelled fo
wage wor in order o provide an ouoilel for the “silly
pescions’ and the general discontent: al the same time it
cannol undertake anything because of the lack of money and
of the unfavourable political circumsiunces. There & a
stromg national intelligentsio, burning with the desire to
break the chains that fetter i, On jop of ull this, ihe
complete lack of mouney.... It seems to me that every month
now ought to necentunte the difficulties.... If 0 constitu-
lionally minded and courageons Grand Duoke were now o
siep forward, evem Russinn society would realise ihal a
palace revolution would be the best way oul of this impasse.'

It is easy 1o imagine with what embarrassed or perhaps
wronical comment the Russian Marxists must have received
Engels' prognostication. It was in the same yenr, 1834, thai
Plekhanov  published his  epoch-making book  Owr
Dizapreemenis, which was enlirely devoled 1o 1he repudia-
tion of the Narodnik hopes and illusions and  which
csiablished the case for & Russian prolemarian socialism.
Engels read or g beast seanned Blekhanov's book soon after
itx appearance and commented on it

I repesi thut | wm proed thal there exists among young
Russian people a party which haws sinverely and withoul
reservaiion ndopied (he grest econvime and historic theories
al Marx, and has definitely broken with amarchist and
Slavophile irndidions.... Marx himsell would have been
groud of this had he lived to see it Bul as far s I sm
concemned | know oo litile the present silantion in Kussia (o
presume mysell compelent (o judge an he specific tactical
problems.... The inner and intimate story of the Russian
revolutionary party.... 5 almost completely unknown (o
me.... Whal | know, or whai 1 think | know aboul the
situation in Rossia makes me inclined to take the view (hat
the Russians approach their 1789. The revolution shouidd
hreak out within some definlie time, bul i may break oul
any day. The couniry Is iike a charged mine which enly nevds
a fuse io be lald io . This has been so cspecially since (he
ascascination of Alexander 0. This is ome of those
exceptionnl cases in which a handful of people can make a
revalution. They can by a small push make the whole sysiem
crumble. ... and release. ... such explosive forces as It will he
impossible Lo subduwe.

“If Blangui's Tantasy, that it is possible to shake 1he whale
society by means of a small conspiracy, has ever had any
foundation then this has been in Petershurg. Once a spark
has been pul 1o the powder, once the explosive farces have
been released and popular energy trunsformed from
poteatinl into kinetic (to use Plekhanoy's favourite and very
good metaphor), the people who have fired the Tuse will be
curried away by the explosion.... Suppose that those people
imagine that they can seize and hold the power — well, whal
daes it matter? Provided they make the breuch which
destroys the dvke, the Nood hsell will soon put an end {0
their illusions. But if it 50 happens that these [lusions
mugnify their will to action — is it worth while o complain
about this? People who boast that they have made a
revolution always find on the next day that they kaew nol
whai lhey did, that ihe accomplished revolution is nol at all
similar to thal which they had wished 1o sccomplish. This s
whal Hegel calls the ireny of history.... Whether this Taction
or thal gives the signal, whether this is done under this or
that MNag matters litte 1o me. Let it be a palace conspiracy for
the beginning, it will be swepl away the nexi day.... And now
good-hye, chére citayenne, it is half pasi iwo after midnight,
and 1 shall nol manage (o add snylthing before 1o-
maorrow’s mail. 1§ this is more convenient (o vou, wrile (o me
in Hussian. Aot do noi forget, | beg you, thai | do nol read
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campaign in Westerm Europe. He icld Lopalin that Chemyshevsky's
political death ‘was a loss nol only to Russia bul to all Europsan
seianea’,

Russian handwriting every day."

It was only in the Nineties, towards the end of his life, that
Engels admitted that the Russian Marxisis were right against
the Marodniks, although even then he himsell refused to
engage in any public polemics against his old Narodnik
friends. But even in the Nineties Engels still viewed Tsarist
Russia, as he and Marx had done in 1848, as the chiel
gendarme of European reaction, whose overthrow in one
way or another, by Marxists or non-Marxist method, was the
most important thing, When his Russian friends objected to
some of his pro-Polish and anti-Russian remarks, Engels
wrole to Zasubich:

“1 admit that the dismemberment of Poland looks guite
differently from the Russian viewpoint than from the Polish
one, which has become the viewpoint of the West. But, after
all, I must bear in mind the Polish case as well. If the Poles
wish to obtain territories which the Russians at large think
that they have acquired for ever, which are ethnically
Russian, then it is not for me Lo solve this problem.... In my
view e interesied peoples themselves should determine their
own fate, in the same way in which the Alsatians themselves
should choose between GGermany and Framce.... [ hope thai
my uarlicle (on Ruopssian diplomacy) will make some
impression when it is published in English. The faith of the
English liberals in the Tsar's zeal for freedom is now sirangly

L . R by
GEORGI PLEAHAMNOV — ha and oihar Russlsn Marxisis wers
embarregsed by Marx snd Engels’ spparent sndorsemenl ol the
Namodnaiks® lermaralic methods In Russla.

shaken by the news [ram Siberia, by Kennan's book {on
Russian slave labour camps), and by the recenl unrest in the
Russiun universities, That is why 1 have hurried te publish
this article. It s necessary lo sirike the iron while it is hot.
The diplomacy of Petersburg hoped that they would be
helped in their new drive in the East by the fact thar the
Tsarophile Gladstone,,. Is hack in office.., In view of
France's servility towards the Tsar and England’s benevolent
connivance, it might he possible for the Tsar 1o risk 2 new
step forward and even (o conguer Constantineple.... That is
why the presend remewal of the unii-Tsanst movemeni among
the English liberals seems lo me (e be so extrmordinarily
imporiant lor our cause.... From the time thal a
revolutionary movemen! emerged inside Russia, the once
invincible Russian diplomacy succeeds in nothing any
longer. And il is very good thal this should be 5o, because
this diplomacy is your as well as our most dangerous
enemy."

Incidentally, 45 vears aflter Engels wrote these words, he
was crilicised by Stalin, who pointed out that Engels
one-sidedly emphasised the reactionary role of the Tsarist
diplomacy, overlooking the reactionary features of the
diplomacy of the Western powers. Bui let us now return to
Engels' linal conclusions on the controversy between peasant
and proleiarian socialism in Russia. These he set out in a
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letter to Danielson in 1893, He now argued that if socialism
had won in Western Furope, the Russian socialism could
bave devalnped from the rural commune. But as the victory
of socialism in Wesiern Europe was delayed, as capitalism
reigned supreme in Western Europe, Russia, 100, must go
through the capitalist phaze:

‘Mo doubi. the commune.... contained germs which ander
certain conditions might have developed and saved Russia
the necessity of passing (hrough the tormenis of the
capitalistic regime. ... Bt the first condition for this wus the
impukse from without, the change of the economic system in
Western Furope, the destruction of capitalism in the
countries where it had originated.... I we in the West had
been quicker in our economic development, if we had been
abie 1o upset the capitalistic regime spme en or wenly years
#go, there might have been time yet for Russis to cut short
the tendency of ber own evolufion towards capitalism.
Unfortunately, we have been too slow. The economic
consequences of capitalism which must drive capitalism into
a crisls are only just now developing: England Is Fast losing
lwer  industrinl  monapaly, France and Germany  wre
approaching the Industrial level of England, and America
bids falr 1o drive them all pul of the world markets....
The introduction of a... free trade policy in America Is sure
to complete the ruin of England’s industrial monopoly, and
o destroy the Indosidal export frade of Germany and
France. Then the crisis must come.... Bul in the meantime
vour Russisn rural commune Fades away.... For the rest [
grant you thai Russia being the lasi country invaded by large
scale capitulivi industry and al the same time possessing the
largest peasant populstion will experience this upheaval in a
more acuie and painful form thas any other country.... Bot
history is the maost cruel of all goddesses and she drives her
triumphal chariot over keaps of corpses... And we, men and
women, ore nnfarmnately sosiugld that we never can pluck up
courage Tor a real advance unless we are compelled 1o do so
by sufferings that seem almast aumt of propoertion (to the
objective desired).’

Mark the date at which Engels wrote thete meaningful
words: 1893, I is e yeur in which Lenin, now rwenty-iwo
years old, enters the pohucal stage, Murk also the tone of
distliusionment in which Engels speaks about the delays in
the advance of revolutionary socialism in Western Europe,
This tome creeps more and more [requently mlo bis letters. In
15494 hie writes to Plekhanov about the condition of socialisinin
Cirennt Britain:

‘Here things move ahead, but they do so only slowly and n
glg=engs.... One can reslly be driven fo despair by soch
peaple as these English trade unlonists with thelr sense of
their Imaginury sutionsl superioriiy, wilh (heir highly

bourgeois ideas and oplalons, with their ' practical” narrow-
mindedness, with their chieftains thoroughly infected wiih
the disease of pariamentary corruption. And yet things do
move forward, Only that the **practical™ Englishmen will be
the kast 1o come (o us), but when they come they will throw =
very solid weight on 1o the seales.”

The more remote the prospects of revolution in Western
Europe appeared to Engels, the clearer did they become in
Russin, On his death-bed in 1895 Engels still watched the
first moves made by the new and the last Tsar Nicholas IT. In
a lelter 0 Plekhanov, Engels made the following almost
prophetic remark:

*If the devil of revolution has inken anybody by the scrufl
of his meck then it is Tsar Nicholas 11

To this Flekhanov, referring 10 a rather maladroit speech
by the young Tsar, replied:

"The young idial from the Winter Palace has by his speech
rendered @ great serviee (o the party of the revolution.’

Iin 1895 Engels died, Inan obituary on this founding father
of the Marxist school the young Lenin wrote:

"Marx and Engels. ... ssmpathetically followed the Russian
revolulionary movement.... They both became socialisis
from democrais, and the democratic haired of political
arhitrariness was extremely strong in them. This directly
political fecling and their profound theoretical under-
standing of the conneclion between arbitrary political rule
and economic oppression..., made Marx and Engels
uncommuonly responsive palincally.

*... Apari from this Marx and Engels clearly saw that »
political revelution in Russia would be of the gresiest
importance also for the Western European labour move-
ment. An autocratic Russia has always been ihe sironghold
of all European resction. The unusunally comfortable
international sitention in which Russin has found hersell
since the 1870 war, which had for long turned France and
Germany againsi each other, has, of course, also increased
fhe importance of aulocralic Russia as a reactionary Force.
Omly & free Russia. having no need 1o oppress Pales, Finns,
Germans, Armeniagns, and other small nations, nor (o incite
France and Germany againsit one other, will allow
contemporary Europe 1o recover freely from the burdens of
war, weaken all reactionary elements in Europe and
sirengihén the European working class. That is why Engels
desired the establishmeni of political freedom in Russia,
among others in the interest of the labour movement in the
Wesl.'

Warld Capyright Reserved
7. Deutscher

Fuge2s




CHE GUEVARA

1967-77:0nthe
tenth anniversary

of hisdeath

By MICHEL LEVY

©Om & October 1967, a troop of Bolivian Rangers, trained and
‘advised’ by US officers, trapped Che Guoevara in the
Nancahuazu River region. Several hours later, on direct
instructions from headquariers and the diciator-President
Barricnitos, he was murdered by firing squad.

American journalist Daniel James, who was in close
contact with certain C1A circles, was later to write cynically:
"The Armed Forces' decision to execute Che had been made
well in advance and was not the outcome of a last minute
decision. It was a matter of policy..." (It should be added
that Che had always respected the lives of his own prisoners:
Major Sanchez, an officer in the Bolivian army who had
been imprizsoned by the guerrillas, was freed scveral days
later and the memory of this episode impressed him deeply.
In 1971 he became the only officer to resist General Banzer's
fascist coup.) The Bolivian army and their US ‘advisers’ had
learned their lesson from the ‘error’ committed by Batista in
1953 when he had failed to kill Fidel Castro immediately upon
his caplure.

Isolated in 2 harsh and sparsely populated region with no
iradition of struggle or peasant organisation, and cut of T from
any possible urban support by the betrayal of the Bolivian
Communist Party, the rural guerrillas under Che's leadership
were doemed to failure and it was only the courage and the
outstanding endurance of his fighters which enabled him to
hold out for eight months,

The death of Che was the beginning of the end of the rural
guerrillas’ period of breakthrough. Little by little they were
1o be crushed throughout Latin America (Peru, Venezuela,
Mexico, erc.) with the exception of Colombia, In the years 1o
follow, a second wave of guerrilla warfare emerged, this time
in the greal urban centres of the southern section af the
continent. This too met with anpihilation in  Hrazil,
Uruguay, etc., although not in Argentina, Faced with such a
list of Failures, the Latin American revolutionaries of today
have been forced 1o redefine their concept of armed struggle
to include the forging of stronger links with the acivities of
the masses in workers' and peasants” union organisations,
the paiitical mobilisation of large sections of the population
under the leadership of a vanguard party — in a word, to
relurn 1o a certain extent to the *classic’ Leninist problematic
of dual power, of the revolutionary crisis and the arming of
the proletariat.

Is this to say that the ideas of Che have been superseded
and that his work belongs to the history books alone? It
would be easy — perhaps too easy — 10 list afier the event
the errors he made in Bolivia®: illusions on the possibility of
the Baolivian CP playing a revolutionary role; an under-
eslimalion of the mnecessity of building a political
revolutionary organisation among the workers and peasants

and particularly among the miners, the vanguard of 1he
Bolivian proletarial; a concept of wrmed struggle concen-
trating toeo heavily on geographico-military aspects and
Incking any orgumsed links with the mass movement, sic.

However, nothing would be more superficial and felor than
o dismiss entirely the work of Che and his contribution to
revolutionary strategy in Latin America (and elsewhere). Mo
only because rural guerrilla activities might still prove to he a
decisive means of struggle in agrarian based countries, but
aleo becauze Che was no mere theoretician ol puerrilla
warfare. At the core of his military and political writings,
there is a fundamental idea which has lost none of Qs
relevance: ‘If one admits that the enemy will [ight to remain
in power, then one must cnvisage the destruction of the
oppressing army; it must therefore be opposed by a people’s
army.”" The rational kernel of his thoughts on strategy (which
recurs consiantly in his writings), more profound and
important than the technical instructions for the foco of
guerrilla warfare, is the conviction that *the overthrow and
toral destruction of the army by the forces of the people’ is
‘the Indispensable condition for any true revolution®.

Was Che a utopian, an adventurist? Let us read again the
passage written in 1961, thinking meanwhile of Santiago,
September 1973: “When people speak o us of gaining power
by an electoral process, our question is always the same: if a
popular movement is put into power by a large popular vole
and decides to begin the great social transformations which
make up its programme, would it not immediately find itself
in conflict with the reactionary sectors of the countrv?
Hasn't the army always been the tool of these classes? IT this
is true, then it would be logical to assume that the army
would be on the side of its own class and would take pan in
the struggle against the new government, By means of 4 coup
d'etat, more or less violent, the governmeni would be
overturned and the whole game would start again ad
infinitum. Of course, it could alto happen that the
oppressing army would be defeared by an armed popular
response defending the government, What seems unhikely o
us is thal the armed forces would accept profound social

1. Danial Jamas, The Completa Balivian Diaries of Che Ouevara and
Other Captured Documents, Allen & Unwin, Longon, p. 58

2. Lel ug not forgel thal our own mavemenl, the Fourth
Intarnational, at 118 Ninth World Congress in 1988, defended a
concept of armed struggle in Lalin America which was not withoul
simijarities 1o thal put forward by Che.

3, Emastc Che Guevara, 'Tactics and Strategiss of the Latin
American Resalution’, 1882 in Taxfes politigues, Maspero, 1888 p

83,
4, *Cuba: An Isolsled Case or he Vanguard of the Struggle Against
imparialism?, 1961, in Texfes polltiguar, p. &7,
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reforms and resign themselves calmly to being liguidared as a
caste"?

It is sufficient 1o compare this astonishing prophecy with
something written by Luis Corvalan, secretary of the Chilenn
C'P, in 1970, in order to see where lies lucid realism and
where tragically irresponsible utopisnism; ‘Amongst our
armed foree a spiril of professionalism and a respect for the
government established according to the Constitution reign
supreme, Moreover, the Army and the Mavy were born in the
striegele for independence.

Today three quarters of the population of Latin America
are under military rule. The Laiin American people are
experiencing the *Iron Heel' as described by Jack London:
brutal oppression by an officer class in the pay of an
oligarchy of big capitulism and imperialism. ITT and the
IMF have replaced the United Fruil Company and the Wall
Street banks of the Thirtics, bul il is still the imperialist
monopolists, via the military, who meke und break
governments and regimes in many of the countries of the
continent.

Both in heavily industralised countries (Brazl, Argentina)
and in rraditional agrarian based countries (Prraguay), both
in countries with a long parliamentary and constifutional
tradition (Chile, Uruguay) and those which have always been
crushed by the power of the military (MNicaragua) — in
almost every corner of the continent the dominant classes
have been eager to replage Liberty, Equality and Fraternity
by lafantry, Artillery and Cavalry. The militarisation of the
siate is not the result of the specific historic or economic
character of this or that country, but of a general merging of
the class strugele in the continent, characterised by a
sharpening of social contradictions, a crisis in the
politico-idenlogical appursiuses responsible for controlling
the penple (the Chirch, the political partics, cducation, the
press) and consequently by a shifting of the axis of power
towairds 1he repressive upparatuses (the army, the police,
armed par-police organisalions, elc.). As regards the
Peruvian military regime, a temporary exception présenied
by the Communist Parties as an cxemplary model of
‘revolutionary’ nedonalism, s shill (urther amd Turther
townrds the righl & evidenl: a clear return in force of the
imperialist monopolies (copper, pelraleum, ele.), an econ-
omie policy dictared by the IMF, a massive repression of the
trade unions. 2t

The Havana resolution of the Latin American Communist
Parties (June 197%) spoke of the Latin American anmed
Forees s an institution which could become an ‘clement of
progress and even of revolutionary potential’. The recent
history of the contment proves a thousand limes over 1hat
Che was right when be insisted: *What can draw the military
1o true democrney? What loyaity can be eapecied from those
who have always been the instrument of domination of the
reactionary classes and mopenalist monopolies, fTom a caste
which only cxists thanks (o the arms it possesses, and
which thinks only of the préservaton of Its own rights?™

We ean recognise that Che did not give sufficient
impariance to polltical work within the armed lorces of the
hourgeois state, work which would not bring about the
‘reform® of this nstitution but its disintegration from within
by the clandestine and/or semi-legal organisation of the
ranks, NCOs and even officers sympathetic lowards the
profetariul. However, Lo believe that Tor such work one can
do without a policy of arming the workers, or avoid a
violent confrontaiion between revolution and counter-
revolution, indicales a most dangerous lack of reulism. As
Troisky wrole in conaection with the 1905 nang, the
majorily of soldiers ‘is capable of laying down its arms or,
eventually, of pointing its bayonets at the reaction only if it
begins to believe in the possibility of a people’s victory. Such
it belief is not creared by political agiletion alone. Only when
the soldiers become convinced that the people have come out
into the streers for a life-and-death struggle...™

The method proposed by Che Tor establishing & popular

-

PAULLE

army opposed 1o the capitalist army — rural goerrilla
warfare — has been proved to be inadequate for the majority of
countries in the continent; bui the guestion which he
posed is fundamental and is far from being satisfactonly
solved by the Latin American revolutionary lefl today.
Urban guerrille warfare, not envizagad hy Che, which was
developed with a great deal of courage and imagination by
revolutionary groups such as the Tupamaros or the Brazilian
LAMN, has alio failed {the question still remains open in
Argentinga), due To, smongst other reasons, the use of tormure
by the military regimes; torture thereby becoming a decisive
institutional factor in the carrying oul of the politico-mili-
tary dominmtion of the Lalin American bourgeoisie.
Mevertheless, it 15 on the political and social level that we
musl seck the roots of the failures of the continent’s
revolutionaries since the death of Che: the inability to
organise/mobilise 1he greal mass of the workers and
pensanis. In conclusion, Che the guerrilero of Bolivia is a
herole  character belonging to  history and to  the
legend of the Latin American and world revolution; Che the
intransigent defender of the armed road as the only
guarantee of real triumph retains on the other hand a
burning significance.

In fact, his thesis on  the inevitabllity of armed
confrontation is enly the logical consequence of his
amalysis of the socml nature of the revolution in Latin
America. Through two eéxperiences which he had lived
through persomally — the negative experience of Guatemala
in 1953-44 and the positive one of Cuba in 1959-61 — he
understood the indissoluble dialectical unity between the

5. ibid.; pp. B8-TO.

& Luis Corvalan, Caming de ¥ictoras, Santiago, 1871, p. 425

7. 'Guemrilla Warfara: A Melhod', 1983, in Texios mifilares, p. 166
8. Leon Troteky, 1805, Penguin, pp. 283-4.
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anti-imperialist and socialist tasks in the Latin American
revolution. In fact, from April 1959 Che was envisaging,
with remarkable foresight, ‘the uninterrupted development
of the revolution® in Cuba, to the extent of the abalition of
the existing *social system”® and its ‘economic lfoundations” —
in other words, of capilalism.” In an article in 1963, he
extended the lessons of the Cuban revolution to the enrire
continent: *When the armed vanguard of the people takes
power, they will have destroyed at the same time both the
imperiahsts and the local exploiters in their country. They
will have crystallised the first stage of the socalist
revolution: they will be able to start building socialism.""
Thus Guevara was hreaking with more than thirty vears of
Sialinist tradition in Latin America, and adopting one of the
central themes of the theory of permanent revolation; this
was the product of his own revalutionary experience, and
not of the writings of Trofsky, whose works he was
probably not familiar with at this time (it was not until 1967
in Bolivia thar he was 1o read The History of the Russian
Revolution, a copy of which was found by Lthe Bolivinn army
in the guerrilla hide-out).

It is only by starting off from this basic understanding of
the cambined socialist and anti-imperialist character of the
revolution that one can explain Che's insistence on the
destruction of the repressive bourgeois machinery. In the
neo-Menshevik perspective put forward by the traditional
Communist Parnies of a national-democratic revolution in
alliance with the “progressive' bourgeoisie, the problem of
breaking the established military institution has no place
within their political horizon; since the national bourgeoisie
is predominant in the revolutionary bloc, a considerable
section, if not the majority, of the top military hierarchy is
considered as a potental ally. The last resolution of the Latin
American Communist Parties {including, alas, the Cuban
CP), at Havana in 1975, states (hat sectors of the Latin
American bourgemsie ‘hold positions which converge with
those held by the proletariat, the peasanis and other
nom-capitalist lavers of the population in the struggle against
imperialism... Consequently, thes¢ bourgeols sectors can
participate in democratic and anti-imperialist unity of
action with the popular forces'. The affirmations in this
same document of the ‘revolutionary potential' of the armed
lorces and the ‘steady evolution of patriotic consciousness’
amongst them evidently spring from this socio-palitical
hypothesiz.

The evolution of Latin America in the course of the past
few years {and especially the overt turn towards imperialism
taken by the military junta in Peru) rather confirm, however,
the theories developed by Che in his pelitical testament,
Leter to the Tricontinestal! (1967), In a memorable passage,
destined to bacome the political banner of the revolutionary
left throughout the continent, he proclaimed: “The national
bourgeoisies are no longer in any way capable of opposing
imperialism — if indeed they ever were — and they now
make up its rearguard. There are no further possibilities:
either socialist revalution or a mockery of revolution.”"!

If the similarity between Che's concepts and Lhe strategic
orientation put forward by the theory of permanent
revolution is undeniable, it is nonetheless clear thal
Guevara attributed a far greater revolutionary role to the
peasantry than did Trotsky. Having said this, we should note,
paradoxically, that the Latin American Troiskyists have on
several occasions played an important role in  the
mobilisation of the peasant masses: the POR in Bolivia in
1952-54, Hugo Blanco in Peru in 1961-63, and in Mexico
today, the formation (with the close collaboration of the
PRT, the Mexican section of the Fourth International) of the
Independent Revolutionary Peasant Coordination. Also,
Trotsky himsell stressed. in one of his last works, that
‘Marxism has never invested itsestimation of Lhe peasantry asa
non-socialist class with an absolute and static characier''?,
The Cukan revolution {after the revolutions in Asia) showed
the decisive role which might have been played by the
peasantry in an uminterrupted revolutionary process,

culminating in a fusion of the democratic and socialist
revolution.

Was Guevare wrong in his desire to generalise the lessons
of the Cuban *peasant war' 1o the whole of Latin America?
(ine can conclude that he was mistaken in expecling =
repetition of the Cuban experience in the greater part of the
continent und in his under-estimation of the =ocial snd
political weight of the urban esnd mining proletarial,
particularly in the couniries of the southern part of the
continenl, where the working class is clearly rhe direct histaric
subjoet of all possible revolutionary frensformation.
Moreover, the urbanisation and industrialisation (limited
and deformed, but nonetheless real) which has taken place
over the last 20 vears in Latin America today gives the
proletariat and the urban masses an incréasing importance,
far greater than at the time of the Cuban guerrillas in the
Fifties, Dur this is not to deny that halfl, or nearly hall, of the
population of the continent is still composed of peasants;
and one of the greal merits of Che's work wis 10 draw
attention rightly to the huge revolutionary potental of this
clazs, including within a socialist perspective.

What will the respective roles of the proletariat and the
peasantry be in the Latin American revolution? Clearly, the
arswer will not be the same lor both Colombia and
Argenting, for Uruguay and Mexica. In reality, the
revolutionary left in the comtinent, tom between a dogmatic
workerism of European origin and a populist cult of the
peasantry imported from Asia, is far from reaching a clear
and rigorous answer to this question. The writings of Che, as
long as they are approached with an open, critical mind, can
be @ significant contribution to this debale.

The other dimension of the thoughi and politcal practice
of Che which brings him close to revolutionary Marxism and
the theory of permanent revolution is his  resulting
internationalism. From 1959 his constant preoccupation wus
to exlend the Cuban revolution to the entire Laiin Americun
contment. This prevecupation was hased on an intuilive
belief that the fate of the revolutionary Cuban stnte and iis
autonomy in the face of the Soviet bureavcracy were linked
to the fate of the Latin American revolution, and also on an
undersianding of the close ties between the revolutionary
procrsses in various countries on a continental scale. Bul
Che’s inlernationalism did not stop at Latin America; he was
one of those rare revolutionary leaders of our lime to
comprehend the organic unity of the world capilelisl system,
the dialectical relationship between the various sectars of the
class struggle within this system, and the need for a unified
revolutionary strategy on an international scale. When he
put forward the slogan ‘one, two, three, many Vietnams’ in
1967, Guevara was outlining {fior the first time in many years
in the history of the workers movement, apart [rom the
revolitionary Marxist minority) an orienlation towards
world revolution which would be answerable not to the
naticnal interests of any particular state or any particular
‘socialist’ power, but to the international proletarial in its
entirery. Bt he did not conime hineself (o launching slogans;
he practised what he preached by trying 10 open up within
Latin America a ‘second frone® which could assist Vietnam,

For Che, internationalism was simultaneously a maoral
imperative — an ethical demand ol revolutionary human
ism, going beyond narrow national limits in & powerful
movement of fraternal solidarity — and a practical, concrete
and materiel requirement of the revolutionary struggle
against the common enemy: “There are no frontiers in this
struggle to the death... The practice of proletarian
internationalism is not simply a duty for the people who are
struggling for a better future; it is also an unavoidable

§. Selected Warks of Che Guevara, MIT Preas, 1888, p. 372

10. 'Guarrilla Warfara: A& Method', 0p. ¢l p. 163,

11. ‘Massage o the Peopla of the Ward via the Tricontinental’.
1867, In Obras 1857-67. Casa de lay Americas-Maspera, Il, p. 588,
12. Leon Trotsky, ‘Threa Congaplions of the Russian Revolution’,
18239, In Weitlags 1939-40, Pathfinder Prass, 1973, p. 65,
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negessity.”'" OF course, he can be sceused of paying loo
much aitention to the Third World at the expense of Europe
in his vision of the class struggle on the planet, and of nol
heving conceived of the need for an anti-hureaucraric
revolution in the USSR and Eastern Europe. Sill, il remains
true that since the death of Trotsky we have not seen a
revolulionary leader of world wide historiz stature who, like
Che, has placed interpationalism gt the heart of his
political perspective and his militamt activity; who has
conducted himself nor as a ‘siatesman’ bur as a combatant in
the world revolution, payving with his life for the working out
of his miemationalist strategy. It i through revolutionaries
such as Che and his partisans in the world, soch as Miguel
Enriguez who [ell in combat in Chile, or Rohan Wijeweera,
imprisoned until recently in 8o Lanka, that a Communist
Imternational of the masses will be constructed in the future
which will take on the heritage of the Leninist Third
International (1919-1921) and the Fourth International of
today.

Az 1o the gquestion of the Stalinest burcaucracy: 1t & rue
that Che did nol have a clear view of the problem, bul his
profound anti-bureaucratic sensibility was undeniable. It
showed itsell in & partcularly inercsting way in the
discussions which took place at the Cuban Ministry of
Industry in 1964 (published in 1970 by ! Meniferto and
Tricontinentele — French edition). Che explicitly criticized
the material privileges of the burcaucmcy in Eastern Europe:
*It is the leaders who gain cach time, Look at the latest plan
of the German Democratic Republic; the imporiance
assumed by the leadership, or rather, the retribution of the

leadership.”™ Also, while recounting his discussions in the
USSR 1o his Cuhan comrades, he mentioned the fact that his
Soviet interdocutors had accused him of ‘Trotskyism'. While
rejecting this label, Che replied by clearly affirming: *On this
point, | believe rhat elther we have the capacity to destroy
conirary opinions by argument or else we must allow them Lo
be expressed [...] It is not possible to destroy opinions by
force, as that blocks all free development of intelligence.'"
Thus he was proclaiming one of the fundamental ideas of
socialist democracy, at the same time manifesting his basic
incompatibility with Stalinist procedure end methods.

Guevara was not a Trotskvist, of course. Bul it i not by
chance that many Guevarist militants {even entire organisa-
tions, such as the recent example of the Comandos
Camilistas in Colombia) have joined the ranks of the Fourth
International, considering that it represents the continu-
ation and deepening of the authentically revolutionary and
internationalist dimension of Guevarism.

For ull of these reasons, we Trotskyists salute his memory
on the 1th anmiversary of his death as a brother in comhbat;
for us, as for many other militants of the new vanguard which
has developed since the Sixties, Che Guevara, through his
ideas, his actions and his example. is a huge revolutionary
banner, & red flame, pure and ardent, which the dictators,
the generals and their Pentagon ‘advisers” will never be
ghle to extinguish.

13. "Algerian Discourse’. 1855, in Texres politigues, p. 268,
14, Devwes W, Maspera, p. 80
15, ibid.. p. 86.
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By TIM JENKINS

The *new philosophers’ have recenily enjoyed an intense
vogue in France, and have even provoked interest in the
English speaking press — 1 have read articles on them in the
Sundey Times, The Observer, Erncounter and Time
magazine. On examination they appear 1o be saying very
little, so it is inleresting (0 ask what their value is lor the
foreign press. It will be seen that 1 too treat them in a
‘journalistic’ rather than a serious academic Fashion, and
that thisisin fact unavoidable.

Meveriheless, whilst of little intrinsic interest, the new
philosophers are illustrative of two separate problems, both
of which have a considerable interest. The first is that in
French political and cueltural thought all problems and
debates exist within a framework marked by two reference
points — the legislative elections in March 1978, and May
1968. These points are not symmetrical; however, they do
mark the beginning and the end of the present ‘epoch’. The
new philosophers are only possible within this framework.

The second problem is of & difTerent order, and concerns
the relations of intellectuals to journalism, and the changes
that these relations have been undergoing. | shall return to
these problems at the end, but first shall give an outline
description of the phenomenaon.

- N - . -

[. The new philosophy consists primarily of publicity
The publicity has been ferocious — in magazines, journals,
newspapers, public discussions, on radio and television. The
publicity has been centred on personalities, and so on the
new philosophers rather than the new philosophy; and in the
articles, interviews and so on, the original books published
seem of little importance. We will zee that this is not by
chance, The effect has been somewhat frenzied. To describe
the phenomenon I shall have to mention names repeatedly.

Is it right to group these writers together? Labelling is an
old and dishonourable polemical tactic, lumping together a
disparate group of intellecruals for the purpose of
disparaging them betrer,

The publicity campaign could, however, look like a
conspiracy to those who think in such terms. To start with,
almost all the books have been published by a single
publisher, Grasset, in one or other of three series —
'Figures’, “Theariciens’ or ‘Enjeux’, which are all edited by
the same man, B.H.Levy. Then, the label is self-given. Levy
launched the label in an article entitled ‘Les nouveaux
philosophes’ in Ley Nowvelles Lifreraires (10 June 1976), and
an advertisement appeared in Le Magegne [Lirteraire
{Octaber 1976) which read: “The new philosophers publish in
the collections “*Figures'' and *Theoriciens™ directed by
Bernard-Henri Levy.” Levy has since said thal he does not
accept the label "new philosaphers’.

The New
Philosophers

Then agaim, there has been a very demiled back-up
campaign, not only with “new philosophers' inerviewing
each arher, but also from the weekly Le Nowvel Obrervateur,
for whom Levy has done a lot of work and for whom
Maurice Clavel, who associates himsell with the new
philosophers, writes a weekly column. In July 1976, NO
published an article entitled 'The Mew CGurus' (Gernld
Petitjcan, NO 611, 12*July 1976}, and then in May of this
year @ series of reviews: Foucault on Glucksmann, Desanti
on Clavel, Enthoven on Levy, This wis [ollowed by some
twelve or 5o articles on the new philosophy from June ta
August, launched under the title of *‘Objectif *78°, with the
following rubric from editor Jean Daniel to the first artick:
‘Conceiving our rale as a permanent link between institution
and opposition, organisation and spontaneity, politics and
culture, we have naturally welcomed and defended in NO the
representatives of the ““New Philosophy™, who have
underiaken a revision of Marxism after the discovery of the
“Gulag™. We think that the left bas the greatest inferesl in
allowing i1self 1o be quesnoned by this rich movement,
including its excesses’ (MO 655, 30 May 1977, p.dl,
introduction to Poulantzas).

However, NO iz not the new philosophers' only friend.
The journal Tel Cuel, formerly of a Maoist tendency, allows
various new philosophers to review each other's books in s
columns. Furthermore, its founder, Philippe Sollers,
published a very Favourable review of Levy's book La
barbarie a visgee humaine in Le Monde (13 May 1977). Le
Monde devoted two full pages of Le Moade des {ivres 1o the
new philasophers at the end of May (27 May) and one full
page a week for the two following weeks (3 and 10 June) —
in all, twelve articles.

Other magazines Look up the story — Playbay, Elle and
Le Point. There were a number of radio interviews {(on the
programme ‘La generation perdue’, France-Culiure), and o
debate on the television programme ‘Apostrophes’. Also &
bock entitled Conitre la nowvelle philosephie by Aubral and
Delcourt appeared, and a pamphlet by G Deleuze, to which
weshall comeback. This list ienot exhaustive.

The intellectual world in Paris iz very small, and
practically everyone has something to say. Mevertheless, the
noise was remarkable. From a dead stari in June 1976, the
whale business took off in Spring this yeur, and appears to
have burnt out by August.

L £ L] - -

Who are the new philosophers, and what do they say? As
already pointed out, the articles, reviews, inlerviews, e1c. ara
of much greater importance than the books themselves. The
article in Le Poinr fllustraves this, where the 'key” books are
classified under two headings — 'easy’ and 'difficull’. The
books I have read, L 'Ange by Lardreau and Jambet, and Lo
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barbarie g visage humaine by Levy, are not argoed in any
sense, and to suggest that this is a failing would be to miss
the poini. This 15 not an ‘academic’ argement.

S0 whar characteristics do we look for? As the individoals
are important, =0 are their bingraphies. Guerin, Jambet,
Lardreau, Levy, Memo and others were Althusser's students
beiween 1966-64. There, io varying extenis, they came into
contact with the psychoanalysi Lacan, whom Althusser
introduced to the rue d'Ulm, and the Maoism of the
‘Jeunesses marxistes-léninizes’, founded in the rue d"Ulm.
A number of them wrote for the journals of the period —
JAccuse, L idior internationad and the Maoist La Cause dy
Peuple; there, for example, Jambet and Lardrean met Dollé
and later Glucksmann (see R.I*, Droit, L= Monde, 27 May
1977}

Irom a common radicalism — Dollé and Glucksmann had
both been Communist Pany militants before becoming
Maoists; those Althusserians wWho were not activists were
rigorous theoreticians — they have derived a common
disiliusion and reaction against Marxism, where they are
joined by Benoist, authorof Marx is Dead (1970),

A third characteristic derived from this period which Droit
notes is a reverence of Lacan, or, more particularly, of
Lacan's reading of Hegel. From Lacan the image of the
"Master' is borrowed, which allows the getting-rid of Marx,
or even the emptying of history. *In his name {Lacan's) the
hopes of a “*sexual liberation'® are condemned as lures and
the left wing lampooned, as well as Deleuze and Lyotard, the
“philosaphers of desire”. In short, everything happens
almost a5 if Lacamism has gone a fair way o becoming the
“‘unsurpassable philosophy'' — of all time, this time, since
thetruths heenunciaies would beeternal. ' {Dirait, art.cit. ).

Around these young philosophers have gathered a variely
of “Tellow-travellers’ (Benoist's term in Le Monde, 3-4 July
1977y Clavel, Dalld, Benoist, Glucksmann, Sollers. It is
worth noting that Glucksmann's work, at least, merits
serious attention. However, he deserves inclusion on the
origingl criterion of ‘publicity’: indeed, much of it starts
with him,

- L] L L] L]

The real siarting point is Solzkenitsyn. The whole
spectrum of the Trench left's intelligentsia took 1o him,
Pierre Daix, then a Communist and aditor of Leér Lerrres
Jrancaises: Jean Daniel, editor of Le Nowvel Observateur;
Clavel; Clavde Lefort, editor (with Castonadis) of Socin/me
vt Barbirese, whio wriole *Un homme fort’, refllections on the
Guilag Archipelago,; in Espril, the Catholic journal, Marcel
Cauchat wrote 'The Totalitarian Experience and Political
Thought® {July-Augusi 19746).

The new philosophéis too were enthused by reading
Salzhenitsyn, and by the tales of the Gulag. 'The Dante of
our time', Levy calls him, and Clavel wrote: ‘1 will not hide
that 1 breathe better to know that he still ¢xists..." (NO 479,
i4 January 1974). Sollers (oo claims (0 be one ‘of those
whom o rending of Solzhenitsyn has stowly, deeply changed’
(e Moande, 13 May 1977} Bul they make a very special use
of their reading, o rejection of Merxism, from this central
idea: ‘Solzlenitsyn's Gulag 15 o “‘acedent’’ but the proper
consequence of Marxist premisses' (Droit, art.cir.). This idea
s first developed by Glucksmann in Le Culsinidre e Je
mangewr o home [The Cook and (he Man-eater), sublilled
‘An cssay on the Stae, Marxism and the Concentration
Camps’, ond more recently in Ler AMaltres Penseurs. The
idess is taken up by Lardrean and Jambet, and reappears in
Levy. The Gulag Archipelago serves as a demonsiration of
this truth — Marx equals the Gulag. For Clavel, this is the
Miurs ‘to whom Proudbon wrate, in 1844: "Your thought
makes me fear forthe freedomofmen'"..." (arf.cit. ).

L L] L] - L]

Marxism iz taken as the ultimate form of rationality, of
'discourse’, Listen to Levy, for sxample; “The problem of

our time...is that of this strange cultural object, this political
tradition which the modern age has invented and baptised
Focialism. Why Blame soclalism? Because, fike all optimism, it
lies when it promises, and terrorises when it happens; because,
starting from a radical eritique of the '‘reactionary idea of
progress””, | think we can see itz most crass incarmation in
socialism; finally, bagause 1 fear that its recent “*Marxisar-
ion"" makes it the ultimate thought of order, the most learful
police of minds that the West has produced. Stalin was nol
only Marxist, he was truly sociglist. Solzhenitsyn does not
only speak of the Gulag, bul again of secialism. Hereis an
enigma it is useless to avoid ' (Le Mande, 27 May 1977).

Marxism has become rationality, and socialism rationality
incarnated in the Stare. The Guolag is the logical consequence
of Marxist premisses. Yet didn't the Young Hegelians expect
Reason to take the throne, and were dizappointed? The
major step in this reduction is the notion ‘all is only
discourse’. ‘As Jambet and Lardreau say in L'Ange, in the
end, there is mo world, but only discourse' (Clavel,
interviewed in La Craix, 11 June 1976). The real and history
areonly discourse.

The consequénces of this step extend further than simply
to Marxism. ‘Desire, history and language are always
alregdy the nets of control for the subject who expresses
himself therein® (Enthoven's review of Levy, NO 883, 16
May 1977}). Politics in any form, then, can only lead back Lo
the same slavery. ‘To the exient thal a project of revolt
passes via discourse, it is the Master's discourse which will
necessarily prolong it... To the extent that a project of revolt
will touch on what is called power, the power it installs will
lzad back to the forms of mastery. That is, to the extent that
revolutionaries project their dreams in the forms of this
world, they will only ever produce imilations of revolution’
(Lévy, ‘La folie-Maurice Clavel', NO 598, 29 Aprl 1976).

In this world, right is left. ‘Fascism did not come out of
obscurity, but out of the light...', Lévy explains, 'Reason iz
tetalitarionism" {Le Matin, 27 May 1977). Hence, 'for us it's
nod a matter of defealing the righl, because 1t's not certain
we wanl & master from the left' (Jambet and Lardreau,
interview in Le Magazine Littéraire 112, May 1978).
However, the left (or their former selves) bears the brunt of
the anack: ‘Socjalists? Impostors’, Lévy declares ('La
folie-Maurice Clavel'), and Jambet and Lardreau explain:
‘The left i1 no longer precisely political, it is enlisted in
technocracy. And the ultimate form of all that, the truth of
the left is, as Glucksmann has seen, the Gulag Archipelage’
(interview o1t ). =

There is no way out, not in this world. *Clavel simply says
it is pecessary o despair of this world, effectively we must
try to gamble on another warld; that if the Prince rules this
world withouwt division, we must escape it lo thwart the
Prince’s schemes; that il there i5 no rebellion other than
fllusory in the order of the possible, then we must bet on the
impossible o0 go  beyond this illusion' (Lévy, 'La
[olie-Maurice Clavel®), Clavel concludes: *The authors of
L 'Ange reckon, after their experience and thought — both
prafound — that nothing in this world can change the order
af the world, that subversion needs a point of attachment
absolutely outside this world® (NG 594, 29 March 1976). A
pessimistic point of view, indeed.

Net surprisingly, given this despair, the new philosophers
turn 1o @ senes of personal solutions, becoming, as Lévy puts
it, ‘Metaphysician, arust, moralist® (La barbarie & visage
hurnaine), They represent a renewal of metaphysics. ‘For the
first time in a long while, simple questions are being asked
wgain, the questions of traditional metaphysics’ (Lévy, radio
interview, ‘La génération perdue’), Lardreau states in
L 'Ange: ' | speak hereasa metaphysician® (p.1 7).

Dollé, spesking 85 a ‘contemporary to genocides,
death-camps and torture raised into a system of government”,
lurns to poetry. He concludes: ‘Sal [ will take the
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*“Holzwege'', the mountain paths which snake across the
forests io the clearing. These are not "'paths that lead
nowhere''. These are the “‘pathways™ of becoming, We are
the ones to take them' (Le Monde, 27 May 1977). Nékmo
turns (o the spirtual values of the *God of Job'; Lardrean
and Jambet to those of the ‘Angel’; Lévy to pessimism. "T'he
only tenable position for a pessimist philosophy is probably
thatof anarchism' (Lévy, Le Monda, 27 May 1977).

L] L] » - L]

These themes are not new. The questions raised and
authors turned to recall, for instance, Camus, Popper and
Guy Debord among others, as ¢ritics have pointed out, Nar
is their handling of the themes particularly noteworthy or
subtle. So the new philosophy is not pew. But is il
particularly philosophy, either, despite the appeal to a
variety of *classical’ authors?

These ‘metaphysicians, artists, moralists’ draw their
autherity from a common disillusionmeni with May 1968, as
former militants who have learnt a valuable lesson. It is frem
the failure of militancy that they derive the authority to
reject the CP, the Maoists, the masses, the revolution and
science. ‘It's necessary to have contemplated the Masier
sufficiently long to be able to begin to think' (Lardreau and
Jambel, interview cif.). So despite their rejection ol this
world the new philosophers speak, more than anything else,
about what will happen if the Union of the Left wins in
March 1978, and the Communist Party (PCF) comes to
POWET,

The terms under discussion slide, as did those we
considered above. For example, Jambel and Lardreau:
“What is the PCF? A part of the State’s apparatus, which
may become the whole State apparatus. Whether the same
“clu-s domination is to continue through it, or whether it

“represents’ another, is of little importance...What is
important, on the other hand, is that the PCF carries within
itself the possibility of a more constraining State apparatus
than any known up till now in France: the very ideal of the
modern Stare, in a sense. Marxism precisely allows the
removal of the contradictions ta which the baurgeois State is
subject, since the State s not owner of the means of
production. These contradictions allow interstices which,
however small, let the people breathe sometimes' (Le
Monde, 27 May 1977). The PCF becomes a potential Gulag.
There iz no discussion of the conditions specific to Russia, or
to France. They are, strictly speaking, irrelevant. Benoist
states that it is the duty of pmlnsoph;r to prevent 'a formerly
critical thought, Marxism, from becoming a monopoly and
State religion, barbarous and more bloody than the
Christianity of the Inguisition’ (Le Monde, 1-4 July 1977).
This is not argued, indeed it would be hard to do so.
Glucksmann plays the same game in a recent interview,
proclaiming the need for open discussion between the leaders
of the left; ‘il not, it’s the Kremlin, the wall of silence,
hidden disagreements, palace intrigues, the mysteries of
Hrezhnev's illness and of his succession” (Le Marin, 30
September 1977). ‘Communism® becomws a caich-all, a
scare-word in a new cold war, which matches the return to an
‘end of ideology” very well.

L] L] L] L] L]

The authority of the individual to speak is matched by an
individual vanity, which not unexpectedly takes form in the
new philosophers themselves becoming dissidents. Sollers
writes: ‘It iz the dissidence of our limes, and it is bath old
and new, like all resistance to the Prince, who claims, thanks
Lo our resignation, to reign forever in this world" (Le Monde,
13 May 1977). Lévy takes up the theme: 'You speak of
“elections’": is it necessary 1o keep quiet because the hour of
power approaches? You speak of “rallying’: 1 believe that
the dignity of the intellectual is precisely in never rallying’
(Le Monde, 27 May 1977). Jambet and Lardreau become
rather distasteful: *Does it take the left being sure of being

master of our minds and bodies tomorrow for it 1o consider
that ip defend people against the authorities is right-wing!
We claim the right to laugh at the illusory theatre where the
left and the right share out the roles themselves...
But, an oid right-wing trick, they say! We musi be of the
right, for then, not only does no-ane have to listen to us any
longer, but they will know how 1o make us shut up. The
Qulag — not material certainly, not yer, bt spiritual — is
already here' (Le Monde, 27 May 1977), It is from this
spiritual Oulag that Lévy wrote his reply to his critics —
‘Réponse aux maitres censeurs’ (VO 659, 27 June 1977) —
but how is il possible to reply 10 a cénsor? With the amount
Lévy publishes, Lhe irony is stnking.

The new philosophers play a double game with ther
critics, which corresponds to their two roles of meta-
physician and dissident. Lévy's article (Réponse...")
ilustrates §t well, as does Rennisi's defence of Lévy (Le
Meonde, 34 July 1977). On the one hand, Lévy suggests thal
no one has developed n critigue of the new plilosophers'
work, that all that is oppoted 10 them is polemic; on the
other hand, he dismisses the claims ol scholarship, pleading
Lhe urgency of the case.

- - - L1 Ll

II. When we furn to the political positions these
melaphysicians, artists and moralists occupy, we find a
complete spectrum. ‘Glucksmann is encouraged by signs of a
growing archipelago of dissidents in France and clsewhere —
protestors against nuclear plants, operators of pirate radios,
resurgent minarities claiming more autonomy — all acting
without the need for an all-encompassing ideology® {Time, 5
September 1977, p.10). Lévy too spemks of the ‘new
resisters’ — feminists, ecologists and minority groups —
‘peaple who depend not on ideslogy but on personal. moral
power'. For Time magazine Lévy chooses capitalism ralher
than socialism. but in France voies Socialisi (Le Monde, 27
May 1977). Lardreau and Jambet align themselves with ‘the
simple people, those without knowledge and without power,
the humiliated and the injured. ..’ (Le Monde, 27 May 1977},
whilsi Benoist phaces himself finmly in a Gauollist tradicdon:
‘It remains (o be said that il will be in the country's interest
that one day a collection of men from both [political] camps
will govern, that they are made (o link up — because their
attachment 1o liberties, their vow to construct & France and
Europe independent of hegemonies, joins them beyond the
nightmare of muteal excommunication’ (Le Monde, 27 May
1977).

If the new philosophers' thought is empty of content (if
naot of vanity), and they fill a conventional political spectrum
from ecologist to Chirac-style Gaullism via the Socialist
Party, what arc we left with, other than the publicity we
started wilth? The new philosophers are of no importance in
the political sphere, although Castoriadis (NG 658, 20 June
1977} points out their function as a “decoy’, distracting from
the real problems that this election period holds. Certainly
they may stop & number of questions which are important
from being talked aboul simply by the way they have posed
them. Julliasd (ND 856, 6 June 1977) suggests that whilsr the
left is successful electorally, it Is increasingly in a state of
erisis intellectually, The new philosophers, indeed, mighi be
seen as & symptam of the end of the ambiguous relation
between the intellectuals and a Teft in apposition — a relarion
basad on being marally right but politically powerless. But &
crisisin bad faith is scarcely asufficient caplanation.

] L] L - -

Let us return (o our first impression, thal the phenomenon

is one of publicity, and seek an explanation in the context of
publicity and writing, rather than politics. The new
philosophy is the introduction of a new process, that of
‘intellectual marketing®, 10 use Deleuze's term (G, Deleuze,
supplement to Minuil, 24 May 1977, partly republishad in Le
Monde, 19-20 June 1977. What follows owes a lot to
Deleuze's argument). Marketing, according ro Delenre, has
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Recolilag In homar lrem the supposed spactre of Marx In the Cammunisl and Soclalisl parties are (lsft 1o right)

‘new philozophers’ Phillppe Eollers (emparo
Mariza Cleeal [reincamation of 51, Tersss of Avila)

two principles, First, rather than a book having anything to
say, one must speak of it, and make it spoken about, At the
limit, the multitude of articles, interviews, broadcasts, tc.
could replace the book altogether. This is why the books
written by the new philosophers are, in the end,
unimporiant. This iz a striking change for the academic
world. [t is an activity, Deleuze nbserves, which seems to be
cutside philosophy, even to exclude it.

Second, from the point of view of marketing, the same
book or product musi have several versions, o suit
everyone. So we have pious, atheistic, Heideggerian, leftist,
centrist, and Chiraquian versions. Whence also the
digrriburion of roles according to taste — metaphysician,
artist, moralist, dissident. Here variety is no guaraniee of
difference; it is the label “mew philosophers’ Lhat 13
all-imporiant.

The snccess now of this marketing iz dos 10 twa factors,
which we mentioned at the start. The historical epoch
1968-78 we will come 1o in & momeni. The other factor s a
certain reverzal m the relations between journahsts and
intellectuals, or between the press and the book.

{a) We are in & period when journalism, together with
the radio and TV, has become increasingly aware of i
ability to create the ‘evemt' — for example, by enguiries,
polls, “investigative journalism’, controlled leaks, discuss-
ions — and s has become less dependent on analyses outside
jeurnalism, and has less need of people like intellectuals and
writers. Journalism, indeed, has discoversd an nutonomaoins
and self-sufficient thought within itself. Thar is why, ar the
cxtreme, & book I3 worth Iess than the article In & journal
written ahout i, or the inlerview il gives rise [o.
Conzequently, intellectuals and writers are having to
conform to this new kind of ‘short duration” thought, based
on inlerviews, discussions and so on.

The relation of forces between journalists and intelicctpaly
hax then completely changed. Une coukd imagine a book
which bears on an article in & journal. and not the inverse.
The new philosophy i& very close 1o this. The magazing no
lomger hos any need of the book. Interestingly, the ceniral
function of ‘auther’, of ‘personalicy’, has moved 1o the
journalist, and writers who still weant to be “authors’ have (o
go through journabists, or, beiier, become their own
journalists. It is this change that has made the enterprise of
intellectual marketing possihle,

r of the weathercocks), Andrd Glucksmann (Iriend of the pecple), and

{b} Thesecond factor is that France is in a long electoral
period, and this acts as a grill, a value-giving systeni, that
affects ways of understanding and even of perceiving. All
events and problems are hammered onto this grill. It is on
this grill that the whole project of the new philosophers has
been inscribed from the beginning, and it explains why their
project has succeeded now, Some of the new philosophers
are against the Union of the Left, others hope to provide a
brains trusr for Mitterrand, as we have seen. What they all
have to sell, which produces a homogenisation of the two
tendencies, is a hatred of "68. Whatever their attitede to the
clection, they declare that the Revolution is impossible,
uniformly and for all time. That is why all the concepts
which began by Functioning in a very differentiated fashion
{powers, resistances, desires, even the ‘pleb') are made
global, reunited in o series of empty unities — Power, the
Luw, the State, the Master, the Prince, tc.

That is also why the thinking subject, or vain subject, can
reappear on the scene, the correlate of the meaningless-
ness of the concepts, for the only possibility of Revolution
for the new philosophers is in the pure act of the thinker who
thinks the impossible. Along with this function of author
returns the function of witness: hence the martyrology of the
Crulag and the victims of history,

" - - - L]

The new philosophers, by recreating the ‘author’ function,
the creative subject, are thoroughly reactionary in a wide
rather than a political sense: the negation both of any politics
and of any experimentation. Mew, certainly, but utterly
conformist. Their work represents the submission of any
thought 1o the media, and 10 the worst side of the medis at
that, 50 that it loses any intellectual caution, and the media
defines all criteria.

The English-speaking reactionary press has taken to the
new philosophers, then, for they are extremely modern. It is
this that makes them so acceptable to America, rather than
simply their anti-Marxism, Time magazine stales: ‘These
young intelleciunls are on the same wavelength as many
people in the US, Jimmy Carter; Jerry Brown, Carlos
Castaneda and a host of anti-war and civil rights activists”
(p.6). American publishers are reporied to be fighting over
translation rights (VO 669, 5 September 1577). 1t is scarcely
surprising.
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HISTORIC

By REDMOND O’NEILL
(IMG Student Organiser)

Ower the past few months the student movement has once
again been in the news, Only with a difference — this time the
heroine of recent press reporis has been NUS President and
Communist Party Executive Committee member Sue
Slipman.

Many on the let have, howaver, been more than a litte
surprised at the statements auributed with such glee 1o a
leading member of the Communist Party. More particularly,
many CP and Labour Pany members will have been 1aken
aback, 1o say the least, by her widely reported mitacks on the
anti-fascist movement following Lewisham, and the news of
an explicit alliance a1 December’s NUS Conference between
the Federation of Conservatve Students (FCS) and the
Broad Left (an alliance of CF and Labour Party students).

1t is therefore especially timely that the November issue of
the CP's theoretical journal, Marxism Today, should carry o
major piece on the role of the student movement today by the
CPGR's student organiser, Ken Spours.'

Al present the NUS is one of the few national mass
organisations led by the Communist Party, so that their
policies and strategy amongst students are of no small interest
in assessing the future direction of the Party, in particular
since the adoption of the new version of The British Road to
Socialism.

The apparent turn by the Communist Party's student
leaders has involved the introdoction of a whole new
terminology into the student movement: ‘corporate politics’,
“institorional harmony® and ‘public accountability”, ta name
but a few. In artempiing to clarify the relatonship between
the Communist Party's theory and practice, 1 shall ry 10
demonstrate the conient of this new terminology in the
student movement today.

The Presenl Crisis in the NUS

The Mational Union of Students is today approaching its
biggest test since the Ieft won the leadership of the union at the
endof the 1960s. Within the NUS, the Tories have succeeded
in mopping up the motley collection of minor groups
previously vying for the allegiance of the right wing. With the
help of funds estimated to be of the order of £25,000 per
annum from Conservative Central Office, they have managed
to grow from virtually nothing three years ago 1o a level where
today they are the single largest political tendency within the
NUS. with a claimed individual membership of 20,000
students. The Federation of Conservative Students today
stands poised to make an effective challenge for the leadership
of the national union.

From without, the major threat to the national union comes
from the government and Local Education Authorities
{LEAs), in the form of plans to reduce drastically the control
by student unions over their funds. The authorities and the
courls have been able to hase their offensive on the
widespread feeling of disillusion with the NUS felt by

OMPROMISE
IN THE NUS

thousands of students who have been through four yeurs of
virtually uninterrupted defeats in their struggles Lo defend the
value of their grant, 1o hold back the curs, and to fight for jobs
when they lcave college.

‘The aim of Lhe right wing inside NUS, and the government
and education suthorities outside, is to turn the clock back 10
the dave of the “welfare student unionism’ of the 19508 and
"60s. As the Broad Left aptly put it in one of their pamphlets
two years ago: ‘The right basically bebeves that students’
unions should concern themselves solcly with ““student
problems® which they define as separate from the problems
of society os a whole ™

Under attack is the very capacity of the NUS to campaign
on behalf of its membership and to link up with other sections
of society. What is at stake is whether the Tories will take over
the NUS, and therefore with which class the majority of
students will line up in the major social, economic and
political struggles taking shape in British society.

The Stodent Movement and the “Gsovernment of the Left’

The starting point for Spours’ argumenr is the crisis on the
student left and its feilure 1o respond adequately o the new
conditions prevailing in post-school education as a result of
the Government's material, ideological and 'anti-democratic”
azsault on further and higher education. This failure s,
according to Spours, best encapsulated in the phrase “the
crisis of corporate palitics’. He denotes by this the impasse of
traditional militant student unionism, with all ies concomitant
short-sightedness and economism. The roots of this impasse
are the objective impossibility, in this period, of defending
students’ material interests. As Spours puts it “At present it
would require a government of the left Lo reverse the cutbacks
in education on the basis of an allernative economic
strategy".? Furthermore, in its traditional role (since the early
"10s) of attempting to defend students® ‘sectoral’ ‘self
interests’, the NUS has proved to be incapeble of wniting
students.

The way out of thizimpasse for Spours is the development of
a new basis for the unity of gl students, whether they be scien-
tists or artists, sporting or cultural enthusiasts, politicos or
non-politicals, The one factor which all students do have in
common is not 5o much their marerial interests as their fuure
functions insociety as intellectnals of one sort or another. Ivis
their character as ‘trainee intellectuals’ which determines that
the crucial issues around which students can be unired are
whal Spours speaks of as the ideological questions of
democracy and control.

According to Spours, such an approach, far from being a
step backwards from the fight around material questions, can

1. Ken Spours, ‘Sludhnis, Education and the State’. In Marxizm
Today, Nowember 1877

2, “The Broad Left — Lefi Unity inthe Student Mavement'.

3. Spours, op. ¢/f., p. 345,
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bari 1ackle the problem of unily al a ime when students’
material interests cannot be eifectively defended, and mark a
new step forward in developing a strategy for the transforma-
tion of the process of which all students are parl. [t thus has
the advantage of creating a new basis lor unity amongst
different sections of students arvund the theme of & “diverse
and eritical educetion’, and at the same lime organising the
defence of ‘the democranic fabric of our institutions® in order
i@ prepare the process of their socialist transfarmarion In the
future {presumably in the context of the ‘government of the
lelt” referred 1o above).

Where does such an approach leave our student unions?
Well, it is, for Spours, the essential step in breaking them
from the impasse of ‘corporate politics’. For the first time
student unions can take on a new and wider role within the
education system, reintegrating themselves into the colleges
lacally and the deliberations of the educational establishment
al @ national level. The MUS can begin ta play the rale of a
responsible partier within the mstitutions of further and
higher education, thereby exerting an influence for changes in
4 progressive direction. The main hallmarks of the NUS's
phase of ‘corpurate politics' — the concept of the mass
campaigning union and the defence of autonomy — can thus
be transcended in the direction of *hegemonic politics”,

Thus the new phrases about ‘institutional consensus’ and
‘public accountability’ take on flesh and blood as part of a
strategy  of democratisation of post-school education.
Student unions, reintegrated into the institutions of further
and higher education, ¢an wage a struggle within these
institutions around points of ideology. The establishment of
such an ideological consensus is made all the more eesy by the
bourgecisie's abandonment of the ethic of the liberal
education system. Such a consensus will then be erucial al a
later date in winning these institutions, as @ whole, 1o the
propositions of a government of the left, which will thus be
able wo ser about tackling the problems at present beyend the
NIIS's sphere of influence, viz. those of economic
deension-muking with respect 1o post-school education,

Corporale Politics and the Unity of the Student Movement

In examining Spour's arguments, it would be totally
umsericus todeny that there has been a erisis of strategy on the
student el inrecent years. Those like the student comrades of
the Socilist Workers Party, whose prescription for all of the
ills of the NUS iz a new and higger dose of militancy, close
theiroves to the real changes which the student movement has
unilergoie over the pasi couple of years,

In fact, Spours is correct to paint to the failure of the lefi 1o
deul adegquutely with the Goavernment's affensive and the new
situstion i the studenl movermenl. Nevertheless, what he
doei not even attempt 1o analyse is why this situation has
come about, what changes have taken place in the outlpok of
students, and why the Tores have been gble Lo reconsolidare
a sipnilicant bose within the NUS. Insofar as he does touch
upninn these quiestions, all ills e put al the door of ihe left,
und, incredibly during the period of the Tories' fastest ever
growth, the FCS doesn't even meril a mention, Sue Slipman
sumimesd up (his approach to the problems of the siudent
movement most succinctly in o recent edition of ihe Broad
Left Towrngl: *Students, abused by the Left, turned to the
Right®*,

A less superficial analysis of the crisis of the studem
moverment s o start Trom the fuet that stodents have
gxperienced a serious decline in their standards of living and
edducntion {in terms of books per student, student-staff ratios,
ete.) in recent years, The results of the Government's palicies
of halding back income, cutting social expenditure, and
allowing uremployment to rocket (o levels unprecedented
singe the "30s have hit students as hard as any other section of
spciely. Mol only that, bul they have hit students themselves
in an uneven way, accentuating the divisions institufionalised
in the binary system am the inegualities of the grants system,

sothat those worst hit in both their pockeis and facilities have
been those in the ‘poor relation’ sectors of post-school
education — the further education and teacher training
sectors, It s students from these sectors who also Face the
highest levels of unemplovment if they do manage to get
through college.

More generally ir iz clearly the case that both the increased
competition for places at college and the increased
competition for jobs have profound ef fecls on the
conscicusness and activities of the majorty of students.

Furthermaore, the repeated defears the student movement has
suffered on grants, on jobs (especially for trainee teachers),
on the cuts, and on tuifion fee levels have lent credence 1o the
idea that the student movement is incapable of defending ils
members. (Spours® answer to this problem seems 1o be 10 5ay:
‘Yes, that's true, let's all unite around something different
and forget our granis and future jobs till better times™!) In
society as & whole, students have witnessed those same trade
union leaders who led the strugele against similar policies
from a Tory Government now knuckling under without very
much more than & whimper 1o Wilson and Callaghan.

Giiven this situation of labour movement passivity in the face
of right-wing government policies and repeated defeats of the
student movemenl, a polarisation around different class
sofutions 1o the crisis is virtually inevitable, As students
hecome disillusioned with collective action and begin to seek
individual solutions to their problems, the ideological basis is
rapidly being laid for a resurgence of the right. Nol only doas
academic competition between individuals hot up in these
circumnstances, but racist and sexist solutions also gain new
credibility — the idea that women and overseas studenits
have less right 10 post-school education than white, middie-
class males. Thus it should be no surprise that in many
colleges strip shows have resurfaced — and with them, riding
on the broad shoulders of the men of the rugby club, come
the new student ideologues of the Tory right.

The palarisation which we have secn emongst students over
the past year liself 1akes place in an uneven way, wirh the
universities being the main centres of Tory growth whilst the
FCS has negligible influence in the further education sector,
In other words, the most proletarianised sections of students,
who will lose most iT the NUS loses its campaigning character,
and who in the main are or will be members of trade unions,
are proving the most resistant to the growth of the right wing.

Thus the resurgence of the Tories in NUS is ~or an
independent factor which can be combatted simply at an
ideological level. On the contrary, it feeds off the defeats of
recent years and has to be dealt with as part of a global
strategy for reversing them.

The major distinctive feature of the MUS which emerged
out of the youth radicalisation of the "60s was ils indepen-
dent character and its capacity to mobilise ils membership in
mass action campaigns around such themes as grants,
cutbacks and autonomy. For the first time the student
movement couald organise its members independently of the
imstitutions of post-school education, and for thal reason
could link the student movement with the tremendous social
sirugeles of the early "70s. This was shown in no uncertain
fashion in the suppart given by students to the miners” strikes
of 1972 and 1974. It was this national campaigning character
of NLS which alsa made it possible for the least
well-organised sectors of students to be integrated into the
natiomal union for the first time. This was above all the case
with the further education secror, where the soris of
concessions won by students in the big universities on a college
by callege basis were inconceivable outside a framework of
united pafivnal campaigns, where the full force of the entire
student movemen! could be focused around specific
objectives.

4, SueSlipman in Grosd Left Journal, Qolaber 1877,
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The Barber budget of December 1973 marked the beginning
of the end of the ability of such purely studenr acuvity Lo win
major gains for the student movement. The initial response 1o
this situation from the leadership of the NUS was to seek out
alliances with the ‘left” leaders in the trade unions, through
juint protest action kocally and nationally against the cuts. But
following the massive cuts lobby of Parliament in Movember
1976, these lefts took [right lest such movements spill over
into an overall strugele against the central pillar of the Labour
Ciovernment’s policies — the Social Contract, to which these
‘leaders’ were and remain firmly wedded.

It was the development of this situation, characterised by
increasingly sharp government atlacks and inaction on the
part of the trade union lefts, which posed the left in the NUS
with ils current crisis of strategy. The options are very clear,
On the one hand, to develop a strategy which aims o
mobilise students against the Government's policies through
both sysiematically seeking out alliances with all sections of
the labour movement and confronting those labour leaders
who sacrifice on the altar of the Social Contract not only
their own members but also the gains of the working class in
the spheres of education, jobs and the whole of the social
services since the Second World War. Or, alternatively, 1o
turn the student movement back into the educational
institutions, integrating student unions, locally and
nationally, into the decision-making bodies of these
instirutions, with a view to gaining what concessions are
possible within the framework of consensus with the local and
national education authorities.

‘Broad Left Policies — Tory Tunes'

If we now turn to the practice of the Communist Party in
the student movement, | believe it is remarkably simple 10
demonstrate that the activities of Sue Slipman — so lauded
in the press—are not temporary individual aberrations, bul
rather a brutally coherent application of the theoretical and
strategic conceptions of the CPGE, as oullined in Spours'
article and sanctioned by the new British Road,

The Government’s atiacks on post-school education have
inken the form nol simply of curs, but also & whole ideological
offensive aimed at pinning the blame for youth
unemployment on the inadequacies of the education system
itself, thereby providing an alibi for recent moves 1o give
private industry a much greater say inthe goals and content of
education. Ther hardest hit by this project of restructuring
higher and further education have been those sectors most
clearly orientated towards vocational training, and not having
the same lobbying power as the big universities in the
corridors of power within the educational establishment.
Thus, for example, within the teacher training sector it is
planned to cut teacher supply from 114,000 places in 1974 Lo
46,670 places in 1981, involving the closure of 3% education
departments and colleges of education by 1981.

At the same time the Government has sought to divide
students along racist lines through differential fees and quotas
for overseas students, and, de facro, along sexist lines by
cutting those sectors of further and higher education
containing the highest proportion of women studenis
(teacher training, social studies, arts courses, eic.).

Clearly a socialist response to these attacks would have to
put a premium on the unily of the student movement by
uniting all students behind those facing the most vicious
attacks and, at the same time, seek to direct student action
towards explaining the anti-working class nature of the
Government's projects to the labour movement. Thus the
cornerstone of a strategy in post-school education would have
to be the eradication of its present inequalities in terms of
access, gualification and content, and its socialist
transformation. Any other approach would fail to win labour
movement backing as it would imply support for an
institution which fundamentally discriminates against
working class people in the first place.

The CP's strategy in the student field has, however, been

remarkable in that it has involved noatlempt tn develop such
an alliance and, in the recent past, has accepted cach major
step in the Government's project. That this has been the cuse
is best demonstrated by a few examples.

On the question of college closures, the position advocaled
hy Slipman was for the ‘retention of colleges due for closure
within the cducation sector’. In other words, the massive cut
in teacher supply was accepted; and following the abandon-
ment of the wave of occupations in summer 1976 by the NUS
gxccutive, there were no further artempts to mobilise
students against it, Given the fact that it would actually
require an addirional 58,000 leachers to meet the objecrive ol
maximum class sizes of 30 put forward in the Labour Party's
manifesto, the basis for labour movement sympathy and
supporl for such a campaign was obviously there, Neverthe-
less, because such a mass campaign would have run slap-
hang up against the National Union of Teachers' leadership,
who were themselves in the process of disclplining umion
members takimg unofficial action on class sizes, no achivity
was organised beyond lea parties with Shirley Wilhams.'

A lurther example is the [ee increases of 8p 1o J00 per cent
proposed by the Government last year and now being
implermenied. Students' initial response to this blatantly rmcist
attack (they had to alter the Rage Relations Act to make it
legal!ywas n wave of oceupations. The official NUS response
was (0 gocepd the fee increases and 1o advise unmons o
cooperate with college autherities in lobbying for hardship
funds, It was around this issue thal the term ‘instirutional
harmony' firsl made ils appearance, The idea was that NUS
should make a long term bloc with college anthorities who
opposed fecincreases {for their own reasons) in order to lobby
for the long-term abolition of fees. 1t was therefore out of the
question for unions to organise mass action aimed at forcing
these authorities not 1o implement fee increases. The resull
was thar no national action was organised against the
increases and umions found themselves isolared from one
anather and college workers, arguing a ‘special case’ to their
college nuthorities. The real losers were, once again, the least
well-orpanized sectars who found, not unsurprisingly, thal
their authorities were not particularly interested in
instinirional consensus.

Finally, at last December's NUS Conference, the CP
leadership sponsored a series of policies together with the
Tories which began to turn the clock back to the days of
welfare unionism:

Racilsm: 'Thaohjective of the campaign must be to pledge all
educational institutions and all the forces within them to
opposing the growth of racist ideas..."* Bul in order to achieve
institutional harmony on rthis question all e¢fforts to develop
independent mobilisations against fascists had to be dropped
and no efforts spared 1o avoid confrontation with these same
authorities implementing racist measures against overseas
students.

Waorkers' Srrugeles: "We cannot avoid the conclusion that
payments for coaches to support industrial disputes are “‘ultra
vires' and where the student body wishes 1o express its
support for such a dispute (such as the Grunwick workers’
strike) this is properly expressed through individual
contributions from the students’ own pockets.”

Autonomy: This was undoubtedly the main issue debated by
conference and traditionally the touchstone of the right/left
divide within the NUS, Here a bloc of Broad Left and Tory
leaders fought for, and won (by 13 voltes), the principle of
‘public accountahility” whereby student union funds and
activities can be verted by college authorities, LEAS and the
Government to ensure that unions only engage in properly
student activities. Such a position is a far cry from that
advocated by the Broad Left just two years ago: "The fight

5. Ses NUS Strategy Paper: ‘Teacher Supply, College Closures and
Ediucational Expansion’, Sepltamber1877.

£. ‘Pacism and Fasciam — MUS Strategy Paper”

7. ‘LAtra-Yires and Studeant Unions’.

B Ses Conlerence Document 10, Novembar 1977; The Payment ol
Student Unlan Feas — NUS Strategy Paper’,
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for the lefi (to take over the union in 1969} was o transform
what had been debating and sports clubs, set up by the
colleges with the intention of controlling students, into active
democratic self-governing bodies answerable only to their
members. "

Spours' theoretical framework provides the coherence
which these practical positions seem 1o lack. The central point
is that no further progress can be made in defending students’
material interests until the arrival of a government of the left.
In thiz situation, unions have io reorientate their activities
away from the narrow ‘corporate’ framework of economic
siruggles and begin o take oo ‘universal functions® of waging
i ideclogical battle within the educational nstitutions, The
principal allies of the student movement around questions of
idenlogy and democracy will be sections of the educational
cstablishment and the college authorities themselves.
Ierelore any independent student action which might tend
o polarise these mantutions has to be discouraged.

The contradictions in these positions stand out clearly in
their practical application. The college authorities are
precisely the people implementing material, racist and sexist
attacks, nor only on stpdenrs bur also on the workers within
the colleges. They are the peaple who most vigorously defend
the elirist sratus guo within post-school education. To
privilege a system of alliances with such people inevitahly
involves refusing o fight in any effective way the carremt
attacks on students and workers within post-school
education, and de focto divides siudents from thzir potential
allies in the trade unions.

Al the level of polilics in the national union, the CPGR's
positions on institutional consensus and ‘public account-
ghility' resull in progremmatic ence with the Tories.
The FCS have been advocating the pozitions quoted above
on racism, autonomy and the role of the national union for
years. The shift in the strategy of the CPGB, strictly in line
with the Hririch Rood, makes an alllance herween the twa
unavoldable — where programmatic agreement exists it
would be scctarian to do otherwise!

The Alternative

An article such as this can do little more than touch on some
of the themes of a socialist strategy within the student
movemienl. | shall therefore limit mysell W simply dealing
with what | see ax the central thearetical and palitical
problems raised by the orientation of the CPGB in NUS,

The most important guestions Tor socialists i the NUS 1o
gel right are those of politics and stralegy within the matione]
unton., Today the number one threst (o an independent
student movement is posed by the growth af the FCS. If you
like, they arc the main cmemy &nd the key task of
revululionary socimbists in Uhe wimon 15 O unily the el around
a programmatic alternative to the Tory/Broad Left Bloc.
Thal ulso meuns systemaiically compaigning for the Broad
Left too break with the Tories. The Broad Left itselfis rent with
contradiciions; in purticuler, the last conference of (he
Mational (rganisation of Labour Students voted Lo campaign
for lelt umiiy against the Tories nnd o stand separalely from
the Nroad Left in the coming elections for the NUS National
Excemiive.

In fact @l the political tendencics within the student move-
ment are being lorced (o defing their allitude (o the Tories
and Chig st of programme they represend [or students. Wil
would be o renl disasier for the left in this situstion would be
for the potential far unity on a principled political basis 1o be
broken up by organisalions pulling their own seclarian
inlerests above the wgenl aecessily of building a socialisl
tetidency capalle of winnmng the majority of studenis to class
struggle politice and a rejection of all thar the FCS stands for.
The programmatic gquestions are crystal clear today in the
student movement: Tor or sgainst stodenl umion sutonomy;
for or aguinst 'institutional harmony’; lor or against no
plutlorm lor Meseists: for or agsinst o systematc Dghi ugamst
all aspects of masm and sexism in the student movement; for

or against practical support for workers' struggles; for or
against a fighting student unjon allied in action to all sections
of the labour movemenl opposing government policy.

The Socialist Students Alliance stands for building such a
political tendepey amongst students, and ils success at recent
NS conferences (winning the crucial votes at many of the
sectorconferencesand gaining up 1o 45 per cent at December's
MUSConference) is a clear indication of the feasibility of such
i project. The divisions within NOLS further confirm this
perspective. The IMG is confident that a firm orieniation for
uniled action with those sections of NOLS breaking with the
Broad Lef/Tory alliance could result in the emergence of a
new organised lefl wing in the studenl movement. Bul the
orientation of the student supporters of the Socialist Workers
Party, organised in the Mational Organisation of IS Socictics
(NOISSY, is highly unfortunate in this respect. Whilst these
comrades agree on all of the major programmatic questions in
MNUS, and have played an imporiamt role in many student
struggles over the past three years, they continue 1o adopt an
extremely sectarian attitude to the rest of the student lefi,
declaring themselves to be the ‘only alternarive’ 1o the Broad
Left. The absurdity of this self-proclamation has been amply
demonstrated by their declining support within NUS
conferences. Nevertheless their sectarian stand a1 a national
level and their refusal to enter into a debate aimed at
developing seripus alternatives fo the Broad Left leaders’
policies is an importani factor in repelling many genuine
studenl militants from the far left as a whole,

Secondly, there is the guestion of our response to the
Government's attacks on post-school education. There is a
kernel of truth in the CPOB's essertion that we have reached
the limits of “corporate politics’ within NUS. However, the
conclusions we draw from this are exactly opposite to those of
Slipman and Spours, For us the central question raised by the
defeats of recent years is that of building an effective alliance
between students and the labour movement.

1t is because students cannot independently defend either
post-school education or their own living standards that such
an allimoce isall the more urgent. The problem the lefi has to
tackle is thal such an alliance can only be based on a
fundamental crithque of the role of educational institutions in
capitalist society and (he objective of their socialist
transformation. Any other approach involves the impossible
task of tryving 1o persuade workers lo defend a system of
education designed to discriminate against themselves and

their children. It is in this direction, and that of overcoming
the racist and sexist divisions withinits own ranks, that the lefl
has 1o develop its positions. Furthermore, in that framework
the key objective must be to break the organisaticas of the
Inbour movement from their corporate economist outiook
and 1o win them to struggle around far broader solutions to
the problems of sociery as a whole.

Far from implying the impoitence of specifically student
siruggles around the material attacks on edocation, such an
approach gives student action a clear sirategic objective: to
tuke the issues into the organisations of the working class and
there lorce debate and action both around immediate
questions and to begin 1o lay the basis for a genuine socialist
transformation of the education system, Thus the framework
for formulating demands and tacrics becomes not so much
whal can be agreed with the autherities as what will cut across
sectoral, racist and sexist divisions within the studeni
movemen! and win the active support of the labour
movernenl. Finally, such an approach implics having no
qualmsz at all about taking on those trade union and Labour
Pariy leaders who themselves refuse (o organise or support
any effective action in defence of the social services,

In terms of our overall strategy, | think we must first of all
takeour distance from the CPGB in relation to their attitude 1o
the bourgeois state in general and institutions like education
inparticular, For the CP the state s 1o be democraiised, and a
crucial factor in this gradual process will be the winning of

8. ‘ThaBroadlelt.. .. op. ol
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hegemony within such potentially ‘neutral” mstilutions as the
education system. For revolutionary socialists the state is, as
Marx put i, ‘the executive committee of the bourgeoisie', and
is to be destroved — all other paths have resulted in the
destruction of the workers movement by the core of that same
state, i.e. the army and police. For us the role of institutions
like education is not simply a technical ane, potentially
neutral, but rather that they play a central role in organising
capitalist society and ensuring the fragmeniation and
atomisation of all sections of the oppressed within it, Thus the
education system gives ideological cover for and masks the
close hasis of the social division of labour in capitalist society,
because it perpetuates the myth that all start ofl equal and are
assigned their respective places in the social hierarchy
according to the ‘neutral® criterion of *academic merit'. The
real, class divisions in society arée obscured and given
idenlogical sanction. Our approach (o such an institution has
torecognise boththat itcannot simply be destroyed, because in
the absence of alternatives children =till have to learn to rend
and write, but that at the same time it cannot be won in its
entirety to serve the interests of working people. As with
health or the family, our orientation is rather to recognise that
it can only be democratic insofar as its functions are taken
back into the community and the work-place and are
socialised 5o that the instilution itself begins to wither away,
within a democratically planned socialist society.

That implies a transitional orientation of opening up such
institutions to the local community and their democratic
running under workers control exercised by all sections of
users and workers in the institutions according to the needs of
the community.

Such an orientation corresponds far more closely to the real
development of the class struggle within such institutions than
the schemas of the CP. Every social revolution, and Portugal
mast recently, has demonstrated nor the winning over of the
entire health or educational apparatus to ihe side of the
working class but rather a social polarisation of these
institutions, with the workers and sections of the users
developing their own self-organisation, independently of amd
againsi the institutional hierarchy, and opeming up the
facilities for health-care or education 10 local working people.
With the greater development of the ‘welfare state” in Western
Europe, we can expect such a pattern of social struggles lo
penetrate that much more deeply into the institutions, and we
can expect Lo be able to win the vast majority of students te the
perspectives of workers control and the socialist transfor-
mation of society.

In an embryonic way we can see the seeds of these types of
struggles, moving in the direction of dual power within the
institutions themselves, in every major conflict over the past
few years — from the anti-war university in the United States
to the opening up of occupations as centres for teach-ins,
alternative seminars, €tc., in the recent stroggles in Britain
and France. In every case the pattern has not been one of

‘institutional harmony® but rather ‘institutional
polarisation’, with the majority of students and workers on
one side and the college administration, higher grades of
staff and the most right-wing section of students on the other.
The tragedy has all (oo often been that students have given
insufficient altention to patiently explaining the issues and
building up mutual respect so as to win the college workers ta
support them.

Meverthelese, whar kar been uneguivocally demonstrared is
that everv major struggle blows aparl any ‘harmony’ or
‘consensus’ which might exist in the college. Tt is for this
reason that the keynotes of our strategy, vis-a-vis thai of the
CP, are the self-organisation and total independence of the
student movement from the educational mstitutions, and the
systematic promotion of a fighting alliance between the
student movernent and the orpanizarions of the working class,
Cieneral ideological questions have to be dealt with in that
framework and not separated off from the real materinl
altecks on the education system.

The CP's strategy, a: outlined by Spours, denies that
independence 1o the student movement and ties it hand and
fool to the institutions of the eapitalist state. The artificial
separationof ideology and marerial interests, the long wait for
the ‘government of the left”, and their oppusition lo the
development of students’ self-organisation sl have their roots
in @ strutegy based on chass collehoration as opposed 1o class
siruggle. The CP's current agreement with the FCS is based
on the same immedinte programme (or students, and in that
sense Lhey stand on the wrong side of the class divide amongst
students. The kind of altermutive the Socialist Students
Alliance is trying to build in NUS will seek to unite @il of those
breaking with the main themes of this programme in ithe
direction of class struggle politics, in & united democratic
sociglist tendency fighting Tor the leadership of NUS,

Finally, it neads ra be said that while the CPGB’s students
may be al present the only sectinn of the party involved in an
explicit allinnee with the Tories, their evalution from the more
traditional CP “left alliance” to their currént system of alliances
is a serious warning to CP militants outside NUS that the
politics of class collaboration have their own logic — up to
and including collaboration with the main party of the
bourgeoisie against the left.

Of course, the IMG does not claim 1o have a monopoly of
the truth in dealing with many of the new problems being
raised in the student movement today. We aré, however,
confident that the problems of the student left can only be
resolved in the framework of a constructive debate around
class strugele solutions 1o students’ problems and @
non-sectarian approach to all those breaking from the new
stage 1o which the Broad Left leaders’ policies of class
collaboration have raken them in NUS.
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The State and
the Transition
to Socialism

Our interview with Nicos Poulantzas on ‘The State
and the Transition to Socialism’ in the last issue of

International has aroused

considerable

interest,

Below, CARL GARDNER reflects on some of the

points raised in

that interview,

while PHIL

HEARSE reviews Poulantzas’ book, The Crisis of
the Dictatorships — Portugal, Spain, Greece (New

Left Books, 1976).

A Pandora’s Box

fmrernaifonal is to be congraiuigied on publishing Henn
Weher's imerview with Nicos Poulamzas (Vol, 4, Mo. 1, pp.
112y It i& certainly one of the most intcresting and
accessible contributions to the comtemporary debate about
the nature of the siate and socialist strategy 10 have appeared
in English. However several points need (o be taken up.

Ihe first thing to be said is that Poulantess’ positions
constiiute one of the mest sophisticated attempts 10 "bridge”
the positiom of the mainstream of “Eurocommunism® and
that of ‘orthadex’ or semi-orthadox revolutdonary Marxism
{despite. Poulanizas’ avowed differences with both), One
oughl 10 be aware that the theoretical elaboration of the
Tefs’ Intelligentsia of the Foropean Communist Partics hay
not ceasedd — there is some creative life within them yet. It is
a pity that such creative thought gs does emerge revolves
copsciously or upconsciopsly around the *internal’ needs af
an intelligentsia which fears both being ourflanked to the left
by revolutionpries and making 8 decisive brenk with the
vlimal CPs

It is noccssary 1o state in advance that [ have undertaken
this enitigue not merely to defend *orthodoxy' blindly against
heretical ‘devistions’ — an orthedoxy for onthodoxy’s sake.
It is nhsolutely necessary to develop new concepticns —
theorctical 'leaps’ — to deal with a complex and chunging
reality. Troiskysm, os o politcal eorrent, has much Lo learn
from theorics which have originated outside its orbit
However, on balanee, | (ind what is sehstantally a
Trotskyist orthodoxy far preferable in this case, far more
ponsisten] and ulimately far more applicable to the 1asks
which confront us than Poulantzas’ iconoclastic theorisa-
thons,

It Is necestarv 1o look ar Poulantzas” positions more
closely, In doing so one is coprinually amazed (one could say
that Weber was dazzled) by the subtle sleight of hand which
enables him to try 1o ride two different horses at once,
Unformunately, because of the extreme difficulty of this
acrobaric feat, he consistemtly falls off ong or the other, Bui

Weber allows him to swiftly remount, by shifting the lerrain
of the debate or allowing him to shift i (1t is only fair to add
that an examination of the inconsistencies of Poulantzas'
‘quicksilver’ politics must be easier in retrospect than in the
heal of & verbal debate.)

The first thing to note — and a point on which Weber does
not touch — is the extent to which his positions are
developed from his study in The Crisis of the Diciatorships of
the rapid liberalisation/democratisation processes in the last
fourvears inGreece, Spain and Portugal, Such conclusions as
are drawn in thal work — aboul lhe undoubtedly important
role plaved by the splits within the statc apparatus, correspond-
ingin turn to splits within the national bourgeoisic and their
differential links wilth American imperialism — are now
applisd willy-nilly 1o the sifuation in France; that is, lo-a
country not faced with the task of emerging from
dictatorship 1o liberal demopcracy, but of going from thal
lattercondition towards socialism.

Of course sections of the stale epparatus and Lhe
bourgesisic in Greece and Portugal can contemplate gnd
encournge moves towards a liberal democratic reginee, which
does nol immediately threaten their interests (indeed
facilitates the process of exploitation). But this is not the
case im France, or any other of the Morihern European
capitalist states. So that analogy, drawn froen ‘concrele,
histoncal” experience, s somewhat wide of the mark. That iz
oot o say that we have nothing to learn from thosc
experiences, bul that fhad specific fealure of the Southern
European situations is not something which can be usefully
peneralised to the hberal democratic staies. Indeed, it would
be misleading 1o do zn.

To demonsirste the essentiml continuity between The Crisis
af the Dictatorships and these latest formulations on France,
one nead anly note this lengthy passage from the last chapter
af that work, where all the ambiguous themes to which this
essay addresses itsell find full expression:

‘Om the one hand, if the popular massas wish 10 win the
leadership of the process for themselves, and therefore their
own bases of political power, they must organise without fail
forms of popular power at the base... outside and parallel to
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the state apparatuses proper... On the other hand, however,
and particularly in so far as there is no immediate transition
wo socialism, these forms of popular power cannol be
organised in a ceniral coordinating instance of a dual power
type {the soviet model)... to the extent that these forms of
power, while they are indispensable if the leadership of the
process is 1o devolve on the popular masses, cannot assume
al this stage a centralised organisational structure, and
develop the framework of a parallel staie, they must of
necessity depend on the existing state apparatus itself... Not
only can there be no question of **smashing”” it at this stage,
but its *‘democratisation”” must not involve its dismantling'
{pp. 151-2).

It is with an unravelling of this veritable Pandora's Box
that the rest of this essay aims to concern fisell.,

Another point not taken up by Weber is the relation
between Poulantzas' previous theorisations of the nature of
the bourgeois state and his present more coneretised
positions. I one adopts the principal conceptions of, say, his
carly debate with Miliband' — that of the stale as an
over-claborated, expansive set of social relations encompass-
ing areas of social/cultural fife not previously located within
the state, such as education, the media, the family (') and the
trade unions (') — then his present views become more
comprehensible, The split within such “ideclogical apparat-
pses' of the state — and this is not 1o accept Poulanizas’
categorics — becomes much more credible, Within these
areas of his ‘expanded’ state {(indeed one could say of some
of his formulations, his endless stale) that split becomes
serious perspective, as part of a process of civil polarisation.
In fact, within this framework, ‘split’ becomes a simple
shorthand for such a necessary and unavoidable process of
polarisation. But the repressive apparatus of the bourgeois
state — counterposed in Poulantzas' earlier writings to the
expanded ‘ideological apparatuses” of the stale — is a toially
different prospect. It is through confusion and ‘slippage’
between these previous categories that Poulantzas is able ro
make his presenl concretisations of previously abstract
formule, in the specific case of France, more tenable.

Bur what then is Poulanizas’ general position? The essence
of it iz founded in an essentially correct critique of the
monolithic, instrumentalist conception of the state held by
large sections of the revolutionary left. This has been
elaborated in previous debates, Bui he then goes on from Lhis
observation — that we should take carcful note of and
act on the contradictions within the state apparatus — to the
illegitimate conclusion that it is within the locus of these
internal contradictions that we must situate the most decisive
socialist interventions.

It is here that the skilful ambiguity of Poulantzas’ positions
finds Tullest expression. This ambiguity is disguised by a
magical sleight of hand, which enables him to equale and
intermingle two essentially opposed positions — the
traditional revolutionary and reformist. Such ‘magic’ can be
spotted at two critical points in the discussion. On the one
hand he says: *1 think that nowadays the perspective of the
state remains valid as a perspective for & deep-seared
transformation of the state siructure’ (p.6). On the other
hand he talks of *... a struggle [within the state apparatus]
which is, if you like, a struggle of resistance, a s
designed 1o sharpen the internal contradictions of the state,
to carry oul @ deep-seated transformation of the state’ (p4).
{My emphasisinbothcases.)

In these examples, ‘transformation of the state” takes on
two totally opposed meanings. In the first case it refers to a
neutralisation and subsequent breaking up of the coherent
forces of the state (and presumably its replacement by
something else — a *smashed” state is useful to neither class).
In the other case he clearly implies the reformation of the
present state for workingclass ends.

This ambiguity {(supposedly evolved as an advancement in
revolutionary theory, in response 10 modern conditions, to
avoid the pitfalls of the traditional reformisl/revolutionary
dichotomy) re-occurs. Poulantzas confinually vacillates

between (wo clearly definable interpretations of the
significance of the ‘internal contradictions’ within che
bourgeois state. What are the practical implications for
revolutionaries of these very real ‘contradictions” within the
state? Do we work on these coniradictions in order o
paralyse and render the bourgeoisie's ‘executive arm’ less
effective (in other words a process of ‘neutralisalion’ or even
‘sahotage’)? Or do we see the possibility of splitting of T — of
winning significant sections of the state apparatus to the
prolctarian camp? The first is absalutely essential — a vital
tactic within the whole revolutionary *war”. The second is
notoriously fraught with danger and constitules a dangerous
concession 1o gradualism and the reliance on a peaceful
{ransition to socialism. Weber makes this second point very
forcefully, but is notdirectly answered.

There is one siuation in which it 1 possible that a
significant section of the state apparaius may defect to the
proletarian camp — that is under conditions of an overt
threat of a military coup. However, a precondition of such a
defection would be precisely the erection of an allernative
armed proletarian power, negessarily embodied in dual
power organs, which could oppose such a coup and protect
the defectors from reprisal by the military. This is u point
discussed later. As well as precluding dual  power,
Poulantzas gets this process the wrong way round — on his
model, as we shall see, it is the split irself’ which is supposed
1o obviale such an overt repressive remction by the
bourgenisie.

Of course, Poulantzas wriggles out of this problem by an
admitied recognition of the necessary duil nature of
revolutionary siruggle — both within the stute {to veform,
split or peutralise?) and ‘... & parallel struggle, a struggle
oulside the institutions and apparatuses, giving rise (o &
whole series of instrumenis, means of coordination, organs
of popular power at the base, structures of direct democracy
at Lhe buse. This form of struggle would pot aim 1o centralise
a duel power type of counter-state, bul would have to be
linked with the lirststruggle’ (my emiphasis),

The exact nature of this ‘linking’ is never, of course,
specified. The possibility of conflict berween the two
struggles is never considered,

We can [urther elaborate the weaknesses in Poulantzas®
positions by reference to two concrete examples of
‘contradictions’ within the bourgeois staté — one British,
one lMalian. The British state is probably the most fully
articulated and widest in social scope in the whole of the capi-
talist world. This is due in part to the relatively undimmed
powerof theworking class after the Second World War and the
subsequent acquisition within the orbit of the state of
extensive social service/welfare provisions and large-scale
nationalisations of industry, It is also undoubtedly riddled
with contradictions. In particular, more work needs to be
done on the whole question of the conflict within the state of
individual or sectional interests or needs, and the internal
disruption/inefTiciency this causes.

For example, it is a fact that the Price Commission — &
recent addition to the British bourgeois state’s armoury,
which helps to mediate faction-fights within the bourgroisie
— defends with frantic jealousy its wide-ranging statistical
knowledge/information, even from other sections of the
state apparatus such as the Inland Revenue or the
Depariment of Prices and Consumer Protection. Such
knowledge could be vital in the effective working of other
sectors of the state, for the good of the bourgeois social
orderasawhole,

The principal reasons for this ‘blockage' within and
between these sections of the bourgeois state are two-fold.
First, there is a very real fear within individual capitalist
concerns involved in the Price Commission’s statistics that
such information will reach, in particular, the Inland

1. Poulantzas, ‘The Prcblem of the Caplialinl Stale’, In New Left
Feview 58: Miliband, ‘Tha Caplallst Blate — Reply 1o Nioos
Poulantzas', In NLR 58.
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Revenue., What preciscly capitalist companies which
supposedly operate according to bourgeois legality have (o
hide is not clear! Nevertheless, they have the power via such
bodies az the CBI to cxercise pressure on the Price
Commission 1o mainiain secrecy. Secondly, such secrecy is
motivated by a more general suspicion of the circulation of
information in an indiscrimingte manner, Sections of the
state fear that such & process could create invasions of their
‘sphere of influence’. and individoal capitabsis fear that
such Information could in turn reach their competitors.

This is, incidentally, one resson why the 1984ish nighimare
of total computerisation of stale knowledge/information,
concerning individuals or groups, is an unlikely scenario in
the short or mediom term. 1t would imply the total
sociplisation and accessibility of knowledge within the
hourgeois state, which for the above reasons is precluded.
Contradictions of this kind are structural, not peripheral.

Mt it is ome thing 1o recogaise such weaknesses and exploit
them, from within and without, to render the bourgeois state
less ef fective in its pro-capltalist functions, thus faclitating
in the long term the proletarian seizure of power. It is
altogether another to rely on the possibility of significant
splits within or between the Price Commisson and the
intand Kevanue, with resultant deféctions to the proletarian
eamp. The ctoniradictions, although incidentally and
unconsciously disruptive of the bourgenis state, are [irmly
located within the framework of the hegemony and
maintenance of capitalist rule as a whole.

OFf course, Poulanlzas may say that this is not the sort of
‘contradiction’ he has in mind. In that case he should be
more specific — he is notably reticent about the exact nature
of these crucinl, ‘internal® state contradictions,

The other example concerns a section of the directly
rEpressive state appirstus in Haly — perhaps more relevant
to the Weeher/Poulantzas debate aboul the *final confronta-
rion". It seems that it is within a conslderation of the role of
the ‘armed bodiex of men' that the debaie becomes mosi
polarised ‘in the lost unalysis®. Becavse of the late unification
of ltaly as a bourgeois state and i1s subsequent inability to
centralise and “rationalize’ us reprossive forces adequarely,
there exist (apart from the regular army) about a dozen
distinet sections (or layers) of police/militia. Some of these
wre seni-privately run, some are linked with and controlled
by the state to a greater or lesser extent, Each of these forces
has a distinct ‘self-interest’ and sphere of operation or
influence. One does nol need much imagination o see how
such fragmentation in vertain situations of mass confronta-
tion could be polentinlly dangerous and self-defenting for
the lunlinn bourgeoisie as a whale, In such circumstances,
centralisatiom and coherence of the reprossive [orces is a
must for & hourgenisie bent on relwining power.

But here again it is one thing to recognise thesw very
fundamenial interngl contradictions within the bourgeois
repressive appurutus, and (o exacerbate and take advantage
of them {rom within and withour. Again o process of
neutralisation und ‘sabotages’ is invnlved. It is totally another
to rely on the defection ol some significant section of those
forocs to the side of the working class, as part of a strategy.
Some sections may indeed defect, under the pressure ol an
alternative proletarian puwer. Bul to rely an that process s
an essential part of a revolutionary strazegy would be (o put
a fatal reliance on the potentinlly progressive nature of at
lcast some seclions of the anmed forces of the state.

Besides, us noted carlier, it is clear that any such significant
*split’ or defection would be conditional on the erection and
counterpesition of an alierative source of potent, armed
force organs of proletarian power constituting 4 dual power
situation. This Poulantzas explicitly rejects as a possibility.

This brings us on to a consideration of what precisely
Poulaptzas does stand Ffor, as opposed o his internally
inconsistent and ambiguoes formulations, which admit of a
wide range of interpretation. As already indicated, he
explicitly rejects the possibility of dual power situations, the
centralisation of organs of working class control and

democracy at the base inio a coherenl and oppositional
whole principally outside the bourgeais state, Secondly,
talking aboul France, he is adamantly committed to the
implementation of the Common Programme of the Union of
the Left — but in his case implemented by the pressure of the
mass mobilisations of the working class.

Yet the contrast between his treatment of the iwo
‘strategies’ is very instructive. His rejection of *dual power'
as an option, when the ambiguities are pushed to one side,
rests principally on the contention that the bourgeoisic
would not permit such & counter-state 1o he erected:

"You surely don’t think that in the present situation they
will let you centralise parallel powers to the state iming to
create & counter-power. Things would be sertied before there
were even the beginnings of a shadow of a suspicion of such
anorganiation’ {p. 10).

In other words, he uses one of the traditional arguments of
reformism against revolutionary socialism — going ‘too far,
too fast', will enly lead to repression, so we have to be
reaspnuble; moderate and unalarming to the bourgeoisie, Lo
avoid such a response. The corollary of this is that, if tackled
dlowly, the power of the bourgeoisie can be taken away by a
series of gradual reforms, backed by a democratic majority,
The Chilean Communist Party would have endorsed such
sentiments every time! And this is precisely what he has 1o
say about the road to socialism as (hypothetically) realised
by the implementation of the Common Frogramme:

‘1 no longer think that there is a real anti-capitalist
alternative ocutside or alongside the road of the Commaon
Programme. There is currently no other way possible’
{Poulantzas’ emphasis).

This is justified by a brief elaboration of what a left
government committed 1o the Common Programme in
France could do 1o break the power of the bourgeois state
democraticallv:

“Even on the simple basis of ensuring the dominance of irs
own political elite, the left government will be forced 1o
muke changes in the institutional forms as well as the people.
In the judiciary, for instance, if they don't want to end up
very guickly in an Allende-rype situation, they will be forced
— | repeat, even from the viewpoint of continuing the elite
svsrem — 1o break the power of the Council of Magistrates,
to change the normal rotation of judges, etc.” (p.10, my
emphagis).

Thix would seem to imply something rather paradoxical —
thal (he bureaucratisation of the Communist and Socialist
Parties isn't such a bad thing after all. Indeed, it seems it can
be fitted into a strategic schema that means that these parties
will be forced, by the need of their own bureaucracies Lo
perpeiuate themselves, 10 make decisive inroads into, for
example, the bourgeoisie’s control of the state judiciary.
Thik even applies to other sections of the state too: *,.. we
cun jusiifiably suppose that a left government will have no
alternative but to take significant measures to democratise
the palice...' (p. 10).

One could ask, of course, why this ‘safe course’ didn't
occur in Chile. I one was cynical and consistent, following
Poulantzas® line, one could conclude that the Chilean CP
and SP weren't bureancratised encugh to force them to take
the necessary steps, driving them unintentionally in a
revolutionary direction.

Ta be fair, one must add that Poulanizas characteristically
wriggles out of this dilemma by his ritoalistic, but
face-saving, reference to the working class: ‘And then that,
fimked to the mass movements at the base, will allow you to
weigh up the possibilities of a split’ (p. 10, my emphasis).

This formula, however, again plunges him right back into
the prablem of the ‘splil perspective’ previously examined.
Again, too, there is no significant explanation of the exact
rature of this ‘linking” {i.¢. through what forms and organs?).
Such links are not abstract, spontancous entilies — they
must be institutionalised and embodied in distinet forms,
Such forms continually tend 10 go outside the framework of
ihe bourgeois state and to develop in & dual power direction.
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Poulantzas, although granting some autonomy to the mass
movement, would have us continually re-insert such
mobilisations back within the Common Programme
framework — for their own good!

However, the most worrying aspect of the whale strategy iz
that nowhere does he explain why the bourgeoisie and iis
stale will #ot allow the formation of 'dual power’ crguns
outside the state, bur will allow a radical process of reform,
of democratisation and replacement of pro-bourgeois
personnel within the state. After all, these measures are,
according to Poulanizas, preciscly the kinds of initiatives
which will enable the working class o move towards
socilism most effectively and irretrievably.

Unfortunately for Poulantzas' cosy picture, the bourge-
pisic iend o have a rather low tolerance of substantial,
potentially fatal {io them) changes within the state or the
economy. They are also not particularly fussy whether such
changes are brought about through parliament or in an
extra-parliameniary manner. The main danger on Poul-
antzas' model is thal the working class would have no
alternative sclf-confident, cenlralised organs on which to
rely, either to oppase and thwart purely economic measures
— sabotage or invesiment sirikes — or more repressive,
military ones. (All this of course possibly occurring before
the hypothetical split in the bourgeois state, which for
Poulantzas represents theway out of thedilemma. )

A course of even temporary rchiance on the bourgeocis
state/parliamen! to achieve basic, preliminary objectives
would almost certainly leave the working class disarmed in
the face of a massive 'change in the rules® by the bourgeoisie.

Poulantzas® commitment to the rond of the Common
Programme in France, supposedly still linked 10 a
revolutionary perspective, is further illuminated by
consideration of the following statement:

*The left will be in power with a programme much more
radical than has ever been the case in Italy; commilted to
implementing it, which will really upsel some of iis
components; already embarked on a process of democratisa-
ticn of the siaie, faced with an enormous popular
mobilisalion giving rise lo forms of direct democracy at the
base.... bul al the same time limiting itself 10 the project of
the Common Frogramime.

“So the real problem is to know how we can intervene in
this process in order rodeepen ir' (p. 9, my emphasis),

OK, there is, as usual, something for evervone there, but it
is important to note specifically his terminology. 11 is the job
afl revolutionaries — amongst which he numbers himself —
to ‘deepen’ the srategy of the Common Programme. This s
not just an accidental use of words — it occurs again: 'The
question is to extend and deepen the road of the Common
Programme and to prevent social-democralic stagnation,
which is not necessarily written into it like original sin' (p.
12, my emphasis).

The firet illegitimate assumption, underlying the whole way
he poses the comparison between Weher's position and his
awn, is that the revolutionary left outside the CP does not
regard the Common Programme as a necessary stage in the
ripening of a revolutionary situation in France. That is not
the point at issue, The revolutionary left acknowledges that
the establishment of a CP/SPF government is a necessary
experience through which the French working class will have
to pass on the road to a revolutionary transformation of
society (though the recent divisive dispute between the CP,
SP and the Left Radicals has once more thrown this inlo
question!).

However, we see it as vital Lo breck with the politics of the

Common Programme as soon as possible If the pitfalls of
such a policy are to be avoided. Thal must be the thrisst of a
revolutionary strategy, rooted within the context of mass
mobilisations — not the relegation of such mobilisations 1o
the role of sources of *pressure’ on a CP/EP administration
1o carry out reforms leading to the problemesolving *splil” in
the state apparatus, Such a policy would amounr 1o the
subordination of the explosive and wide-ranging enerpies of
the mass movement to the bureaucratic and parliamentary
{legal) manceuvres of unashamedly reformist parties,

Bul this is not the language which Poulantzas uses. He
speaks unumbiguously of ‘extending’ and ‘deepening’ the
Common Programme, not “bregking wilh' it or ‘gaing
beyand® it. It is in such nuances of langunge, given the
contradictory and ambiguous clues offered elsewhere, thal
we must seck Poulantzas’ real politics.

Yet he does say enough aboui the mass movement — (he
activitics of the working class cutside of parliument — 1o
credit lim with some realsation of the viability of
revolutionary action. This is clear despite the fully articolated
confusion which Poulanizas oflers as a dialectical break-
through solution to modern problems, 1t is for this rcason
that we have to carcgorise Poulsntzas as a Fully-Tormed,
thearetically sophisticated cendrisd in the classical sense. Here
we see o new centrism very painstakingly and carefully
expressed. Poulantzas does vacillate precisely between
reform and revolution, merging and submerging the two. He
then goes on 1o theorise ths very ambiguily, withio the
framewnrk of the scenario of the ‘split' in the state
apparars.

We can use the term 'centrism’ in relation wo Poulanizas in
an uncontrived manner — unlike i1z application to, say, the
Socialist Workers Parly in Briluin, or Lotta Continua in
aly, for whom it is an insulting and umwarranted epithet.
He alone has heen able 1o make a virlue of this ambignity
between reform (as represented by the Common Pro-
gramme) and revolution, maintaining that the two can
co-exist and aid each other on the mad o sacialism.

POSTSCRIPT: On finishing this article 1 re-read the debate
between Miliband and Poulantzas (NVew Leftr Review 58, 59,
B2 and 95) and came across a cryptic but very prophetic
thesls in Miliband's reply to Poulantzas (NLR 59):

‘... il the state ¢live is as otally imprisoned in ohjective
structures as is suggested, it follows that there & really no
difference betwesn a state ruled by, =ay, bourgeoi:
constitutionalists, whelher conservative or social-democral,
and one ruled by, say, Fascists... This is- an ulira-lefl
deviation... and it s the obverse of a right deviation which
assumes Lhat changes in government, for instance the
election of a social-democratic governmenl, accompanied by
some changes in lhe personnel of the state system, are
sufficient to impart an entirely new character to the nature
and roleof the state,’

We can see how both these ‘deviations® are contained in an
embryonic, developing form in Poulantzas® latest positions.
His false analogy between the developments in the state
structures of the former dictatorships in Southern Europe and
the likely developmenis in the advanced Morthern Europein
liberal-democratic states, remarked on earlier, clearly tends
in the direction of what Miliband calls the “ultra-left
deviation'. This is combined with a much moré recognisable
rightward shifl in his explanation of a strategy rooted in the
CP/SP Common Programme in France, where the
replacement of state personnel is given a central emphasis.

CARL GARDNER
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The Crims of the Dictatorships—Portugal,
Spain, Grevee [New Lefl Books, £5.25)

Nicos Poulanizas hasesiabliched himezelf asone
of the most influential of contemporary
Marxis theoreticians. Althoogh he is, as one
ahserver has recently noted, & member of a
generation which hasestablished ‘aceriain shift
torwards economicand polibical theory, beyond
the philosophical perimeter of theireldens', the
preciee political cansequences of Poulantzas”
work hevenot beenclewr, The publication of his
text on the dictatorships, therefore, gives us an
opportupkty to begin ro locate Poulantzas
palitically,” This is nof an activity of pedantic
sectarianbim; Poulanizas scls out a definiic
strategic line af march inthese countries, which
given its intcrpational publication and his
reputation will not be without mmfluence.
Poulantzasis, as Marxism Today wasso keen ta
el its readers, amember of the Greak ‘intérior*
Communist Party. This in itself tells as hitle,
given the “interior’ CP’s cathalic atttude io
membership.' In fact Poulantzs® text turns
oul (o be an extended dialogue with the CPs.
Despitc many partial gualifications and
hesitations, Poulantzas® solwion ta the
problem of sociahst strategy in these countries
tuns onit (o b a “left” variant af the line of the
CPsihemselves.

Fractions of the Bourgeaiste and the Over-
throw of the Dicteiorships

Far Poulaniras these countries arc "depen-
dent’ countries vit-a-vis the metropolitan
European countries and the United States,
Theywre churncicrised by o *dependent Torm of
stale’, the domination of foreign capital. and
the lack of any real national independence. In
each case the bourgeoisic is divided between a
comprador bourgeaisie, the knver-
esteof foreign(mainly Ametican)capital, anda
‘domestic’ bourgeoisic, based on developing
industrialisalusn, partly répresenting native
capitnl mnd  purtly  adminstering  Torelga
caplial  Buil neither represenis & geouine
‘nationnl” bourgenisie{pp. 41-43),

This conception must be challenged at the
ouizat, both from the paint of view of the
dependence charscteristic of Lhese sinies (and
hencetheenpience of ' naticnal independence’)
andd the divisiony which Foulantems alleges
within the bourgeoisic (and hence the cxistencs
or otherwise of o *national bourgeoisie'), The
rool of both Poulantzas’ errows b his Mailure (o
gasp the significance of the [nernational
inlerpenetration of capital in the post-war era.
In fact the bourgenisics of all thres countrics
encouraged foreign invesiment, L & means of
developmng idusiraligation, without yickiing
notional mdependence or avérall domination
of the cconomy io foregn cepital, In Spain,
desplie nll the comradictions, ithe diflereni
seeiorsolihe oarngeoisie (latiMfundia, indusiry,
financc)wers fused in the post-war period intoa
relatively homogeneous bloc incloding the
Catnlan and Risgue hoorgenisies.* This was
the real ‘aligarchy’. not s fraction based purely
on foreign cupital as Poulanizas alleges. In
Portugal all sections of big capital weleomed
the liberalisution ol foreign invesiment as A
matar of economic development.' No secton
ol (he hourgeoiie based purely on foreign
capital existed. In Greece, due 10 the
exceptional strength of finance capital, the

industrial manopolics are ted firmly 10 the
banks. The section of the Greek bourgeoisic
muost firmly tied tooutside interests is that based
onmerchant capital (in the first place shipping).
This hardly amounts. however, oo comprador
bourgeoisic based an foreign capital.®
Poulenizes’ cutegories of the ‘domestic’ and
‘zomprador’ bourgeoisies explun nothing of
the reality of these countries. In sach case we
discover & relatively homogeneous national
bourgeaisie.

Now Poulantzas evidently wan:a 1o extablish
the existenoe of these categories — the
theoretical foundation of the whole ext — in
order ro demonstrats the existence of "progres-
sive’ and ‘resctionary’ sectors of the bouor-
geoisie, one based on forcign capital, the other
on indigenons capital. Once this theoretical
muanoeuvie has been oarried out, Poulantzag
can then proceed to present the struggle for the
destruction of the dictatorships asa struggle for
‘pational liberation’, and further proceed (o
interrogate himsell endiessly aboul the advan-
tages and dissdvaniages of an allimnce with the
‘domestic' hourgeoisie.

Poulantzas' position on national indepen-
dence and natiomal liberation is bound up with
his own version of the Macist ‘two super-
powers' theory, and most importantly with hic
rejection of the notion of the posl-war decling
of US hegemany.’ Thus his position on US
hegemony lends him, withoutr the slightest
trace of embarrassment, to Jook forward 1o
the ‘transition to socialism and genuine
nutlonsl independence' in France and [aly
{p-133). Evidenily he regards the EEC
countries as baving the same relatdons of
dependence vis-a-vis the USA as do Greece,
Spain and Portugal vis-a-vis the USA and the
EEC, This approsch, which abandons analy-
sis. of inter-imperialist  contraedictions  in
fuvour of o sophisticoied wversion of "whira-
imperialism’, provides the theoretical prefude
to o justification of all kinds of working class
alliances with the bourgeoisie in favour of
‘national independence” — in countries which
are rientselver impeniadiss. It is thix kind of
theory which his bed sections of the French
far left (the PSU and OCT) 1o launch a
campaign in favour of nationel independence,
againgt "an American-Germanic Burope’.

Despite these errors, Poulantzas gets aone
exveniil poinl correct, Given the need 1o
pdvane the progess of ndustrialisation (which
goes hand in haod with inlegration in the
EEC), and given the strengthening of the
materinl weighl and combativity of the
working class, imporiani sectors al the
bourgeaisle {for Poulanicns the "domesiic”
bourgeaisie) understoad the necesrity for
democraiising the regimes, Thin immediately
poses the centrnl question of working class
strarcgy which 13 the core of Poulanizas®
thesis,

‘The Strategic Protiem

For Poulantzas the grave danger is thal the
democratisation process will mke place under
the hegemony of the ‘domestic bourgeaisie”,
with the resolt that the democratic stage will
nol lend fowirds socialism but towards the
stahilisation of bourgeols democracy (pp.
66-67). How, therefore; can the dﬂ‘l‘ll_'lf:lij_.'il-
tion stage be gone throogh without ceding
hegemony to the domestic bourgeoisie?
Before answering this Poulanizas stops to ask
himsell, *whether the maln resistance organ-
isations of the popular masses were carrect to
nccept, as they all did do, an allisnce with the
domesiic hourgenisie....the answer Lo this s
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an incontestable *'yes'"" {p. 59).

Adthough giving this uneguivocal answer,
he argued that this scrategy has in fact led to
the domination of the domestic bourgeoisie
over the democratisation process. Thus this
straiegic choice "bears heavily on the workers
movement” but was the only way in ‘which the
dictalorships could have been overthrown.
But apart [rom anything else, this later
allegation — thai only by the working class
vanguard allying itself 1o a fraction of the
bourgepisic could the dictatorships be dis-
maniled — flies in the face of whal has
actuelly happened in Poruugal, Spain and
Gireece. Poulkantzas has a romantic-mythical
vition of a *popular resistence’ overthrowing
the oligarchy.

The srategic choice of the TPs was of
course made in accordance with the dogma of
the pecessily of & democratic tage, with s
objective dynamic of tying the working class
o the democratic tum ol the bourgéoisie
itsell. For Poulanizas the only way forward
fram this sitvation is a "long march' through
the democratisation stage. Whar precisely this
means i revealed when Poulantzas outlines
his strategy: "Il the populer masses wish 1o
win the [leadership of the prooess for
themselves, and therefore thelr own bases of
political power, they must organise without
fail their own farms of popular power at the
base (workers control, community and fac-
ary councils, peasant commiliess éic) autside
and parallel to the state apperpfoses proper’
{p. 152).

So far so good, but.,.. ‘insofar as there is
no immediate ransition o socialism, these
farms of popular power cannaot be organised
in & central so-ordineting instance of & dual
power type (the soviel model)... The state
apparaiuses within which the masses arc to
win themselves bastions must be profoundly
transformed in structure, this being already a
precondition for the democratisation process
under the hegemony of the popular
masses.... these siale appirdtuses besieged by
the popular masses must be able to continue
10 function as an eperational unity. Mot only
can there be no guestion of *smashing™ them
at this stage, but their democratisation must
not involve tesr dismantling -..to dismantle,
dissriiculate or split this apparaius...s the
best way to enable the bourgeomic lo
reconguet those positions that the masses
have won in the state’ (p. 152),

Mow here we are dealing wilh centrism.
Poulaptzas wanls eclectically 1o cambine a
strategy of the fighi for popular power with a

1. P. Anderson, Congigeations an Western
Marzism. NLB, p. 102.

2. Thiaianct {0 say that there i3 necessarily @
direel Junclion betwsen his thearatical and
political pesitlions. In & future exl we shall
attempl o more mctansive ls:_rlclllion of
Poulanizas’ work, espeacially Itical Power
and Sozia) Classes. An axcallan lirsl swep
towards & critigue of Poulantzas is tho article
by Simon Clarke In the CSE bufletin, Capifal
and Class, No, 2,

4. Al least ane apenly Tratehylat group warks
ingide the ‘inlerior CP.

4. Sea A. Soler. The New Spain’, NLR 534,
5. Gas R. Biackburm, NLA 87-88, pprB.
8, Se¢ the articls by Micos Mouzelis in NLR
98. This includes a polemic against
Poulanizas’ treatmant of Greacs.

7. N. Paulantzas, Clagzes and Contemporary
Capitalism, Ghapter 1. For tha revalutionary
Marxist view zae E. Mandel, Eurape wi
America, MLB 1070, For & thecretical and
fagtunl sefutalion ol Poulantzas' view ses
‘independance nationale et inlermational-
fame’, by J-M Freyssal and D. Bansaid in
Crifigue Communista 14115, March-April
1877




strategy of winning bases wirhin the existing
capitalist state apparains, asa precondition to
establishing popular hegemony., What are we
to make of the extranrdinary phrase “insofar
as there is mo immediate transition to
socialism®? Il goss without saying that there
can be no "immediate transition to socialism®
without the construction, generalisation and
co-ordination of organisations of popular
power. But the building of such orgensations
relies precisely on their progressive appropri-
arion of the functions of the stale and hence
their coumterpasition o the existing state
apparaius. Again it goes withoul saving that
mt the beginnimg of the emergence of
organizations of proletarian power there can
be no question of ‘smashing” the existing
state. However, the function of the period of
the emergence and consolidation of organisa-
tions of popular power is precisly (o
‘disrnanile, disarticulate and split’ the existing
stute apparatus. Poulantzes eclectically com-
bines the sirategy of the CPs (winning bases
inside the existing state apparaius) with the
construction of organisations of popular
power, conceived only as a means of pulting
pressure an the stute npparaus.

Behind the rhetoric, this tharoughly con-
fused and centrist pasition is merely & variang
of the ‘democratic stage' theory. While
insizting that the masses must “without Tnil”
construct organisations of popular power,
Poulanizas takes the Portuguese CP to task
far confusing the democraic and socalist
stages, thus having & dangerously ‘lelhist®
palicy. Hiz thearerical backing for all this is
his notion of &n "uninferrupted transition
socialism by stages” which he somewhar oddly
counierposes 1o ‘any kind of stages theory'
(p. 101). This formulgtion is obvipusly in
attempl Lo appropriate Lenin's conception of
‘uninterrupted revolution' in Russia, Bur he
wekes over the position of Lenin before the
April Theses — that the revolution must be
under the hegemony of the praletariar but
limit itsedf in the first instance o democratic
rasks. This position, proved wrong in Russia,
is doubly inappropriate in any modern
mmperialist country. But the fact thar it is after

all & stages theory s demonstraied when
Poulantzas deal: with Portugal up to and
including the defenl of 25 November 1975: “We
did not see a defeat of a transition to
socinlism that was under way, Al no point in
the period in question did the Portuguese
situation really break through the limits of the
democratisation stage’ (p. 135).

The socinlist and democratic tasks of the
Fortuguese revolution are not intertwined hut
piri of scparaie stages. Poulanting’ smges mre
uninterrupied. . because they follow one an-
other! Any senous and upnghl Stalinest
would mke Poulunizns (o 185k for dabbling
with organisations of ‘popular power” in the
democratisation stape. Flowever they are
thearised, they have mm objective dynamic
towards the ‘disarticulation’ of the eximing
stale apparalus — something undersiood by
Eanes and Soares in Portugal. but not
understiood by Poulantzas.

Paulanizas and ibe Siate

The real junction of this text with
Poulantzas® mape general theoretical posi-
tians is the theory of the state. In guive of a
polemic against the supposed ‘neutrality’ of
the state, heargees that “the state 1s not a thing
ar & structure” which can be caprured “but &
relation”. The mechanical separstion of the
sate amd civil seckely is Ccharaoteristically
Hegelinn®. The interpenctration of the stilg
and civil soclety { which in reverse, as it were,
justifies the notion of ‘idealogical state
ppparstuses’) means that the siale & “niven
with class contmdictions” and 5 @ *conden-
sation of a balance of forces” (p. 92).

This 1s not the Marxist theory of the state.
Hawever mediated the relations between the
siate apparalus and the mling class, the state
remains @ siructure expressing the domination
of a partoular class, For Marxiis, the staie is
by defimibon a class state. Clais contradic-
tions are not taken into the heart of the sinle
apparaius. In arguing that the siaie i3 ‘'nven
by class contradictiont’ and ‘cxpresses the
balance of forces’, Poulantzas comes close Lo
conceding what he is polemicising sgains: —

the neutrality of the stare. Cerntainly, in view aff
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this conception it it easy 1o undersitand how
establishing proletarian  bases mmde  [he
existing state apparaluses can be seen as part
of establishing popular hegemony. Marxis
theory has olways stressed the rélative
nutonomy of the siate from civil society,
which makes it impenctrable ta the establish-
ment of ‘proletarian bases’, This is the very
foundmtion of the Muarxist theory of (he
political s the: linchpin of all social relations.
Any other theory reduces the capimlist sisie
to the expression or (he arbiter of social
confbets. In tus wise the siroggles Tor
profewrian power cun fake place righl across
civil socicty, evenually being expressed in the
state apparatuses. This allsgedly ‘Gramscian’
notion turms the whole Murxlst theory of
politics and the sare on fis hend. Eventually
Poulantzas reaches the charagieristically am-
biguous conclusion thal the ‘smashing' of the
slite apparaluses requires not st @ change in
personnel bui ‘& rodical change in their actoal
organsational struciure’.

Eurecommunism

Ag we have seen, Poulantzas’ politics sre of
a chronic centrist rather than simply refiormist
churacier. Winki openmg ap (e possilnlily
of an alliance with sections of the bourgroisic
— indeed, the inevitability of daing sao — he s
al pains to sress the dangers involved, He
argues hal an ‘fustonic compromise” can only
be a last resorl against fascism, "contrary o
the illuginon: of certnin peopla’, and thus
in o thinly disguised way mps the Talian P
over the knockles. B the French Common
Programme iz ‘genuincly antl-monopoly’.
Carrille and the Spanish CP, being mere
slavish Followers ol the democradic stuge than
their Portuguese counterpans, get Poulontos
approwil (hizarrely he laments the lack of a
'genuing revolutionury party’, presumably of
the Carrilla variety, in Porugal). And the
Cireek “interior’ CP s quoted withowt a hint
of contradittion. despile being amongst the
mast right-wing in Europe. If this pot-pourr
of confusiom has any influgnce whatever, it
can only be regretied, It s precisely the kind of
‘clarification” that is not needed.

PHIL HEARSE



TOM NAIRN

THE BREAK-UP OF BRITAIN

As the rate of infletion on its way up meets the rate of exchange for
the pound on the way down, an ideal chimate §s crealed for books
about ‘the crisis’. Given the fixation with Britain®s decling shared by
haurgeois and socialists alike, it is amardog how vacuous and tepid
most of these studics have been. Tom Naim's book The Break-up af
Britain® is » weloame exception. For once we have a slndy which
goes beyond a ritual listing of symptoms, and starts to examine Lhe
specificities of Britain as an imperialist state in the late 20th Century.
1t will be easier 1o undersiand Makn's book if his argument is
discussed in two paris. First, the survey he makes of British
imperialism, ks rise und present demise; then secondly, the more
thearetical conclusions he draws about nationslism and its place in
Buropean and world history, Alihough this onder may seem buck to
Tronl, i relazes to the order of the book iself and also comesponds o a
Illl.ll'.‘h firmer and confideni first section which will atbow us 10 make
mare sense ol the author's mare speculative and tentative conclusions.

Nairn starti of f by deseribing what he calls the ‘transition siate’' of
1 Bl century Britain, which combined in its ruling caste dements from
boih ihe agranan arigtocracy and the modern constitutionnl
hourgenisie. Neither part of the “old world® of Absolutism, nor the
‘modern world' of representative bourgeois democracy, the résult was
o socinl formation with a remarkably "low profilc’ state and an
extremely coheslve, if delereniial, dvil sockery.

The basic for the remarkable stability and class quisscence of this
sl y wins of course lts phenomenal success as an overseas Empire
builder and ruler. Unlike the aspiring CGierman or [talian capitalismas.
ihiere was literally no necessity in Britain for the restless dynmmimm so
rypical ol her competitors in Lhe 191h cenlury. 1t was thus the ‘exyernal”
relutionsof Britain ro warld development which moulded and dictated
her 'internal’ soeinl stroclure.

Omne of the most cruciul [eatures of the complacent rule of Britain's
pairicing elile was (he wholesale incorporation of the English
nielligentsainieihe servige of the siaze and ity rulers. The vivil service
and the Dxbridge-public schonl netwark were the aoeial cords which
bound the loyalty of the British opper middle classss (o (he “ancien
reptme’ with its monarchy, Lords and sssoried paraphermalia which
wiia 1o disnppesar cliew hereover Europe by 1920, But there was o beno
‘second revelution” 1n Brilain, no doamalic rupturé with the dynasries
of tradition as seen in the Rommnov, Ottoman, Habshurg or
Hobenpoliern territories. The very snccess of British society (i workd
terms) wis the basis for (he social pact between the roling class and
Brijaln’s ‘hard-headed” urban middle cluss. A potentially much more
seripns thrent was of course the developing labowr movement. Bur
uccording (o Nain this threat never materialised. The energy of
winr king cinss politics was channelled into the Labour Party, probably
the st humble and deferential political animal in British politics,

i Seotiand adistine: sub-plot wasunwinding. Despite its impressive
pedigree of nativoal life (ils own Church, financial yystcm, eic) the
parmership in eoloninl and imperialist plunder remaved the necessity
for the middie cluss of taking the road of ferced march o modern

development under the hanmer of nationalism. The resull was &
withered and pathetic apology for pationalism with Crr Wullie and Dr.
Finlay as Scotland’s national symbols. Likewise the intelligentsia of
19th century Scotland found themseives functionless in their own'

socicty. Some moved south or overseas, where their talents were put to

the natural useof ruling the masses, Others stayed in Scotband and, cut
off from the metropalis, their parochializm and dourness was only
compensated Tar by the secureliving to be made as captains of industry
in the Clyde or Tay valleys.

The spiralling economic collapse of British imperialism, the world of
IMF loans and *one more year of austerity’, has undermined the basis
of that old siability. Teday it & no longer the virtues of talented and
successful amareurism which stand cut. Instend it b the vices of a
creaky and arthritic political rule which personify Britain.

Again zccording (o Nawn, Lhe labour movenent has been totslly

amabie o mount any cllective challenge 10 the British siate and its

‘consensus’. Even the moa self-active sirugpics have nol gone beyond
the bounds of lovally 1o Labour's parlisrmentarism. In fact it is
bourgenis radicalism which is most dangerous to the prospects of the
British Constitution, a bourgeois radicalism in the shape of nationalist
mavemeniy. Bazed on oll and the prospects of socal-coonomic
rengvation which can be derived from its ownership, a mass movement
has developed which threatens to go beyond piccemenl reform and
political repairing of the ‘normal’ party system. Independence, argucs
the suthor, would in fact shatter the old political order Tor ever. The
‘ancien reglme’ {5 in no position to absorb and incorporate such a
radical restructuring of its aperations. In fazt, the very inflexibility of
the British pelitical order {no federalism, no TY in Parliament,
obssesive secrecy, ele. b means that even & mere ‘political” break in the
Constivation entnils 2 considerable socil revolution, regardless of the
wishes of the participaniz,

Althoigh this is only the barest sketch of Nairn's argument, it
describes Tuirly sccurately his central thesis. In all itz detail it is an
impressive, often brilliant, analysis, a panoramic sarvey of British
imperialism’s place in world history. [Lis nol necetsary to agres with the
enfirety of his writing to say that the chapter on the ‘stunted’ nature of
Scoltish nationaliry, its “schizophrenia’® (a nation but not & state], and
iisreactionary culture, is the most perceptive survey ever written on the
subject. Likewise his designation of the natjonalist movement as
bouargeois mdicalism correctly defings the social and'class nature of &
phenomenon which so mystifies much of the left. Bui perhaps the most
impressive Teature of the sarly section of the baak lies in its method,

The book is above all  study of the pofivical nature of the *crigis’, in
contrast to the predominant cconomic bias of other doomsday
scenarios. As the author explaing, this concentration on locating the
economy as the sourceof the British malaiseis itself a parial product of
the dazzling weight of dvil society (c.g. ccontimics) over state Tife
{politics)

Bui the very ambition of his project is panly responsible for some of
the worst defects of the book, for it constanily forces Nairn into a
dubious styleal argument, constantly vaciilating bevween the extremes
of astute political sensitivity on one hand and crast impressionism on
the other. Two cxamples can be used (o illustrate kack of concern far
palitical detail.

First thereis the decision (presumably the suthar™s) to reprint almost
upallered an analysis of *English' nationafizm written seven yearsago.
But these seven years have seen the face of “English’ nationalism
change dramatically with the growrh of the Nationzl Frond/ Party imto
thie largest far-right movement in Burope ourside Italy. Inside the very
heurtlands of working class communities, organised fascism is growing
where the far left has only the slimmest of toe-holds. But, acearding 1o
Mairn, this is °... largely a distraction. The genuine right — and the
geEnuine threal it represents — is of aquite different character.” Asthis
chapter spells out, that charscter is noless than J. Enoch Powell. Now it
{squite true that Powell's Hizrary and political ramblings sum up quite
nicely many of the ideclogical threads of English reaction — the
Midiands self-made man, nostalgic for the village church. But
seriouslyio suggest that this 'English’ dreamland isinthe same political
leagiie as the strident *Britich’ natlonalism of the Mationsl Fronl —
explicitly imperialist, racist and sell-organised — is a dangerous
mistake for a socialist to make.

* Tha Break-up of Britain — Grigls and Nec-nationaiism, by Tem
Mairn [Mew Laft Baoks, E7.500).

1. As the muthor scknowledges, this argument is largely derlvad
tram ihe inlluenlial esiay By Parry Andersan, 'Origins ol Ihe
Presant Crisig’, In Naw Lel! Revisw No. 23, January 1864. Howaver
plso pver-prasenl, bul naver mcognisad, I8 the imporiant study of
class struciure by Barrington Moore Jr., Social Orlgins of Die-|
ratorship ang Democraoy (1968,
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The same flippancy towards political detail is shovwn in his view of the
elficacy of bourgeois radical nationalism in bringing down Britain's
politicel house of cards. The Scottish Nationalist Party is no longer a
panty of cranks snd eccentrics, and their own perspective is a real and
crucial factor in the dynamic of svents. As their last conference
demonstrated, not only is the central leadership of the party acutely
aware of the clapped out condi bion of British bourgeois démocracy, itis
also completely dedicated (o preserving il

Many members® of the partvare in favour of a formaltraining period
ofdevolution ip prevent any sudden radical sm, most® are in favour of
some jointly adminisiered use of ofl resources, and all* are in favour of
retaining Elizabeth of Windsor, the Commonwealth and the
Chrisimas message as exsentfal features of our new independent Alba.
OF course they may not succeed in chanmelling the aspirations of
Scottish working people inlo such neal constitutional packages (in
fact, If anything, it is unlikely), but al least their conscious desive Lo do
s, when combined with thelr prestigious role at the head of the SNP,
should have been given a passing nofe.

The grearest strength of Nairn's book is its understanding of the
unique continuity of the British state, for its class incage and powers of
incorporation are describad in a clear and exemplary way. But
paradoxically the author’s(justified) concentration on the strengths of
the system lead him 1o a pessimizm about the potential of the forces
arrayed against it. Weshall return lothis in discussing Mairn's views on
nationalism, but an amazing problem cmerges in his narralive of
British imperialism. For here is a book written (o assess the nalare of
the present “crisis' which has nothing tasay about the only other period
when such & term was really justified — that of 1910 1o 1914,

These years are unigue in Britain's history for & simple reason, It
was only then (as opposed (o 1919 or 1926) that the working class
experienced a dramaric rise in class confidence and combativity af
the same pime as the ruling class was incremsingly split and
demnorakised.

The story of the ‘indusirial explosion’ of these years s well known.
The 1910 miners’ strike, the 1911 transport sirike, the 1912 dock
strike, and the 1913 lock-out in Dublin were more than isolaied
economic dispues. Emtire communities were involved in ofien
serious confrontations (Involving deaths ai Tonypamly) with the
naked might of state repression. Solidarity strikes were common,
and & new leadership was thrown up deeply Influenced by the
anti-capitalism of syndicalism and vehemently hostile 1o the
reformism of the trade union and Labour keaders. The real dynamic
of these evenis was seen in the support given to the 1913 lock-oul,
led by Jim Larkin. With his tour of Britain and in the massive
support given to the Dublin warkers, a political basis was laid for the
political link-up, an ‘ideological regroupment’, to usc & phrase,
berween the secular Republicanism of Connolly and Larkin and the
projetarian syndicalism of the pits, docks and engineering works of
the British mainland,

This was the working class who found a ruling class deeply divided
as the complacency and inertim of the British 1%th Century state
came under increasingly vehement attack. Opposition (o the
passivity and general stupor of the Liberal Government had led the
Tary Party under Bonar Law 1o siep outside the framewark of
parliamentary consensus in an explicit support for armed rebellion
from Ulsier. That Sunday afternoon in March 1914 when General
Gough, commmander of the Third Cavalry Brigade at the Curragh,
fresh from a point blank refusal (o obey the lawful government of
the day, sat down to discuss with the leader of Her Majesty's
Opposition was an ominous day indeed for the British Constinution.

With syndicalism and Irish Republicanism on one flank, and
Toryv-army sedition at the head of Ulster's rebellion on the ather,
this must surely be a crucil episode in the history of BHritsh
imperialism — a vital one to discuss in any sarvey of a coming
‘breakdawn' of the Whitchall-Westminster state, Yet in MNairn's
book the entire chapier is dismissed in some four lines. "It is true’, he
explains, ‘that neither the Tory right [?] nor the more militant and
syndicalis elements of the working class were really reconciled 1o the
solulion up to 1914, The clear threar of both revolution and
counter-revolution persisted until then, and the old arder was by no
means so secure as its later apologisis have pretended.” And that, it
would appear, is that,

This is no academic quibble aver histarical opinion. There are
impaortant reasons why Nairn is forced to dismiss such a cenrral crisis
in British imperialism, for his cstimation of the forces involved
lezves him no choice, Without misconstruing Tom Nairn's views, his
assessment of the social forces imvolved in the pre- 1914 erisis can be
summed up as follaws: Symdiceiism — a sub-branch of Labourism.
no more than the militant wing of a movement almost ready made

far incorporation and assimilation into the very pores of British
constitutionalism. Republiconism — a theocratie, backward-looking
ideology, full of morbid ghosts and superstitious rilual. UNsrer
Prorestantisrn — a superstitious creed, but nonctheless & legitimane
movement for sell-determination.,

Through such tinled spectackes it is lintle wonder thar Nalrn can see
littke of importance tn the pre-1918 perfodd. 11 mweans that his survey
of imperialism is totally lopsided, ummble to discern the renl amd
crucial weaknesses of bonrgeaiz power which lurk heneath fhe
all-powerful exterior. A bad mistake 1o make in historical analysis, it
can be o faial one io make in contemporary pracice.

- ik [ ]

The exact reasoning behind this view of Britain's last political crisis
5 found m the last chapier of the book, where Mawn spells oul a
general thesis an nationalism and iis relation to socialism. Correctly
he starts from the premise thai nalkonalism itsell has unduly
influerced attempls (o heorse pationalism. Too oftes arbitrary
appesls to the ‘natonal community” or o ‘histoncal continoity’
have substiluied for a materialist amd ngorous approach o
nationalism, However, for the avthor, this inabilily lo enderstand
the phepomenon s ol resincied (o bourgeois thought, for
pationalism 15, in hs opmion, Marsism's great failure.”

In its thenrising on the subjeci Marxism has [ailed 1o go béyond the
‘grent umiversalising trudition’, a tradition which stretches from
Kant through German philosophy, English political economy, and
French sacialism ta the proletarian internationalism of Lenin and
ihe Comintern, [i is this irmdition, Mairn claims, which con only see
nationalism @s some “emceplion” (0 the general internalionalist
rulz, an irrationalism which human progress and world development
will overcome. In fact, he claims, the oppasite is true. Mationalism
has an crmincntly rational and materialist basis in the very struciure
of world developmeni. The umeven development of cupitalis
modernisation has meant that 'progress’ far the peripheral areas of
(he world {everywhere oulside Hritain in the early [9th Century)
could not be a hinear or even one, Comsciously led, forced social
develppmend was the only way to avoid being left on the mangms of
historical development. Mationolism was rarely democratic, but
always populist, drawing on the symbols and slogans of the ethnic
maszes. For the first time the masses were imvieed into the making of
history, if only as genuinely enthusiastic footioldiers of the new
‘national’ clites fghting For their political lives ugninst stronger and
more modern neighbours.

- N -

For that reason any neat division  betwesn  ‘progressive’
nationalism af the Vietnams in modern history nnd that of ihe
resctionary variety in Oermany or laly Is not helpful. All
nationalisms, by definition, have to contain bord Torward looking
and reactionary aspects. Mairn describes the cgoism and irrationality
of all nationalisms with the following metaphor: *In mobilising its
past in order to leep forward weross this (veshold (of development)
a society [s like 2 man who has to call on all his inhented aml
uncomscious powers 1o confront some inescapable challenge. He
sums up such laieni energies assuming that once the challenge is met
they will subside again into a tolerable end scttled patiern of
personal existence.' It is thus from the “inherited and unconscious
powers' that the myths and symbols shared by all nationalisms, no
matter what their nature, are drawn. |l is the very progress af
humanity, the ‘tidal wave of capitalist modernisation® lurching
forward in drastically wneven ways, which makex nationalism an
inevitable phase of homan history. Since 1914 Marxism has
therefore been on the defensive, its only gains seen in the Third
World, where it has contributed 1o the perspectives of (Lhe
anti-imperialist revolution. Ouiside of that unlikely theatre of
proletarian revolt, Marxism has been swamped by nationalism,
betrayed (o its own bourgeoisie,

To this picture Nairn ndds o footnole on 8 new species af
pationalism, those of the ‘overdeveloped’ national communities,

2. Seo assorlad apsaches of Nell McoCormick, son of the parly's
foundar and Professor of Intemalional Law &l Edinburgh
University.

3. Sea tha anicle by David Simpacn (Economics Dept., Stratholyda
University], published in Aadical ropch, Bdited by Kennedy
{1078). For a fpscinating loak at tha Britiah rullng class’s outlook,
sae Peiar Jay's artlcle In support In The Times, 13 May 1978
4_This waa the posltion sdopled by the 1977 conferance in Dundes
with the unanimous backing ol the party's laadarship.

5. Again, as the author sintes, this argument is heavily influsnced
by Ernest Gellner, Thougat and Change (1084), and |18 chapter ssven
on natbanal lam .
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surtounded by more historically backward nationalities. Israel, the
Basque country, and Elster' are cited as exampled of the intractable
nature of the national question in these areas. He derives [rom the
‘developnient gap' between north and south Treland thet only an
independent Stormont — independent, that is, of Britain and Doblin
= could lay the basis for a "rational® sohution, Ulster nationalism (as
oprped 1o British loyelien) therelore s 10 be supported as
strenuoushy as an all Irish republic has 1o be opposed.

From that brief summary everything disqussed in the preceding
section falls info plnce. The impotence of “internationulist” socialist
and lebourist movements, the progressive mature of some very
unlikely candidates for sovinl progress such as Ulster *nadionalism’,
the remarkable alsence of any (radition in Britein of social populism
fram left or right — all are seen by Nairn as being derived from the
intiormble march of nationalism, Tssentially there has been a
Mundamental flaw in socialism, its interpationalism tuming oul on
closer inspection 1o be a naive cosmopolitanizm.,

Belore challenging his thesis it 15 necessary 10 poinl out some of the
mare perceptive podnis that he makes in hisargument. Tao star with,
e is correct in iz conceniration on the umeven develapment of
capitalist modernisation as the central dynamic hehind nationalism,
Mairn goes beyond this not exactly original thests (o draw put the
necessity of rejecting any view af notionafism as some innernally
generated political process (1.« the need for 8 national market, o
natianal iariff barrier, ec.), a view which has prevailed on (he fell
since the days of Stalin, One of the merits of the book is tha
hopefully it kills forever Lhe dogmatism and aatic sacdology belind
Stalin’s Tnmous definbion,” It is correct to dismiss arbitrary lisis of
whar is, or & nol, @ nation. 'Dialects’, for instance, have a
habit af becoming & “language’ when they get an army mobilised
behind them, regardless of thelr Hierary merite. As Naim poiiiis out,
natinnalism doed ol swaken mations 0 self-consciousness, it
ivents them where Uhey do ol oxist. His survey of mationalism and
uneven develapment, regardless of the conclusions he himself draws,
actually makes it easier 10 logite nationalism histoncally with its rise
s a svsfemn of socinl thought and ity role in coss socety aver the last
century and 5 half

However, il w svery slninge Ibal other aspects of advaneed
bourgiols nuionalism were not examinegd in this boak. Far instance,
it s abvious that the participation of the masses in bourgeoks
democracy, and the visions of sclf-rule and populsr sovercigniy
wiieh go with it (regardless of their form), is deeply cannected with
@ beliel in ong’s "'own’ nation, one's ‘own” state. To a large exient
wich & view more of less sums up belief in padimeniary democragy

it i is actually. pessible 10 win amything the majority of the
populntion desirs inzide 8 given geagraphical boundary. This myth
reflects of course a ceérlan capilaliel vealily, for within the *normal
s’ of the sysiem the mugority ol ehectors actuslly do decdde who
iheir gpvernment should be. As an enrire lHneage of social demagraizs
from Karl Kauiiky 10 Tony Benn have shown, once vou actually
belicve that ane day the stale may be vours throwgh electoral victory
{bourgoods democracy) then it becosies Increasingly necessary (o
defend It agmin intruders (bourgeois nationalicm). This rerains a
grucial theme for e studies on Lhe miore of modermn sabonalsm
o lake up.

- - Ll

Denprle ceniain insghts by the aulhor, s fundamentsl argament
remains [lawed, His conclusion on socialism is summed op’ thus:
‘Exceplions to the rule (of socialitm's predominance over
narionnfism) dernanded cxplanations — conspiracy thearkes about
the rulers, and rorfen minorites speculntion abom the ruled. Firmily
thisse eacepibore blodied od) the sun in Aogast 1974.°

Such o strange sumunary, for (hree years after thor dance of
reaction and vationalist hysterin came anatber mommendons Bislorsonl
gvenl — e Bolshevik revolubion of 1917, To examine the fast fifty
vears through the prism of Augusl 1914 without any scknow-
ledgement of 1917 obviously produces 3 gross pessimism towards
scialinm and hestoas an the defeats ond setbocks of rhe s thres
penralony a permancocy and depih they do not have.

Insteid of some historically inevitable process (which Is in essence
Wilen"s view of nafionnlism) the experiences af 1914 and 1917 farm,
it muicrooosnt, @ view ol world lesiory which hax real zell-acive
ngenis eonsciouy and akle 1o change the course of that development,
The cholee between defeer, with s bourgsois hysierin, its
irrationnlity end its notionalist fremry, and wierory, with i
inmternarionalizm and a8 genoinely new social order, was nor decided
by same “law" of history, no moarter how materialisn it appears,

These two dates are of course only symbolic, for in fact in the
decade after the Russian revolution, despite the defeats, a class
confidenoe and (for the wani of a better word) ocialist culture
Nourished all over Europe. One has only to think of the response by
millions of working people to the first Rusian revolution, 1o the
first German soviers in 1919, to the accupation of the Rubr in 1923,
i the civil war in Spadn, 1o understand thal there was o "universalis:’
comsciousness which extended far outside the ranks of intellectuals
or party cadre. Thal consciousness, partly gained from the
experience of the mass pariics of the Sccond Iniemational, partly
developed rom the lessons of the Russian revolution, was a fangible
und viable building block in the construction of a socinlist socicty,

The most crucial element in the last Torly odd years of European
{and in that sense world) history is unseen by Nairn. What ok
place was a dmmatic régression al class consciousness inside the
Ewropean working class. Again it has 10 be stresied: this was fought
oul by sell-conscious mgenis, for there was nothing ‘inevirahle'
iboul fascwm's viciory in Germany orf Franco's march into
Barcelona.

Same idea of the extent of that regression may be gained by
boaking &t o place like Scotland and fts contrast with today's corrupt
Lebour Party and ageing Communist Party, MacLean's role iy best
known, bul ihere wre many more examples of a soclalis
mnternationelizm among working peaple which today i nof even o
memory. When Countess Markievicz, heroine of the Easter Rising,
spoke at the Glasgow May Day pamde in 1919 there were abou
150,000 workers there Io fisten to her, bur this level of popular
mobilisation was only reflective of a genuine pofitical sophistication
incredible by today’s standards, Discussions sround constitueni
atsemblies, principled support for self-determination, oppasition to
imperialist war and militarism were actually commanplace inside the
broad labour mavement in the immediate post-war peniod.!

It was this proletarian consciousness which fascism, the
slump and the post-war Cold War were respanzible far destroying.
The hysteria of nationalism was a logicel, if not incvitable, result.” It
is the possibility af working class people regaining that type of
clemental consciousness which today gives the material precondition
for soctalism — something which Nuirn, regardless of his personal
view, cannot Til into his thearetical universe.

Tom Malrm has written an importam  book, bul one whose
wenknesses wre often those of over-ambition and consegueni
imypressionism. As astudy of imperiaism in its death agony it ahould
b rend , seeptically perhaps, but read. 1ts faults only serve to remind
us just how far the Marxist left is from producing its own ‘concrele
amimlyis’ of world cupital und 115 British componeni.

NEIL WILLIAMSON Jume 1977

&. Thiz sactlan al Maim's argumanl is, frankly, 15%al rubbish, His
‘var-developed’ category of nations k& tolally arbiteary; whal doos
the Basgue country, loday the most clasa conacious and combative
part of the popuiation in Spaln, hove In common with Ulster
FPresbyierian seciarianism? Why Is South Alrica not an Nairn's 1kst,
surely 6n ‘over-developed” coundry [f ever there was one” Perhaps
becauss the conlorions necessary for any sociallst 1o suppon
sif-determination for white South Africa wera mare than the
author aould manage On Llister only a commant is poasible in this
rgvigw. Why i there no indication of Ulster nationalizm, daspile
they way (1 has been kKicked aboul by the British Government since
ihe Troubles began?

Thae Protestant population gan only define themsalves in tarms af
the British connaction, and it was this stark laot ol political iite
whiah led fo the eventus! demise of the Peace Movamenl — an
InaBility 1o taka @ #im phe "ypes or ne* posilion on Ihe securily forcea,
and thus an tha whole arsénal of Imperialisl repression in The Six
Caunligs.
¥, Marsigm and the Nefiona! Question by J. Stelin, whera he siates
liis famous daflnitlon lsting historlcal continuly, common

; sommaen territory, and common economic and cultural
lite as detining features of & nalion,
§. Bwa, for inslance, STUC annuel confarences, 1818-21; Labour
Farty Soottish Advisory conlerences 1917, 1918, and 1821, for
excelign! Ingights inlo the debalas al tha very haart of the labour
movemen!, YWe can nole for Instance that the Scottish Councll of
thi Lahour Party repartad 1o s 1927 conlerence on the nine lerge
meatings i had held to demand sell-determination for Insland, ail
over Scatiang
9. This is nel to say that the suppart behind the speciacutar rise af
ihe 8NP (or the party quid 8 qua for Ihat matier) in the post-war
world Is soma lingar oonlinuation of fascism. There is little in the
contenl of fthassa movemants which correaponds o the
demorallsalion and paliticel decay of ‘iraditional nationalism’,
untarunately, a vigorous analysis has yol to be construciad of the
features of thiz new (nationalist) bourgsais radicalism, with its
aspirations ol sockal reform and yel ils profoundly eleclomiist and
ptomised praciice.
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