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Letters

Some Political .
Bandits at the End

22nd March 1988
Dear Comrade, '

Obviously, it is 1mportant that we gain the maximum
support for the campaign to get the Russian government to
releaseall documents relating to Leon Trotsky and the
Moscow trials. Truth must out. The trail of blood léft by
Stalinism needs to be acknowledged by all, even if it is,
unpalatable to some communists.

By the same token, we must see that errors of a similar,
type are not committed in this country by people purport-
ing to be Trotskyists. That is why the current issue of the
Syndicalist journal, Solidarity, is so alarming. It contains a
secret internal report of the WRP.

This shows that the WRP received large infusions of

- funds from Libya and other Middle East governments.
Apparently, a tolal of at least £1,075,163 came from these

SOUTCES.

Even more dlsturbmg, the secret report reveals that the
dictatorship of Saddam Hussein wanted information
about the activities of opponents of the regime living in_
Britain. So members of the WRP acted as spies for their:
Iraqgi paymasters. As a result, Iraqi left-wingers, returning
1o Baghdad, were tortured and executed.

In my opinion, it is vital [for] working-class organisa-
tions, as a matter of urgency, to make the following
demands:

First, that the full facts be revealed about the WRP’s
associations with Colonel Gaddafi and other Middle East
dictators.

Second, that the names of all those involved be made
public. 3

Third, that both the WRP and these individuals be asked
to account for their actions.

The principles of glasnost should not be confined to
the precincts of the Kremlin, Unless we are a bunch of
hypocrites, the British left must see to it that the same
principles of frankness and openness operate in this
country. Otherwise how can we expect Mikhail Gorbachev
to reveal all?

Yours fraternally,
Raymond Challinor

Spartacist replies: We thank Raymond Challinor for his
letter, originally sent to the editors of both Workers Press
and Revolutionary History and printed here with his agree-
ment. The “secret internal report of the WRP™ to which
Comrade Challinor refers is the by now infamous report of
the David North-dominated “International Committee”
Control Commission, dated 16 December 1985. Sub-
stantial excerpts of this report were published in the Spring
1988 issue of the British anarcho-syndicalist journal Soli-
darity. Subsequently, the British Workers International
League (WIL) publlshed the report in full in the April 1988

continued on page 44




§UMMEH 1989

Letters

Luxemburg and Lenin and Liebknecht

New York
* 4 November 1987
Dear comrades, :

In cde. Robertson’s presentation at the 18 January 1987
Spartacist League meeting commemorating the “Three
L's” of Bolshevism (Spartacist [English edition] No. 40,
Summer 1987) the concluding words of Rosa Luxem-
burg's last article are misconstrued. 1 raise this point not
just out of a concern for factual accuracy but because Lux-
emburg’s final article with its triumphalist close offers so
telling a (negative) confirmation of the central thrust of
cde. Robertson’s talk: that in the absence of a revolution-
ary leadership with evolved authority revolutions mis-
carry despite the most revolutionary situations—that the
lesson of 150 years of revolutions is that “nothing happens
spontaneously”—and hence it is absolutely vital that
the leadership of the party knows how and when to pre-
serve” itself from annihilation at the hands of the
counterrevolution.

Having heard a comrade read this passage aloud during
the meeting, cde.. Robertson commented that Rosa Lux-
emburg “sheers off: ‘I was, [ am, | shall be.” That's your
final statement the day before you're murdered? Very sub-
jective and narrow.” In fact, however, Luxemburg was not
speaking of herself here: she places these words into the
mouth of a personified The Revolution (rather -like
Delacroix’s famous painting of the bare-breasted Liberty
leading the workers forward at the barricades).

Luxemburg’s article concludes:

“*Order prevails in Berlin!” You unseeing hirelings! Your
*order’ is built upon the sands. Tomorrow already the Rev-
olution will ‘arise with a clatter’ and to your terror pro-
claim with the sound of trumpets:

“I was, [ am, I shall be!” )
[emphasis in original, all translations are my own]

Thus the theoretical weakness expressed here is diametri-

Dietz Verlag Berlin

Demonstration of
armed workers and
soldiers during
Spartacus uprising
in Berlin, 1919.

cally opposed to that ascribed to her: not éubjectivily but
objectivism, in the sense of hypostatizing the unstoppable

" forward motion of history into a personified mythic fig-

ure—The Revolution, who (or which) is the real protago-
nist and central actor of this final article. And for Luxem-
burg The Revolution in Berlin 1919 is embodied concretely
in the spontaneous actions of Berlin’s working masses.

It is typical, then, that this article, written immediately
following the bloody suppression of the so-called Sparta-
cus Uprising and despite its claim to the contrary (*What
was last week, this ‘Spartacus week’ in Berlin, what did it
achieve and what does it teach us?"}, not only offersnocri-
tique of the indecisiveness of the fledgling KPD (German
Communist Party) during the revolt but fails even to men-
tion the KPD at all: when Luxemburg writes, “The leader-
ship failed badly” (*Die Fithrung hat versagt”) she is crit-
icizing not the KPD but the left Independent Socialists
(USPD) and the Revolutionary Shop Stewards, who pro-
vided what direction the uprising had. She continues, “But
this leadership must be recrcated by the masses and out of
the masses. The masses are what is decisive, they are the
rock on which the final victory of the revolution wiil be
founded.” And what, one wonders, of the KPD?

These complementary weaknesses—downplaying the
vital role of the vanguard party and uncritical glorification
of the spontaneous actions of the workers—come together
in Luxemburg's blanket endorsement of the uprising,
against which, given the unfavorable local balance of
forces, she had originally warned in the most strenuous
terms. Now, despite recognizing that the SPD (German
Social Democratic Party) government of Ebert, Scheide-
mann and Noske had deliberately set off the revolt through
“a brutal provocation,” she concludes that, in the face of

“this bold-faced provocation..., the revolutionary work-
_ers were forced to take up arms. Yes, the Aonor of the rev-
olution was at stake.... And immediate resistance arose
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spontaneously from the Berlin masses. ... It testifies to the
healthy instinct...of the Berlin proletariat that it sponta-
neously moved to occupy the other power bases of the
counterrevolution....” [emphasis in original] .
" Specifically, it does not seem to occur to Luxemburgto ask
the basic question of whether the SPD provocation to
which a large section of the Berlin proletariat responded
(the replacement of a left-leaning Independent Socialist as
Berlin chief of police with an SPD hack) would bring about
such a basic change in the balance of forces as to dictate
armed resistance by the workers.

Of course, it is better to fight than simply to cave in, and
the battered workers of Berlin needed to be told, while they
were tasting the bitter ashes of defeat, that their heroism
had not been in vain. But what seems to me to be missing
from Luxemburg’s response to this defeat is a willingness to
fulfill the party’s pedagogical function, to draw and con-

vey the requisite tactical and political lessons {which would-

have required differentiating the party from the masses), to
say plainly and unambiguously to the workers: We warned
against this uprising before it took place. When it occurred,
though, we were at your side. Now that it has been defeated
{(in a single city) through the weakness of your vacillating
misleaders and the betrayals of the SPD we have to ensure
that such a defeat cannot happen again. There is an art to
knowing how and when to insurrect, and we, the KPD, not
the halfhearted pacifist socialists of the USPD or the syn-
dicalist Revolutionary Shop Stewards, can provide you
with the leadership that will bring success. Follow us to v1c-
tory of the revolution!

Instead, Luxemburg disappears the KPD in favor of
consoling platitudes: “...revolution is the only form of
‘war’...where final victory can be prepared only through a
string of ‘defeats’!™ Enttmerating the repeated defeats of
revolutionary upsurges over the past hundred years, she
concludes, “And yet this' selfsame history proceeds
unstoppably step by step to ultimate victory.”

. Luxemburg’s resort to a personification of “The Revo-
lution” for the triumphant close of her article is thus deeply

revealing—one cannot imagine Lenin or Trotsky employ-
ing such a' literary device because such inevitabilism
conflicts with their concept of the leadership role of the
vanguard party. Equally telling is the fact that the hard"
militant and non-theoretician Liebknecht proclaimed “our
program will live”™ just before he was murdered at the
behest of the SPD while Luxemburg in essence said “The
Revolution is undying.”

Nonetheless, Rosa Luxemburg’s final article breathes
the spirit of Delacroix’s magmﬁcent painting glorifying the
martyrs of July 28th, as’a moving exhortation to the work-
ers not to lose faith in socialist revolution because of a pass-
ing defeat: in her own way she was just as hard as Lieb-
knecht. And to the extent that the imperfect knowledge
reaching Germany in 1918 rendered this possible she had
become a Bolshevik. One has onlyto think of her words (of
15 December 1918), where as co-speaker at the USPD con-
gress she staged the breakaway of the Spartacus fraction:
the resolution she presented called for “reject[ing] the
summoning of the National Assembly as only leading to
strengthening the counterrevolution and deceiving the
Revolution of its socialist goals™—a Leninist position that
is anathema to all “democratic socialists”—and demanded
centrally

“immediate seizure of all political power by the Workers
and Soldiers Councils, disarming of the counterrevolu-
tion, arming of the working class, formation of a Red
Guard to defend the revolution, dissolution of Ebert’s
Council of People’s Delegates, bestowal of supreme state
power on the Executive Council of the Workers and Sol-
diers Councils,”

It is this tradition of “Luxemburgism” to ‘which we
cleave. Would that she (and Liebknecht) had realized how
indispensable their leadership was and had'left Berlin!

Comradely,
Dimir
Spartacist replies: We thank comrade Dimir for his cogent

contribution.

—

] EPartisan e -
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CLASS-STRUGGLE DEFENSE NOTES

Latest issue of CSDN No. 11 (August 1989) contains:

¢ Jalalabad Civilian Victims Aid Fund (JCVAF), an international
campaign of class solidarity and humanitarian assistance.
Over $44,000 raised in worldwide effort for besieged Jalalabad
victims of CIA’s mujahedin.

® Country-by-country accounting of contributions raised. Every
penny collected sent to Afghanistan.

® Solidarity greetings from fraternal defense organizations initiated
in France, Australia, Japan and four other countries in’
conjunction with the sections of the International Communist
League. .

With your contribution of $5 or more receive a subscription to CSDN,
For a single copy of issue Number 11, send $1.00 to:

Partisan Defense Committee
P.O. Box 99, Canal Street Station, New York, NY 10013, USA

FINTERNATIONAL
 GLASS-STRUBGL
DEFENSE

Jalalabad Campatgn Tops $44,000!
kil bk
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For Workers Political

Since the victory of the 1917 October Revolution the
various imperialist powers have directed implacable hatred
at the Soviet Union. Even today, 65 years after the anti-
revolutionary "bureaucratic caste of Joseph Stalin tri-
umphed over the Left Opposition led by Leon Trotsky,
world imperialism still targets the USSR. The capitalists’
unremitting hostility is eloquent testimony to the fact that
the Stalin apparatus, while able to politically expropriate
the Soviet working class, was compelled to base itself on
the socialist property forms issuing out of the Revolution.
It remains the duty of workers everywhere to uncondition-
ally militarily defend the USSR against imperialism. Yet it
is the heritage of Stalin and his successors that the prole-
tariat of the Soviet Union must now fight a civil war
from Jalalabad to Riga to defend and extend the gains
of October.

It was the crimes of Stalin and the apparatus he led and
personified that set the stage for the impasse in which the
USSR finds itself, and these crimes were by no means con-
fined to the Soviet Union. Qut of the false perspective of
“socialism in one country” flows the wrecking of the Com-
munist International, aborting proletarian revolutionary
struggle which could have stopped the rise of fascism in
Germany, the attendant saddling of the proletariat -with
the anti-revolutionary class-collaborationist policies of
popular-frontism and thereby enormous responsibility for
the subsequent course of history.

Because of the betrayals of Stalinism, the Second World
War did not lead to the revolutionary victories it poter-
tially promised. At the end of the war the old imperial pow-
ers of Europe were militarily devastated and politically
tainted with fascism, their ties 1o their colonial empires dis-
rupted or shattered. All that remained was to throw them
out and the means were in the hands of the proletariat.
Instead Stalin propped up his “democratic” Western allies,
giving capitalism a new lease on life, a chance to restabilize
itself based on the defeat of the workers and a redivision of
the world market. This is the legacy of “socialism in one
country,” a legacy the Gorbachev bureaucracy is carrying

forward.

Perestroika and Glasnost

Gorbachev and his followers are frantically trying to
overcome the bureaucratic parasitism, corruption and
accompanying intellectual and worker alienation that have
led to economic stagnation in the Soviet degenerated work-
ers state. The road of “restructuring” they have chosen,
dubbed perestroika, is’ that of market socialism and
economic decentralization. But as the experience of the

litical Revolution
in the USSR!

TASS via Reuters
A miner speaks at strike meeting.in Prokopyevsk,
Siberia, July 1989. Miners strikes rocked USSR;
bureaucracy scrambled to make concessions.

Yugoslav and Chinese deformed workers states reveals,
these policies only magnify all the contradictions inherent
in a regime of bureaucratic usurpation, while generating
powerful tendencies toward capitalist counterrevolution.
It is an irony of history that in order to maintain their,
rule Stalin’s heirs now feel compelled to permit a genuine,
albeit limited, political liberalization (glasnost). Political
and intellectual life in the USSR todayis marked by an out-
pouring of criticism and dissent both within the bureauc-

" racy and among the intelligentsia. The noteworthyabsence

of any significant Marxist current in this torrent is a
measure of the limits of glasnost, the alien class appe-
tites of large sections of the Soviet intelligentsia- (which
today significantly overlaps and interpenetrates with-the
bureaucracy) and the effectiveness of decades of . bureau-
cratic usurpation in corrupting and discrediting the ideals
of socialism.

The current “openness” of the USSR provides an imper-
ative opportunity to construct an authentic communist
party to return the world’s first workers state to the revolu-
tionary road of Lenin and Trotsky. At the same time it
reveals and accentuates the centrifugal forces generated
by and tearing at the bureaucracy. Chief among these
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are the outbursts of national antagonisms that have

swept the USSR. :

National Conflicts Boil Over

In Kazakhstan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia and Uz-

. bekistan the regime has been compelled to resort to armed
force to suppress nationalist demonstrations, strikes, riots

and pogroms. In the Baltic republics nationalists, includ-

ing leading elements of the bureaucracy, proclaim their

independence from Moscow, openly embracing the heri- -

tage of the White-terror regimes of the interwar period and
aspiring to restore capitalism. Rumblings of nationalism
are heard from. Byelorussia and the Ukraine. Potentially
most sinister of all are the Great Russian fascists organized
in Pamyat. National tensions have reached the point that
Gorbachev felt compelled to deliver a specially televised
nationwide speech which called for reining in national
passions and warned that the bureaucracy will tolerate no
attempts at secession.

The immediate detonators of these outbursts have
varied. Several years ago fierce rioting in Kazakhstan
erupted when Gorbachev purged a Kazakh crony of Brezh-
nev from the republic’s leadership, replacing him with an
ethnic Russian. The recent turmoil in Kazakhstan grows
out -of bitterness over lack of jobs, especially for Kazakh
youths, In Uzbekistan, disgruntled youth made joblessasa
result of the mechanization of cotton farming served asthe
core of mobs who staged a pogrom against Meskhetians, a
Turkic people exiled to Uzbekistan by Stalin late in World
War 1. Adding to Uzbek grievances was a big drop in the
price the state was willing to pay for cotton, Over 12,000
troops were required to quell the rioters, who staged armed
attacks on police and militia outposts. In the aftermath of
the upheaval tens of thousands of Meskhetians were evac-
uated to Russia.

In Armenia mass demonstrations and strikes embracing
virtually the entire population have demanded the im-
mediate transfer of the 85 'percent Armenian Nagorno-
Karabakh Autonomous Region from the jurisdiction of
the Azerbaijanito the Armenian republic. Confronted with
the demand of the Armenians the Supreme Soviet instead

“decided to uphold the status quo. Since then the region has

- experienced martial law and rounds of vicious communal-

ist violence. Tens of thousands of Armenians long resident
in Azerbaijan have fled to Armenia. Likewise thousands of
‘Azeris have been forced to leave their homes in Armenia.

Underlying the Armenian protest is a desire to increase
the cultural and economic advantages of Armenia relative
to the other nationalities of the USSR. The protests
underline the potential for rifts in the bureaucracy to gen-
erate explosive social struggle. But Stalinism and petty-
bourgeois nationalism provide no program capable of real-
izing the just aspirations of the working masses. As a result
these aspirations are easily sidetracked into the dead end of
murderous and suicidal ethnic strife.

Self-Determination and Socialism

Trotskyists uphold the right of self-determination of the
various nations of the USSR—i.¢., their right to secede and
form a separate state—except where it serves as a cover for
counterrevolution. We do not consider the present bound-

g1 oquie

Meskhetian Turks flee
pogroms in Uzbekistan, June
1989. “Market socialism”
breeds ethnic strife, threatens
dismemberment of USSR.
Return to the internationalist
road of Lenin and Trotsky!

aries of the various entities within the USSR as sacrosanct.
The Stalinists are unable to arrive at 2 democratic solution
to this guestion, which necessartly is connected to an
economic program capable of meeting the needs of the peo-
ples of all the regions of the country. The failed policies of
the bureaucracy generate powerful tendencies for capital-
ist counterrevolution under cover of the fig leaf of national
self-determination. Such tendencies must be opposed and

exposed as part of the struggle to reforge an authentically.
‘communist workers party in the USSR,

Fake-Trotskyists, such as those in and around the
United Secretariat of Ernest Mandel, harm the cause of all
the Soviet working people by their tailing of every man-
ifestation of nationalism that crops up in the USSR, Thus
for example Marilyn Vogt-Downey writes for the Ameri-
can Fourth Internationalist Tendency in the June 1989
Bulletin in Defense of Marxism:

“While to date none of these movements appears to have
directly challenged the basic premises which underlie the
economic restructuring that is weakening the foundations
of the workers” state—and some have even advocated
more drastic measures to dismantle those foundations—
the movements remain contradictory. Being mass-based
they will inevirably reflect the genuine needs of the masses
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Yeniseisk, Siberia, 1928:
Left Oppositionists
demonstrate on
anniversary ol

October Revolution
under _slogan “Turn the
Fire to the Right.
Against Kulak, Nepman
and Bureaucrat—Not in
Words but in-Deeds.”

as the results of the perestroika reforms become apparent
. and the struggle deepens.” [our emphasis)

It is such methodology that led the USec to embrace the
Croatian fascist Ustashi in Australia! The.policies of the
bureaucracy inevirably are laying the basis for a social
explosion, but the outcome of that explosion—who will
prevail—remains to be determined. All experience of the
workers movement suggests that unless a new communist
party is forged on the programmatic basis of Trotsky’s
Fourth International, the outcome will not be in favor of
the Soviet proletariat.

Nationalism and Counterrevolution -

It is necessary to distinguish among the various national
conflicts that have erupted. Those in the south and in Cen-
tral Asia so far appear similar to those raging in Yugosla-
via—i.e., the various nationalities'are struggling to ensure
themselves a “fair share” within a “market socialist” USSR.
But the national movements in the Baltic republics are
openly on the road to capitalist counterrevolution.

These republics, while strategically situated, are Lillipu-
tian. The big national question for the USSR remains the
Ukraine, which has enormous military, industrial and agri-
cultural importance. The western Ukraine has historically
been the center of the most reactionary currents of Ukrain-
ian nationalism. It was occupied by Pilsudski’s Poland in
the interwar years and was the base of operations for the
bourgeois nationalist Petliura. At the end of the Civil War,
Petliura cynically ceded claim to the occupied territory in
exchange for Polish patronage and a chance to rule the
Ukraine as a Polish puppet. S

1t is with such nationalists in mind that Trotsky invoked
the slogan of an independent Soviet Ukraine in 1939. For
national conflicts in the USSR do not operate within the

logic of Stalinist autarky. World imperialism takes a keen |

interest in these conflicts, acutely conscious that national-
ism is a bourgeois ideology, antithetical to socialism. Its
chief carriers in the Soviet Union are the petty-bourgeois
layers—speculators, parasites, chunks of intelligentsia and
bureaucracy, all susceptible to imperialist bribery.

U.S. imperialism plays the tunes of “democracy” and
“self-determination” for the USSR, East Europe and

China. These are very old tunes. Following the victory of
the 1917 Qctober Revolution, 14 capitalist armies inter-
vened on the side of the Whites to try to throttie the infant
Soviet Republic in its cradle. In the Ukraine, in Georgia
and in the Baltic the imperialists became the hypocritical

- partisans of “self-determination.”

-

Thus German imperialism presided over the birth of an
“independent” Ukraine, and joinéd with British imperial-
ism to “self-determine” the Baltic republics and Georgia,
The bourgeois nationalists of these would-be republics of
course decided to “self-determine” only after October 1917.
Previously they had been among the most fulsome sup-
porters of a unitary Russian bourgeois state.

Bureaimratic Appetites and the Soviet Economy

Since the introduction of the first Five Year Plan there
has been enormous growth in the economic and military

1
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power of the Soviet Union. This growth has been achieved
at terrible cost and sacrifice by the Soviet working masses.
Today the USSR has achieved a rough military parity with
the main impérialist power, the USA. This and this alone
has prevented the dismemberment of the USSR by world
imperialism,

But despite the cﬁormous strides taken by the USSR its

economy still lags significantly behind those of the most
developed capitalist countries in productivity of labor.
Further, the old bureaucratic methods of extensive capital
investment and borrowing of technique, which in the past
achieved great results, though at great social and economic
overhead, have reached their limits. The USSR is gripped
by a relative economic stagnation. As Trotsky so pre-
sciently observed in The Revolution Betrayed: “Under
a nationalized economy, gualiry. demands a democracy
of producers and consumers, freedom of criticism and
initiative—conditions incompatible with a totalitarian
regime of fear; lies and flattery.”

Gorbachev's “reforms” seek a road consistent with “so-
cialismin one country,” i.e., pursuing the pipe dream of dis-
armed peace with imperialism while' pushing a “market
socialism.” They dramatically expose the appetites of a
wing of the bureaucracy to secure its uncertain economic
privileges by devouring the workers state piecemeal. .

Trotsky noted early on the magnetic attraction that the
manners and mores of the most finished bourgeois snobs
had for the privileged Soviet strata. Leading the pack are of
course the top Soviet governmental officials, diplomats,
economic experts, heads of trusts, etc., whose duues throw
them in daily contact with these bourgeons elites.

The USSR today generates much more social surplus
than it did in Stalin’s day. With the disappearance of the
bloody purges which Stalin used to winnow the burcauc-
racy, the appetites and-the opportunities of important
chunks of the top layers of Soviet society to feather their
nests have' grown correspondingly. Not so surprisingly this
reality finds its reflection in the theories of some pro-
perestroika economists, whose passion for the workings of
the market would embarrass Adam Smith!

But estabhshmg ‘market socialism” will simply repllcate
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Inset: A flag of the
Latvian Riflemen,
stronghold of

the Bolsheviks in
October 1917
Revolution.

Left: Latvian
Smolny Battalion
arrives in Petrograd,
26 November 1917,

all the distortions already evident in Yugoslavia and China.
Faciory will be set against factory, industry against indus-
try, newer plants against older plants, industry against the
consumer and agriculture—and regions and nationalities
against each other. In such circumstances the bureaucracy
will be able to continue its role as arbiter only if it expands
enormously, as in fact it has in Yugoslavia. Market so-
cialism will inevitably lead to the abandonment of the
monopoly of foreign trade, in turn leading ineluctably
to the uncontrolled pcnetration of the economy by the
world capitalist market, preparing the ground for capltal-
ist restoration.

Neo-BukhariniSm

The essentially ideological (in the sense of false con-
sciousness) outlook of the perestroika intelligentsia is
revealed by their utter incomprehension of the turn made
by the Stalin faction from the New Economic Policy to
collectivizing agriculture, To them it’s simply a case of the
good guys, Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky, losing out tothe
bad guy Stalin. Correspondingly, the solution is simple—
i.e., return to the road of NEP.-But politics is above all a
question of who will prevail, and the various antagonists
ultimately reflect different class interests, NEP had conse-
quences which are not simply Stalinist swearwords. The

* growth of the kulak, the rise of the middleman, the growth

of class polarization in both the city and the countryside—
all in fact contributed to the power and self-consciousness
of the burgeoning Stalin bureaucracy and the complete
suppression of party and soviet democracy. The NEP was
initiated by Lenin as an expedient measure following the
dislocations of the Civil War. But to his epigones, centrally
Stalin and Bukharin, it was the sine qua non of their
domestic policy—the working out of the algebra of “social-
ism in one country.”

As early as 1923 Trotsky pomted out the divergence
between industrial and agricultural prices, the famous
“scissors” that threatened to lead to a sharp break between
the country and the city, imperiling the proletarian dicta-
torship. Already by 1926 almost 60 percent of the saleable
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grain was in the hands of just 6 percent of the.peasantry.
The inability of the regime to provide the peasant with
industrial goods led to a grain strike that threatened the cit-
ies with starvation. It was this crisis that ultimately led to
the break between Stalin and Bukharin. i

Insofar as they deal with the question. it is at this point
that the Gorbachevite philistines invoke the Stalin of
1923-27 to accuse the Stalin of 1928-29 of going over to

“Trotskyism.” In fact the course of forced collectivization.

and forced-march industrialization was a belated and
bureaucratic parody of the program of the Left Opposi-
tionists, who in any case had the dubious pleasure of watch-
ing these events from their places of Siberian exile to-which
they had been consigned by the Stalin/Bukharin faction.

Gorbachev’s USSR is in economic developmenta farcry
from the Soviet Union of 1928-29. But if the Bukharinites
had prevailed and the NEP had continued, it is an open
question whether there would even be a Soviet Union
today. The policies of the Gorbachevites pose the question
of whether there will be a Soviet Union tomorrow.

A Capitalist-RéstoratIonist Program

In The Revolution Betrayed Trotsky spelled out the
measures required to restore private property in the means
of production in the Soviet Union:

“First of all, it would be necessary to create conditions for
the development of strong farmers from the weak col-
lective farms, and for converting the strong collectives into
producers’ cooperatives of the bourgeois type—into agri-
cultural stock companies. In the sphere of industry,

denationalization would begin with the light industries

and those producing food. The planning principle would

be converted for the transitional period into a series of - -

compromises between state power and individual ‘cor-
porations’—potential proprietors, that is, among the
Soviet captains of industry, the émigré former proprietors
-and foreign capitalists.”
If we leave aside the émigré proprietors, most of whom
have long since passed from the scene, the scenario corre-
sponds almost perfectly to the program of the most out-
spoken Gorbachevite “reformers.” As Trotsky noted, the
bureaucracy inevitably must seek supports for itself in

property relations. Yet in order to accomplishsuchatrans-

formation not “reforms”™ but a counterrevolution will be
required. The film of reformism cannot be run in reverse.
And that is both the dilemma of the bureaucracy and the
mortal danger posed to the USSR by Gorbachev's course.

The Baltic Republics—Perestroika in Action

The most likely site for implementation of such “re-
"forms” are the Baltic republics of Lithuania, Latvia and
Estonia. These three tiny republics, independent foraspan
of ‘only 20 years until militarily occupied and then annexed
by the Soviet Union in July of 1940, have been a cause

célébre for anti-Sovietists of all stripes—the quintessential.

“captive nations.” Stalin's motivation in grabbing this
territory was undoubtedly military. At the time Trotsky
remarked that although the territory was of strategic
importance, the invasion by the Red Army would be seen
as an act of violence and not of liberation, facilitating the
mobilization of world public opinion against the USSR. In
the long run, he opined, Stalin’s occupation would do more
harm than good.

Historically the Baltic peoples were subjects of the tsarist
empire. In Estonia and Latvia the cities were largely Rus-

sian, German and Jewish while the countryside was com-
pletely dominated by German baronial estates—with the
native peasantry mainly reduced to the state of landless
agricultural workers or tenants. In Lithuania, Polish land-
lords held sway in the countryside while Vilnius was popu-
lated by'Poles, Jews and Russians.

The October Revelution polanzed the reglonalong class
lines.. In Estonia and Latvia in particular, the peasant
masses flocked to the red banner of Bolshevism, the Lat-
vian Riflemen serving as crack troops of the newly fledged
Soviet regime. Correspondingly the bourgeois and land-
lord classes of the region, always a bulwark of the Roma-
novs, launched themselves on the road of separatism as a
means of combating the revolution. "The soviet govern-
ments of the Baltic republics were drowned in blood by
German and Polish troops. A chilling portrayal (reflecting
the méntality of a German aristocrat-gone fascist) of aslice

YI\;O institute
Lithuanian and German fascists beat Jews to death
on street in Kaunas in 1941 (above). In Kaunas today,
nationalists march under flag of reactionary interwar
bourgeois sfate (below).

Turnley/Newsweek
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of the bitter civil war fought in this region between the Ger-
man landldrd,s and the “Balts” can be found in Marguerite
Yourcenar’s Le Coup de grdce (1939). The bourgeois re-
‘publics set up in place of the soviets were from the outset
creatures of German and British imperialism, llvmg under
the protecting guns of the British fleet.

By the mid-1930s the interwar Baltic republics had be-
come tiny carbon copies of Baron Mannerheim’s Finland
and Pilsudski's Poland, making up in viciousness for
what they lacked in size. Today miserable remnants of
these ruling classes still cling to “legations,” maintained as
“governments-in-exile” courtesy of the CIA. And lately
these puppets have been jerked into motion, goingso far as
to begin issuing “passports.” They are, in fact, the CIA’s
only credible remnant of “émigré foreign proprietors” for
the whole USSR. '

U.S. imperialism smells “rollback™ in East Europe and
the USSR. It has watched and cheered the rise of the Bal-
tic People’s Fronts, which openly aspire to a “Finnish
option"—i.e., a return to capitalism. These Fronts are
linked to restorationist wings of the bureaucracy on the
right flanks of the respective regional parties. The Gorba-
chev bureaucracy had hoped this most developed region of
the Soviet Union would be the flagship of perestroika, a
version of China’s Guangdong Province free trade zone.
But events in the region have acquired logic of their own
that bodes a collision with Moscow sooner rather than
later.

The Estonian Supreme Soviet has already twice enacted
legislation giving the republic veto over Soviet law. On
May 18 they were joined by the Lithuanians who enacted a
similar constitutional amendmeént, as well as a measure to
control immigration into Lithuania. The Lithuanians also
enacted 'a declaration stating their desire to be an inde-
pendent state. Six days later the Lithuanian Supreme
Soviet exempted citizens of the republic from a new high-
way tax enacted by Moscow intended to raise additional
funds for highway repairs. According to a reporter from

the official Lithuanian press agency Elta, “Drivers said that
Lithuania should not be obliged to payfor the rotten roads
in Russia” (New York Times, 25 May 1989).

Along with juridical measures the Estonians have taken
a number. of economic measures intended to create an
Estonian market cut off from the rest of the USSR. Thus
since the beginning of 1989 the republic’s government has

. “temporarily” banned private citizens and cooperatives

from sending scarce consumer goods out of Estonia,
According to the 13 March /zvestia: :
“Severe restrictions have been placed on shipments by
mail, railroad and air. A box of candy, a container of but-
ter and children's underpantsare now contraband. There’s
no point in going into stores without a passport—a signif-
icant number of iterns are sold only to residents of Tallinn
and its outlying area. War has been declared on the out-
side buyer.... The consequences -are simply unpredict-
able. Estonian television has shown a Leningrad post
office. On its doors is a sheet of paper: Mail to the Baltic
republics is not accepted. In neighboring provinces they
have stopped selling gasoline to vehicles with Estonian
platcs
—The Current Digest of the Soviet Press,
Vol. XLI, No. 12 (1989)

The next aim of the Estonian bureaucracy is to separate
the republic’s currency from that of the USSR. According
to Inderek Toome, Chairman of the Council of Ministers
of the Estonian SSR: :

“We've decided that it's within the competence of the Esto-
.nian SSR to organize banking and currency circulation.
This includes the introduction of Estonian money and the
procedure and rate of exchange of this money for other
currencies, including the rouble common for the USSR....
As for property, we have spoken in favor of a diversity of
its forms, which will create conditions for a variety of
forms of enterprise.”
—Moscow News, No. 23, 11-18 June 1989

Proposed Estonian legislation would return all land to
private farming and legalize “small-scale” private enter-

prises, giving them the right to hire labor and amass cap-
ital. Foreign ownership of property would be permitted.
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Immigration from other parts of the USSR would be
restricted. Not constrained by party ties, the People’s
Fronts and Sajudis (Lithuania’s front) openly call for
independence and capitalist-style economies. About a
quarter of the Front membership are also Communist
Party members.

Counterrevolution Disguised as
National Liberation

In the recent elections to the Congress of People’s Dep-
uties the native populations of the Baltic republics solidly
supported the nationalist People’s Front candidates. One
factor in this support is a very deep-seated national inse-
curity, especially in Estonia and Latvia. Fully 40 percent of
the population of Estonia and nearly 50 percent of the pop-
ulation of Latvia is Russian. These immigrants are largely

proletarians, drawn to the province by the large industries -

built there since World War II. Playing on chauvinism,
Front proposals for getting rid of the Russians have runa
gamut from proposing to shut down the big enterprises
employing a majority of Russians to establishing republic
citizenship based on longtime residency and fluency in the
native language.

In reaction, elements of the hn-:eaucracy in Estonia have
formed an “Internationalist Movement,” co-led by a Rus-
sian and, interestingly, a Siberian Estonian. Siberian
Estonians, descendants of Estonians exiled to Siberia and
“Russified,” are also looked down upon by renascent
Estonian nationalists. On March 14 a demonstration of
over 80,000 Russian-speaking workers gathered in front of
Tallinn city hall. The workers were incensed by the
officially sanctioned February 24 celebration of bourgeois
Estonia’s Independence Day, which included a surrep-
titious nighttime removal of the republic’s red state flag and
its replacement with the interwar flag. Red flags were raised
over buildings and a republic-wide strike committee
elected. Demands were raised for equality of language and
national rights. Internationalist Movement spokesmen
accurately denounced developments in the republic as

‘xaame!s'wﬁunuo

Spectre of
workers political
revolution
haunts Stalinists.
Chinese printing
workers rally
outside
Tiananmen
Square,

June 1989.

“creeping counterrevolution.” The stage is set for a bloody
civil war in which capitalist counterrevolution will dis-
guise itself as a slruggle for *national liberation and
self-determination.”

Stalinism in a Bind

The situation facing the Gorbachev bureaucracy in Esto-
nia exemplifies one pole of the contradiction facing latter-
day Stalinism, the other being represented by the recent
events in China. There ten years of “market socialism,” of
so-called reform, brought the country to the brink of
proletarian political revolution. As China shows, market
reforms only intensify problems of inequality and cor-
ruption. Thus deposed “reformer” Zhao Ziyang’s sons are
reputedly two of the wealthiest capitalists in China, while
ten years of “economic reform™ have resulted in a reported
50 to 100 million surplus agricultural laborers wandering
around the countryside.

Top Soviet bureaucrats cluck their tongues approvingly
at the stores in Yugoslavia and China with their relative
(to the USSR) abundance of consumer goods. Why not?
The upper crust of the bureaucracies in these countries is
assured access to these goods, as is any other citizen who
has the cash. Bureaucratic rationing and privilege are sim-
ply monetized according to the well-established capitalist
principle, to each according to his ability to pay, and the
bureaucracy’s raison d'éires to ensure that its members get
paid first and most—a veritable consumers’ union of para-
sites with guns. The Soviet workéers are deeply committed
to socialist egalitarianism and rightly despise the special
privileges of the bureaucracy—the foreign currency shops,
the dachas, the limousines, the elite medical clinics, etc. But
these pale before the inequalities of capitalism, The figure
of a Donald Trump, who can purchase an entire airline,
remains profoundly alien to the experience of the Soviet

- workers. The appearance of beginnings of inequality based

on private property has already inflamed class tension in
the USSR. Its growth will result in explosions of working-
class anger that will shake the foundations of bureaucratic
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usurpation, as it already has in China.

The bureaucracy can only oscillate between repression
and relaxation all. of which serves to throw up more social
lava. Chinese Stalinism, after the bloody suppression of
rebellion in Beijing, is in'a muddle—cracking down, trying
to maintain its alliance with U.S. imperialism, while tin-
kering with its program of “reforms.” Meanwhile the coun-
try’s economic weakness and the penetration of the cap-
italist market threaten it with a kulak revolt—something
that would test the solidity of the Chinese military, whose
leadership approximates a set of peasant cliques and is
discredited among the masses for its role in the recent
massacre. '

East Europe—Poland and Hungary

If the Chinese students evinced some confused sympa-
thy for the ideals of classless “democracy,” both they and
the masses who joined them in revolt did so under the color
of the red flag and singing the Internationale. The mass
character of the revolt was conditioned by the widespread
outrage over the rampant corruption and inequality
generated by the bureaucracy’s neo-NEP. In the Polish
deformed workers state events have taken a different
course, .
~ The recent elections to the Polish parliament confirmed
what everyone knew-—that Polish Stalinism had suc-
‘ceeded in driving the mass of the Polish working masses
into the arms-of the clerical-nationalist and pro-capitalist
Solidarnos¢. The victory of Solidarnosc, albeit limited
according to a prior agreement with the bureaucracy, has
embarrassed and deeply split the Polish Stalinists, The
elections and the events leading up to them also expose
Solidarno$¢” pretensions as a trade union. Only a small

Wide Wor!d
Hungary, 1956: Workers on captured Soviet tank.
‘Workers political revolution split. Slallmst bureau-
cratlic apparatus.

percent of this
rifts have begun to appear between the proletariat and
Solidarnosc’ leadership, which endorsed the shutdown of
the Lenin Shipyard and now opposes strike action by the
workers. Thus for the first time since 1981 a real chance

' exists for breaking the Polish working class from this com-

pany union for the CIA and Vatican. /

Poland is an economic basket case indebted to the
imperialist bankers for nearly 40 billion dollars. Subsidies
to Poland from the USSR have totaled even more. And
both the bureaucracy and Solidarnosc see no way out save
further infusions of capital from the imperialists. Little of
these enormous sums has found its way into productive
investment. A great deal has gone toward subsidizing a
reactionary and- inefficient peasantry clinging to small
private farms.

So far there have been insignificant market “reforms” in
Poland. The chief obstacle to their implementation is the
militancy of the Polish working class that Solidarno$¢ will
have difficulty restraining. Accordingto Solidarno$¢’ Lech
Walesa, civil war could result if reforms demanded of
Poland brought unemployment and reduced incomes: “1
am sitting on a powder keg, and I have doubts we will be,
able to do it” (New York Times, 12 July 1989). And while
some elements of the Polish bureaucracy reconcile them-
selves to trading bureaucratic privilege for the joys of
becoming petty and not-so-petty entrepreneurs, others
keep their hands near the levers ofarmed power, watch and
wait.

In neighboring Hungary, the Minister of State, Imre
Pozsgay, says that it is “impossible to reform communist
practice as it currently exists in the Soviet Union and East
Europe.... This system must be liquidated.” In its place

. Pozsgay envisions “a party of a new type based on Euro-

pean socialist and social-democratic ideas” instead of a
“reformed Communist Party” (Le Monde, 30 May 1989).
Recently the regime implemented a series of political and
economic measures. Opposition political parties are legal.
Anyone can publish his own newspaper. A fully fledged
stock market has been created. The rights of private
entrepreneurs and foreign investors have been vastly

. expanded—e.g., private businesses can now employ up to

500 workers instead of 30, and Western investors can own
100 percent of Hungarian firms. The forint, Hungary’'s cur-
rency, is to be made convertible so that foreign firms can
repatriate profits. The intent is to put one-third of the
economy in private hands in the next few years.
Hungary has already had over two decades of “market

. socialism,” Kadar's so-called “goulash communism,” kept

afloat by loans from world imperialism. The “goulash” has
spoiled. Hungary now has the highest per capita foreign
debt in Europe. Prices for food, housing and fuel are soar-
ing—inflation is 20 percent annually. The country has
widespread unemployment and attendant problems of
poverty and drugs. It also has the highest suicide rate in
Europe. As a result of the government’s “reflorms™ over
200,000 workers will lose their jobs in the next several
years. For example, a Swedish proposal to the World Bank
calls for a 20 percent reduction in Hungarian steel
production and sacking of 50 percent of the steel workers.

The workers, fed up and cynical, have few illusions in
either the party “reformers” or the newly fledged opposi-
tion parties, none of which has anything remotely resem-
bling a mass following. According to Ferenc Koszeg, a

“union’s” candidates were workers. And
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Afghanistan is front line of international
class war. Women soldiers in Kabul (below).
Family in Kabul home destroyed by
mujahedin rocket (right). The ICL helped
raise over $44,000 for civilian victims of
Jalalabad siege, and sent a correspondent
- to Kabul in June to continue our
propaganda campaign.

Frklin)Manu
leader of the opposition Alliance of Free Democrats,
“There is fear and apathy. They don’t believe that the
organizations can be effective. There is even a suspicion
that they are movements of intellectual elites, not attached
to the masses” (New York Times, |5 May 1989). The
economic and political inngvations of the “reform” wing
of the bureaucracy are in fact overtly cynical measures

intended to persuade Western bankersto poureight billion .

dollars in new loans into the country. So far there have
been no takers and the new stock market has done no trad-
ing. Foreign capital is hesitant to invest. Instead, as in
Poland, it plans to pump seed money into the country to
create a new class of entrepreneurs.

As in Poland, there is a developing polarization within
the bureaucracy. Harvard-trained economist and current
Hungarian prime minister Miklos Nemeth reportedly plays
tennis on a regular basis with the U.S. ambassador. Mean-
while Janos Barabas, Budapest First Secretary of the Hun-
garian Socialist Workers Party, explains: “I could see an
opposition leader as prime minister. But if he were wise, he
would name a Communist as his secretary of defense” (San
Francisco Chronicle, 31 May 1989).

Retired police and army officers are orgamzed into the
hardline Stalinist Ferenc Munnich Society. (Munnich was
the man the Russians wanted to install in power after
crushing the 1956 workers political revolution, until Tito
persuaded them to go with Janos Kadar.) Elements of the
Munnich Society are linked to the workers militia, com-
prising some 60,000 people, with reserves of 20,000, On
March 15 the militia was issued arms before a scheduled
mass rally in Budapest.

Munnichite Stalinism is of course generally discredited
as a political current, but both the “reform” bureaucrats
and the opposition are demanding disbanding of the party-
organized workers militia. Doubtless for the benefit of vis-

iting U.S. president George Bush, the most outspoken of
the “reform™ leaders issued a call in the Budapest paper
Magyar Nemzet: ’
“Reform circles should -be capable of mobilizing the
reform wing of the party and articulating the features of a
majority party—a Hungarian Socialist Party or a Dem-
ocratic Socialist Party—by a split, achieved by conser-
vatives leavmg
ew York Times, 13 July 1989
The next day over 10,000 mourners showed up at the
funeral of former party boss Janos Kadar. The crowd was
unexpectedly large, although dwarfed in size by the recent
memorial meeting for Imre Nagy, Hungary's prime min-
ister during the 1956 Revolution. Following the Soviets’
brutal suppression of the uprising, Nagy and his comrades
were brutally murdered and buried in unmarked prisén
graves. Over 100,000 people attended a solemn ceremony
celebrating Nagy as a hero of the revolution. Pozsgay,
Nemeth and other top government officials attended, lay-
ing a wreath and serving as honorary pallbearers.

But many Hungarians remember that the 1956 Revolu-
tion first brought to power not party bureaucrats beholden
to the imperialist International Monetary Fund, but armed
workers soviets. During the height of the revolution, then
Hungarian defense minister Pal Maleter (later executed
with Nagy) patted his revolver when asked by a reporter
about what would happen if the capitalists tried to return.

Anti-Perestroika Stalinism

While the bureaucracies in Hungary and Poland exper-
iment with*pluralism™ in order to wheedle new loans out of
the imperialists, their Stalinist brothers in East Germany
and Czechoslovakia so far want no part of Gorbachevism.
Both states have maintained centralized economic plan-
ning, and are doing much better than their “market social-
ist” neighbors—giving the lie to the contention that central
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planning per se is responsible for the economic quagmire in
the degenerated/deformed workers states.

" Certainly these countries historically were more indus-
trially developed than Poland and Hungary, with sub-
stantial proletariats and correspondingly more advanced
cultures in which the church plaved a much less central
role. Their relative success today is linked to bureaucracies
economically less capricious and more rational than their
Polish and Hungarian counterparts, Where the bureauc-
racy is less promiscuous, the planning principle is suffi-
ciently powerful to override tendencies inherent in Stalin-
ism toward economic disproportions and stagnation. The
impact of the 1968 Prague Spring surely constrains the
appetites of the Czechoslovak bureaucracy, which 21 years
ago presided over an economy that was the sick man of
Eastern Europe.

In passing it should be noted that Romania is a case of
political and economic pathology, even within the frame-
work of Stalinism. Ceausescu, whose personality cult{ona
Romanian scale at least) rivals that of Stalin, has accom-
plished something unique, He has managed to pay off all
debt Romania had incurred to the bloodsucking imperal-
ist bankers!"To do so the entire country has been reduced
to extreme penury. To solace the tired, hungry and cold
workers he has stirred up anti-Hungarian chauvinism. .
Bulgaria, which economically is doing relatively well,
meanwhile has decided to pre-empt possible national con-
flicts with its indigenous Turkish population by viciously
.driving them out of the country.

USSR Crucial

Gorbachev's policies have certainly influenced and inter- ~

acted with the events in East Europe and China. But in the
last instance it is developments in the USSR which will be
decisive, The hopes of Stalinism in a pinstriped suit for
“reform” and a stable “market socialism™ are as much a
pipe dream’ as the fantasy of peaceful coexistence with

. gonyok
Pamyat supporters give Sieg Heil to leaders. Soviet
workers must crush Pamyat fascists!

imperialism. Even more of a pipe dream are the schemes
of elements of the bureaucracy in Poland, Hungary and
the Baltic republics to engineer a peaceful return to
capitalism,

The initiatives of the Soviet bureaucracy are a response
to real pressures. Gorbachevite economist Shmelyov
speaks of an economic crisis of Soviet society leading,
he fears, to “counterrevolution™—i.e., a return to police
methods the bureaucracy was so notorious for in the past.
Gorbachev himself noted, “I even know war veterans come

on the bus to Moscow, carrying portraits—a portrait of

Brezhnev covered in medals, and a portrait of Gorba-
chev covered in rationing coupons” (New York Times,
26 May 1989).

The market socialism reforms advocated by the bureauc-
racy have scarcely been implemented. But worker discon-
tent with shortages, corruption and inequality have led to
over a dozen wildcat strikes this year. Most of these actions
have been short-lived protests. But the strike by 110,000
coal miners in the Siberian coal mining region centered on
Novokuznetsk has rocked the -bureaucracy, which has
scrambled to make concessions to placate the angry
miners. According to the 15 July 1989 New York Times,
the bureaucracy “promises to meet some of more than
40 demands for more food in stores, warmer winter
clothing, improved maternity leave, anti-pollution meas-
ures, housing improvements and other specific local
needs.” The burcaucracy has also sought to channel the
strikers’ contrary political demands into market-oriented
“self-management” reforms.

The demands of the strikers, far broader than any posed
by strikers in capitalist countries, reflect the class nature of
the Soviet state, They also reflect very directly these Soviet
workers’ acute awareness that the 1917 October Revolu-
tion is their revolution. The Soviet working people deeply
believe that the Soviet workers state, despite all its
deformities, is “their” state. They deeply believe that the
factories, mines and land are the property of the entire pro-
letariat. All this constitutes an enormous barrier to imperi-
alist aspirations for counterrevolution in the USSR. The
receptivity of the Soviet working masses to an internation-
alist perspective was reflected in the appeal by the striking
miners for support from the British National Union of
Mineworkers, led by Arthur Scargill. Scargill had spoken

‘out against anti-Communist Solidarnos¢ and Reagan/

Thatcher's anti-Soviet war drive; during the 1984-85
British miners strike the Soviet miners union gave massive
financial support to their class brothers in Britain. The
Soviet miners’ appeal to the NUM stands in sharp contrast
to Solidarnos¢’ craven crawling before Thatcher.
Nevertheless, the heavy nationalist overtones sweeping

the USSR facilitate the mobilization of forces of capitalist |

counterrevolution. They also threaten to channel growing
anger over the economic consequences of market social-
ism into the dead end of intercommunal conflicts. To mobi-
lize the Soviet proletariat the key demand is: All Power to
Workers Soviets! Aside from the Baltic republics and pos-
sibly the western Ukraine the relationship of forces does
not now favor counterrevolution, particularly if the Soviet
workers can join hands with their Chinese comrades, who
have already had bitter experience with market “reforms.”

In China nascent political revolution nearly split the
People’s Liberation Army. Civil war threatened to erupt
between the bureaucracy and the Chinese proletariat.
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In the USSR the appearance of capitalist-restorationist
forces can lead to an open clash between them and the pro-
letariat, which will inevitably split the bureaucracy into its
polar components. Soviet politics thrown into turmoil by
glasnost demonstrate anew Trotsky’s observation that “all
shades of political thought are to be found among the

bureaucracy: from genuine Bolshevism (Ignace Reiss) to

complete fascism (F. Butenko)” (Transitional Program).

Contemporary Butenkoism manifests itself in the sin- |

ister anti-Semitic Pamyat. Soviet workers must mobilize to
drive these fascists off the streets before this festering sore
grows into a cancerous growth which endangers the Soviet
state and its multinational people. Meanwhile, the eager-
ness of the Gorbachev regime to conciliate U.S. imperial-
ism from Kabul to Central Europe to Nicaragua cannot but '
generate deep misgivings among wide layers of Red Army
officers. Unlike the Chinese PLA, heavily peasant in com-
position and presided over by regional peasant-derived
cliques, the Red Army is proletarian-at its base with an
officer corps that has a memory and tradition stretching
back to the 1918-21 Civil War.

The bureaucracy has already been forced to begin to
acknowledge Trotsky’s role in both the revolution and in
founding the Red Army. The more historically-minded
officers recall Stalin’s sabotage of the defense of the Soviet
Union on the eve of World War ll—including his bloody
purge of Tukhachevsky and the cream of the Red Army
officer corps. Today Soviet veterans returned from
Afghanistan, officers and enlisted men alike, see them-
-selves as proletarian internationalists who did their duty.

" The Afghan war veteran who denounced the traitor Sakha-
rov for his pro-imperialist slander of the Red Army’s role in
Afghanistan not only rocked the Congress of People’s
Deputies, but reflected widespread popular opinion.

One can reasonably anticipate even whole units of the
.Red Army and Navy siding with the working ¢lass and
its vanguard against burgeoning capitalist counterrevo-

lution, dismantling the bureaucratic structures, restoring ,

democracy and workers soviets, and initiating a planned
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economy with the full and active participation of the
masses. Such an economy must be dedicated to the princi-
ple of egalitarianism and committed to realizing a con-
stantly rising quality in the condmons of economic and
social life for all. Only a workers vanguard party suffused
with an international vision—a vision inextricably linked
with the solidarity of workers everywhere against their
exploiters and oppressors—can carry out such a domestic
perspective. B
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Volumes include one year of WV except:

Volume 1 includes 1970-73 J
" Volumes 4-9 include six months each, 1976- 78

New discounts available
For larger orders of any combination of
WV and Spartacist bound volumes:

3-10 volumes: $20 each
11 or more volumes: $18 each

All volumes also availabte in microfilm.
All prices include postage.
Order from/make checks payable to:
Spartacist Publishing Company
Box 1377 GPQ, New York, NY 10116, USA
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When Was the Soviet Thermidor?

In 1923, on the sixth anniversary of the October Rev-

olution, the triumvirate of J.V. Stalin, G. Zinoviev and
L. Kamenev, under great pressure, opened the pages of
Pravda for what was to be the party’s last free debate, to
discuss the “New Course.” Many articles critical of the
Central .Committee were published until the middie of
December. A looming economic crisis and the growing
bureaucratism in the party had propelled Leon Trotsky
and others into opposition. A group of prominent Bolshe-
viks, including V. Antonov-Ovseenko, E. Preobrazhensky
and Yu. Pyatakov, submitted a document to the Politburo
on October IS5 known as the “Platform of the 46, which
bluntly stated:
“The regime established within the party is completcly
intolerable; it destroys the independence of the party,
replacing the party by a recruited bureaucratic apparatus
which acts without objection in normal times, but which
inevitably fails in moments of crisis, and which threatens
Lo become completely ineffective in the face of the serious
events now impending.”

The increasing bureaucrafism had been a serious con-
cern of Lenin’s, He made a bloc with Trotsky in December
1922 to fight Stalin, and the 4 January 1923 postscript to
Lenin's Testament proposed to remove Stalin as General
Secretary. Despite Lenin's clear urgings and warnings,
Trotsky agreed to a compromise at the 12th Party Con-
gress in April 1923 and Stalin was allowed to keep his post.
Lenin's Testament was always carefully hidden from the
party ranks. . : ’

In the discussion leading up to the [3th Party Confer-
ence, the loose “Trotskyist™ opposition obtained 20 to 30
percent of the votes in local party meetings in Moscow and
Petrograd, and won 67 out of 346 party cells of industrial
workers. But Stalin ran the apparatus, which blatantly
rigged the delegate elections. At the Conference, held just
days before Lenin's death in January 1924, the opposition
had only 3 out of 128 delegates. The *New Course” was
supposed to be a change in the direction of workers democ-
racy; instead the Conference showed Stalin and his minions
shaking their fists in the face of the party. ’

One of the points used as a factional club by Stalin in
December 1923 and thereafter was that Trotsky was not
part of the Bolshevik “Old Guard”—this was to feature
prominently in the attempt to disparage and disappear
Trotsky’s role as co-leader with Lenin of the October Rev-
olution. In 1917 Trotsky was won to Lenin's view on the
need for a Bolshevik party and “from that time on.” Lenin
said, “there has been no better Bolshevik” (speech to the
Petrograd Committee, 14 November 1917). Throughout
the long years of his exile, right up to his assassination by
a Stalinist agent, Trotsky waged a battle, as uncompro-
mising as any Lenin waged, to reforge an international
communist vanguard and to oppose the Stalinists while
giving unconditional military defense to the USSR against
imperialism. ) ‘

In his retrospective analysis explaining the triumph of
the bureaucracy, Trotsky used an analogy with the ouster
of the radical Jacobins on the 9th of Thermidor during the
French Revolution: : o ‘

“Socially the proletariat is more homogeneous than the
bourgeoisie, but it contains within itself an entire series of

strata that become manifest with exceptional clarity fol-’

lowing the conquest of power, during the period when the
burcaucracy and a workers' aristocracy connected with it
began to take form. The smashing of the Left Opposition
implied in the most direct and immediate sense the trans-
fer of power from the hands of the revolutionary van-
guard into the hands of the more conservative elements
among the bureaucracy and the upper crust of the work-
ing class. The year 1924—that was the beginning of the
Sovict Thermidor.™
—"The Workers' State, Thermidor and
Bonapartism™ (1935)

After January 1924, the people who ruled the USSR, the

way the USSR was ruled, and the purposes for which the -

USSR was ruled had all changed. This view is supported by

the material spread over several of the 14 volumes of the

eminent historian E.H. Carr’s History of Soviet Russia. In

The Interregnum 1923-1924, Carr states:
“Notwithstanding its formally subordinate status, the
thirteenth party conference of January 1924 was a more
decisive occasion in party history than either the twelfth
congress which had preceded it in April 1923 or the thir-
‘teenth congress which followed it in May 1924."

The victory of the bureaucracy came hard on the heels of
the German defeat in October 1923. The failure of the rev-
olution to spread internationally sharply exacerbated the
economic scarcity produced by seven years of war. In his
book The Revoiution Betrayed(1936), Trotsky cites Marx,

who noted that when want is generalized “the struggle for
necessities begins again, and that means that all the old"

crap must revive.” The bureaucracy emerged as the arbiter
in the “struggle for necessities,” usurping political power
from the mass organizations of the proletariat.

The usurpers were unable to imprison Lenin in life
but after his death they buried Lenin's program of prole-
tarian internationalism, replaced in 1924 by the Stalinist

“theory™ of “socialism in one country.” The very idea had.

been denied by Stalin himself in lectures serialized in
Pravela in April-May 1924 and collected ina pamphlet, The
Foundations of Leninisn; yet in the 20 December 1924

issue of Pravda, Stalin wentinto print with his new lineand"

the first edition of his pamphlet was subsequently with-
drawn from circulation. Over the next decade and a half,
the cadres of Lenin’s party were physically liquidated and
the Communist Internationai was made into the Kremlin’s
instrument to betray other countries’ revolutions.

To place the Soviet Union upon Lenin’s road also
requires that conscious workers know when the qual-
itative departure lrom that road took place. ®

Spartacist Pamphlet

The Stalin School
of Falsification Revisited

A reply to‘the sténdard Stalinist slanders of
Trotskyism and a Trotskyist view of Mao's China.,

$1.00 (48 pages)

Order from/make checks payable to:

Spartacist Publishing Co., Box 1377 GPO, New York, NY 101 16, USA

Th




Ty

SUMMER 1989

17

Koraa npousoLuen coBeTckuii Tepmmgop?

B 1923 ropy, B wecTyto rogosiuuHy OKTaOpbcKodt pe-
BOMIOUMH, TpHyMBHpaT B adue M.B. Cranuna, I 3uHoBE-
esa d JI. KaMeHeBa nop BenuyailiiiM AaBNEHHEM MPERO-
crabun crpanunpl «fIpaBgbl» oas o6CyKOEHHS «HOBOTO
Kypta», 4YTO A8HJIOChH nocn,enneﬁ cBoGONHOM NapTHIHON
AMCKYCCHEH. MHOroYucneHHbIE CTaThbH, CORepXKallue
KpUTHKY LleHTpanbHOro KOMHTETA, BLIXOJHIIH BILIOTh 10
cepenvHbl rekabps. Paspacraloliniics 3KOHOMHYECKHA

KPHM3HC ¥ YCHIEHHE BIOPOKPaTH3Ma BHYTPH NapTHu noby-

ik JIsea TPOLKOro H APYTHX BCTATh B ONNO3HUMIO. 15 OK-
Ta0ps rpynna suAHbIX 60/b1IEBHKOB, BcocTaBe: B. AuTo-
HoBa-Osceenxo, E. Ipeobpaxenckoro u 10. IIaTakosa,
npeactTaBHna Ha paccmorperne Tlonut6ropo aokymenr,
M3BECTHbIH nop Ha3saHueM «[TonnTuueckoi nnaThopMsl
46», B KOTOPOM TPAMO TOBOPHIIOCH:

«PexuM, ycTaHOBHBLIHACH BHYTPH NapTHH, COBEPIIEHHO

HECTEPIIUM, OH yGMBaCT CaMOECATEABHOCTD MAPTHH,

NOAMEHAA NapTHIO nonoﬁpanubm YHHOBHHUYBHM arnna-

paToM, KOTOpPbIH fieficTByeT 63 0TKA3a B HOPMAJIBHOE
BpEMsl, HO KOTOPDIA HeH36EXKHO JaeT OCEYKH B MOMEHThI

KPH3MCOB ¥ KOTOpBIH FPO3HT 0Ka3aThCA COBEPILEHHO

HECAMOCTOATENBHLIM NEPEA JHMLOM Hanaura}omnxca
cepbedHbIX COOBITHII». .

PazpacTaiii¢ 610pOKpaTU3Ma CEPLE3HO BONHOBANG Jle-
nuHa. B fiekabpe 1922 ropa o 3axmouui coro3 ¢ Tpoukum
npotus CTajiund; i 4 aapaps 1923 roa, B mocTCKpHNTYME
K«Banemaumo»neﬂnﬂa 6b110 npeanoxeHo ybpats Cra-
TIHHA € MOCTA TEHEPANbHOro cekpetapa. HecMoTps Ha Ha-
CTOATEILHBIE COBETHI H npeAynpexaexus Jlenuna, Tpon-
KHi nowen Ha komnpomuce Ha XII cbe3ne napTuu B anpe-

ne 1923 1., 4 CTéasikHy 6bU10 pa3perlieHo OCTaThCA HA OCTY. |

JlennHckoE «3aBeljaHie» BCETNA TIIATENBHO CKPLIBANOCh
OT PAOBOrC COCTaBa NAPTHH.

Ha npenusx, npegsapsroiuux XII napTuinyio koHge-
peHuUHio, « TpOLUKHUCTCKas» ONNO3HuMs Tonyunna ot 20%

no 30% ronocoB Ha MECTHBIX MAPTHHHBIX COBpaHHUAX B’

Mockse u Tletporpane u 3aHana 67 u3z 346 napTHitHbIX
AYeeK NMPOMBbILINEHHBIX pabounx. OpHako, To, uro Cra-

JIMH yNpasnsin napTHAHON MAUIHHOM, TPUBENO K NOATA-

COBKE pelynbiaTon BeiGopa generatos. Ha kondepeHim,
NPOBOAMMO# BCErO 3@ HECKONBKO IHEH 0 cMepTH JleHnHa,
onno3uuus OGb11a IPEACTABIEHA BCErO TPEMS AesieraTaMu
ot 128. «HoBblit Kypec» fOJIKEH OB IPUHECTH NEPEMEHBI
MO HANPaBJIEHHIO Pa3sBUTHA paboyei IEMOKPaTHH, BMECTO
3TOro KOH(epeHUNs HarnagHo noka3ana kak CranuH u ero
NPHCHELIHHKY NOTPACAXOT KyJJAKamH nepef JIMLOM NapTHH..

ONHHM H3 MOMEHTOB, HCNMONBL30BAHHLIX CTATHHBIM KaK
¢ pakuKROHHBIA KO3BIPE B AeKabpe 1923 roaa u B mocnencT-
BiH, 66111 TOT thaxT, yTo TPOLKHI HE BXOZHN B YKo «CTa-

poit reapauH». M B jaNpHeAIEM pa3yBaHHe 3TOro gakra-

CHYKHJIO MIOMBITKE CKPLITh H YMAHTL ponb TPOLKOro Kax
copaTHuka JleHHHa BAene pykosoncTBa OKTAGPLCKON pe-
Bomwousei. B 1917 ropy JleHns nonsocteio y6eaun Tpou-
KOTQ B HEOOXORHMOCTH CO3AaHHs BONbILEBHCTCKOH nap-
THH H «C T€X NOp, — ¢Ka3an JIeHnH, — He 6b1I0 nyquero
6onbuieBika» (peun K INetporpapckomy Komurerty, 14
Hos6pa 1917r.). Yepea Bce AOATHE FOABI H3THAHKA, BILIOTH
Bo yOMHCTBa €ro CTaIHHCKHM areHToM, TpOUuKHi Bes He-
NprUMHpPKHMYI0 60pbOY, Tak e 6eCkoMIpoOMHCCHO Kak Jle-
HHH, YTOOBI NEPEKOBATE MEXAYHAPOAHbLIA KOMMYHHUCTH-
YeCKM# aBaHrapg W NPOTHBOCTOSATL CTAJIHHHCTAaM, IpPU

3TOM OKa3b1Basi GE3YCIOBHYIO NOAIEPIKKY BOOPYKEHHOM
sauure CCCP npoTHB HMIepHaniuiMa.

B cBOEM peTpOCNEKTHBHOM aHaNn3e, oObACHSS TpryMd
61opokpaTiu, TpOUKHIH NPUBOIHT aHANOTHIO ¢ AKOGHHLA-
MH, KOTia BO BpeMs Ppaniy3ckoi pepomonuu Ha 9 Tep-
MHIOpE NIPOU3O0LLI0 U3FHAHHE PAAHKAIIBHBIX AKOGHHLEB!

«ITponerapuaT coudanbHO ONHOPOOHEE BYPXKYa3HH, HO
3aKnioyaet B cebe Bce 3K LENbid pan CAOEB, KOTOphIE
0c06eHHO OTUYETIHBO ODHAPYXKHBAIOTCA [IOC/E 3aBOEBa-
HHS BNacTH, Korpa dopmupyercs 610poKpaTHs U CBA-
3aHHasA ¢ Hell pabouaq apuctokpartua. Pasrpom neepoit
ONMO3IMLMY B CAMOM IIPAMOM H HEMOCPEACTBEHHOM CMbIC-
Jie 03HAYaN NEPexoj BAACTH U3 PYK PEBOJIIOUUOHHOTO
aBaHrapa B.pyKH 60nee KOHCEPBATUBHBIX 3NEMEHTOB
6ropoxpaTHH W BepxoB paloyero knacca. 1924 rog —
3TO M eCcTb Havano coBeTckoro Tepmuaopas.

«PaBouee rocypapcTBo, TepMuaop u

Bonanaptuam», 1935

[Mocne auBaps 1924 ropa sce nepeMeHHIIOCh: TI0[H, KO-
topsie ynpasasaaus CCCP, cnoco6 ynpasnerns u neasb, Bo
BM# KOTOPO# 3TO YNpaBr/ieHHe OCYUIeCTBAAIOCH. BUAHBINR
ucropux E.X. Kapp paer noaTBepxKAeHHE 3TOH TOUKE
3peHUs MaTePHATaMH, COACPKALUHMMHCH B HECKOJIbKHX
TOMax €ro 4eTHIPHAALATHTOMHOrO Tpyaa «Mcropus co-
Berckoit Poccun». B «Mexpyuaperenn 1923-1924 rr» Kapp
3asBNSAET:.

«Hecmorpﬂ Ha POPMANBHO BTOPOCTENEHHBIA CTa'ryc

TPHHA[LATAR NAPTHRHAA KOHGEePEHNHA OT supaps 1924

roga sBunach 6onee peuwarouumM COGblTH@M B HCTOPHH

naptuu Hexenn XII cresq, KoTopblit € NPeaLecTBOBAN

B anpene 1923 r., unu XIII, KoTopblit cnenosan 3a He
"B Mae 1924 r.».

Hoﬁena 6LOpOKpATHH NPAMO CIE0BANA 3a nopaxeuuem
Tepmannu B okTA6pe 1923 . Ilposan pacnpocTpaHeHus
PEBONIOLHM B MEXKIYHAPOAHOM MiNlaHe ObLI PE3KO ycyry6-
JIeH 3KOHOMHYECKOH HEXBATKON BbI3BAHHON CEMBIO FOflAMH
podHbl. B kHure «Uto takoe C.C.C.P. u xyna ox uger?
(1936) Tpoukuit unTHpyeT Mapkca, KOTOPLI# OTMEYaeT,
4TO € OGOBIEHHEM HYKITbI «IOIKHA CHOBA HAYATHLCA GOphb-
6a 3a Heo6xoaHMbIE NPEAMETbI H, 3HAYHT, JIONIXKHA BOC-
KPECHYTb BCH cTapas fipebejeHb». BropoKpaTus BO3HHKIA
Kak apOuTp B «Oopnbe 3a HeoOxogUMbIE TPEAMETDI», Tie-
pPEXBaTHIBASA MOJIMTHYECKYHO BACTb Y MACCOBBIX OPTaHH-
3aLuii nponeTapHaTa.

¥3ypnaTopbl HE CMOTJIH JIMIIMTbL cBOGO k! Jlernna npy
€T0 JKH3HM, 3aTO NOC/e CMEPTH OHH 3aXOPOHUIY IEHUH-
CKYIO POrpaMMy NPONETAPCKOrO MHTEpHALHOHANH3MA,
3aMEHEHHYI0 B 1924 1. CTaNUHUCTCKOMN «TeopHeii» «couua-
nH3Ma B OfIHO# CTPaHE». Cam Cranus OTpHLAJ 3TY HAEIO
B CEPHM NeKUMit, BbIxoauBlIUX B «[TpaBpe» B anpene-Mae
1924 r., nocne yero ouu Guiny cofpanbl B naMoneT «Oc-
HOBbI JlennHH3Mar»;. OfHaKo, yxe 20 nexabps 1924 r., B
ouepenHoM Bbinycke «IIpapabr», CTamHH BLICTYTIKI B Te-
YATH € HOBbIM HAMPABRNIEHUEM, B PE3YNIBTATE NEPBLIH THPaXK
namcneTa 6bin HIBAT U3 O6palieHKA. 3a Bpems mocne-

- AYIOLLMX NONYTOPA AEKafl, KaAPhl IEHHHCKOH NapTHH Obl-

v pU3HYECKH JTHKBHAMPOBaHL!, 2 KOMMYHHCTHYECKH
HuTepHauuoHan 6bU1 peBpaiiet B OpyaHe NPefaTe LCTRA
Kpemnem peponiounit B Jpyrux CTpaHax.

CozHaTenbHbIM paGodyHM HeoOXOAHMO 3HATh, KOTAA
MMEJIH MECTO KA4YECTBEHHbIE OTKIOHEHHS OT TEHUHCKOTO
nyTH, As TOro, 4Tobnl noctaButs CoseTckuit Coto3 06-
PATHO Ha 3TOT NyTh. B
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The Fight for Communist Leadership

International Communist
League Launched

ADAPTED FROM WORKERS VANGUARD
, NO. 479, 9 JUNE 1989

It is with pride tempered by a sober assessment of our
responstbilities that we announce the founding of the
International Communist League {Fourth International-
ist}, previously the international Spartacist- tendency.
The International Executive Commmee took this step on
13 May 1989.

Fifty years ago, Leon Trotsky, Lenin's companion in
arms and founder of the Red Army, proclaimed the crea-
tion of a new International to carry forward the authentic
Leninist program abandoned and besmirched by the
Communist International under the sway of J.V. Stalin
and his anti-revolutionary bureaucratic. clique. The ICL
today fights to reforge the Fourth International.

In the shadow of the approaching second imperialist
world war, Trotsky observed with increasing urgency that
the objective preconditions for world proletarian rev-
olution were overripe, but what was lacking to uproot
decadent capitalism on the world scale and establish a
socialist world order was an authentic revolutionary lead-
ership at the head of the proletariat. The spread of the bar-
barism of fascism and the oncoming world war were not the
only deadly dangers confronting the workers of the world
at that crucial moment; posed also was the question of the
very survival of the Soviet Union and the remaining gaing
of October. ' N

e SO Y LS s

Today once again, those who struggle against capitalist
oppression and exploitation in what is unquestionably a
period preparatory to war still confront that same excruci-
ating crisis of leadership, but in a different situation. The

contradictions of Soviet society and the problems of the:

Chinese revolutionary struggle, both brilliantly analyzed
by Trotsky, have exploded with pent-up force. In the cap-
italist countries, the working ctass certainly lacks the level
of socialist consciousness and organization it possessed in
the 1920s and 1930s. The legacy of Stalin’s reign of terror
inside the Soviet Union, and of the repetitive betrayals of
crucial revolutionary opportunities, has been the massacre
of pro-Communist militants from China to Spain to
Greece to Chile to Iran. Stalinism has created mitlions of
anti-Communists and the general level of identification of
human progress with the idea of communism stands at a
relative low point. Yet as the workings of capitalist imperi-
alism create millions of new subjective communists across
the globe, the absence of genuinely communist leadership is

acutely felt by many and the program of Leninist interna-

tionalism can be put forward with great impact.

The Homeland of October Is in Grave Danger—
All Power to Workers Soviets! . -

Under Gorbachev we have witnessed an attempt to
“restructure” the Soviet economy in the direction of en-
couraging powerful forces toward. capitalist restoration,
combined. with a “diplomacy” of apparently limitless ap-
peasement of imperialism which is being paid for in blood
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Banner of
newly founded
International
Communist
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Internationalist)
N . unfurled for the
first time at
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Paris region,
May 1989.
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in Afghanistan (although the mujahedin siege of Jalalabad
has evidently been thrown back, much to the. dismay
of. American policymakers and the Pakistani annexa-
tionists), and which has devastating implications as well for
the working people from Nicaragua to Southérn Africa to
Indochina. Now within the USSR, national antago-
nisms—spurred by the recent “reforms” termed “market
socialism” which encourage the richer republics to seek
greater autonomy from their poorer neighbors, but also
nourished by decades of the bureaucracy’s Great Russian
chauvinism—threaten to dismember the homeland of the
October Revolution. The slogan of “free elections™ and the
agitation for “national independence,” particularly in the
Baltic states,’in this'context can be nothing but a transpar-
ent cover for the program of capitalist restoration. Shouild
nationalist unrest spread to the Ukraine, this would be
extremely ominous. The anti-Semites of the Russian nativ-
ist “Pamyat” fascists have grown dangerously, protected
by elements of the bureaucracy. Today, the continued
existence of the bureaucratic caste, the heirs of Stalin,
constitutes a more immediate and direct threat to the con-
quests of October than ever before: what is posed is noth-
ing less than civil war. Only through the return to the
working people of their state, through the rule of soviets
(councils of workers and soldiers), can the egalitarian con-
sciousness (the idea that nobody should live off the
exploitation of the labor of others) which remains deeply
ingrained in sections of the Soviet working masses be mobi-
lized in decisive struggle to uphold the gains of October.

The effects of what is termed “market socialism”™ are
clearly shown in Eastern Europe. In Poland, the Stalinist
bureaucracy’s gross economic mismanagement and heavy-
handed repressiveness opened the road for workers’

grievances to be channeled into a reactionary-clericalist’

company union on behalf of the “free trade union™ CIA

along with the Western bankers and the Vatican. Every .

leader of Solidarnosc is and has been since 1981 a traitor to

_ the working class on behalf of NATO imperialism. Today

the Polish regime and Solidarnos¢ are selling the country to
the IMF and are prepared to allow the historic ¢enters of
the proletariat—the Lenin Shipyard workers, the miners of
Upper Silesia—to be dismembered. The Stalinist schema
of “national autarky” has come home to roost—Down with

the Stalinist nationalists in Moscow and East Berlin who |

allow the imperialist world markei to regulate the terms of
trade between “fraternal socialist” trading partners; reforge
the historic link between the German and Polish proletar-
iats through proletarian political revolution! .
-In China, the mass outpouring of defiance in-early June
heralded the Chinese proletarian political revolution
against the corrupt and despised Stalinist bureaucracy.

What began as a student upheaval around vague demands -

for greater democracy was embraced by the working peo-

ple of Beijing who came out into the streets seeking by their

massive numbers to block the unleashing of troops against

the demonstrators. Some units fraternized with the crowds,’

other units were brought in to shoot down the people. For
the moment the Deng regime has arrested the momentum
of the Beijing spring with a wave of repression which has
struck first and hardest at the working class. But tremen-
dous resentment has built up among the salaried people
against the beneficiaries of “building socialism with cap-
italist methods”—a full-fledged NEP. The decrepit bureau-
cratic caste which has opened the doors of China to massive
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(1928); Quatriéme Internationale (1938), journal of
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capitalist encroachment and shamelessly allied itself with
U.S. imperialism can be shattered. The urgent task which
stands before the Chinese workers is the forging of an
authentic communist party, an internationalist vanguard,
which can lead the struggle for the unity of China under
workers leadership.

Stalinand Mao and allthe pygmy Stalins and Maos have .

done everything they could to make “communism” a code
word for murdering your own people and trying to get lit-
tle concessions from imperialism by being its cat’s paw, as
the Chinese have been America’s agent militarily against
Vietnam. In part, illusions in “Western democracy™ among
the Chinese students stem from the misidentification of
militant communism with Maoism—i. e., economic primi-

tivism and “barracks socialism,” the Great Leap Forward
p

and the Cultural Revolution. At the same time, the student
_ protesters are singing the Internationale.

Decadent Imperialism Has Been Given
a Breathing Space

Today the capitalist world remains marked by the '

decomposition of the short-lived “American Century™:
having emerged as the dominant capitalist power after
the devastation of Europe and Japan in World War 11,
Washmgton‘ s “new world order” quickly unraveled, begin-

ning with thé Chinese Revolution and America's conse--

quent embrace of its former enemy, Japan, as a bulwark
against the spread of - revolution in Asia, continuing with

the Cuban Revolution and.underlined by the dirty, losing.

war against the peasants and workers of Vietnam. Now
beset by sharp trade rivalry with Japan and the demands of
resurgent German imperialism to assume its “rightful”
place as the leader of capitalist Europe, American capital-
ism has become the world's biggest debtor nation; its essen-
tial industrial plant decays while its exports increasingly
center on raw materials and agricultural products. At the
same time this wounded capitalist colossus maintains its

" ambition to police the world from Latin America to the
Persian Gulf, while possessing a nuclear arsenal which
could destroy the world a hundred times over.

5 June 1982: French Spartacisls protested Reagan and Mitterrand under the banner of unconditional mititary
defense of the USSR against imperialism. - S .

s Bolchévuk

The resurgent bourgeois anti-Sovietism of the 1980s,
inaugurated by Jimmy Carter’s hypocritical “human
rights” crusade and escalated under the unashamed Cold
Warriors of Reagan/Bush/Thatcher, highlighted the ti-
midity and demoralization of the “left.” Also standing out
sharply are the criminal passivity of the trade-union “lead-
ers” who, confronted by sharp attacks on the-workers’ liv-

ing standards and working conditions, continue seeking to .
eschew the traditions of mass militant struggle which built:

the unions; the craven subservience of the “black elected

officials” to the racist ruling-class establishment whose
- only program for jobless black youth, welfare mothers, the -
homeless amounts to genocide; and the bankruptcy of the -

“liberals” who have largely abandoned the pretense of con-
cern for the workers and poor. Today the communists,
whose aim is the proletarian conquest of state power and

the reconstruction of society on a new basis, are at the same:

time the most. consistent defenders of the ideals of the
Enlightenment and the gains of bourgeois revolution: the

right to bear arms; the separation of church and state—.

against the imposition of religious fundamentalism as a
polltlcal program; against censorship, whether by “crea-
tionists” seeking to ban the teaching of evolution or
“anti-pornography” feminists or the burning of Salman
Rushdie’s. “blasphemous™ novel, against the racist death
penalty; for the liberation of women. In Britain, where the
bourgeois revolution was early and uncompleted, we say:
Down with the monarchy, the aristocracy, the established

churches—For a voluntary association of workers repub-.

lics in the British Isles! In Japan, where the bourgeois rev-

olution came late and from the top down, we demand the

abolition of the emperor systcm—For a Japanese workers
republic! .

War and Revolution

Lenin, in his work on imperialism as the epoch of cap-
italist decay, showed that the system of class rélations had
now become (as Marx had analyzed) a barrier to the
development of the productive forces, leading to inter-
imperialist rivalry and war to-redivide the world’s spoils.

M
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The first imperialist world war brought unprecedented suf-
fering and mass slaughter of -the working people and
revealed most of the Socialists of the Second International
to be cowardly chauvinist tails on the imperialist ambi-
tions of their “own” ruling classes. But defeat in war can be
the mother of revolution, and Lenin and the- Bolsheviks,

whe had built up a hard revolutionary party and broken

sharply from the social-patriots, were able to transcend
their own inadequate theoreucal formulas (whnch had
denied the possibility of proletarian revolunon in back-
ward Russia) and thereby to lead the small but militant
Russian working class to the taking of state power, on'the
basis of an internationalist program. This historic .con-

quest on behalf of the workers of the world led straight to .

the foundation of . the Third (Communist) International,
which was able to expose the “socialist” ' pretensions of the
respectable reformist gentlemen of the Sécond.inteina-
tional and win the allegiance of advanced: workers and
subjectively revolutionary ‘militants 6n every continerit.

But the international revolutionary wave which’ swept up -

the workmg masses from Germany to Bulgaria receded and

was thrown back; the failure to extend the Russian’ Revo- -

lution, parucularly the farlure of- revo]utron in Germany

with its powerful working class, left the young Soviet work-

ers state isolated. Trotsky summed up the causes'and future

. implications of the playing out of that cycle of’ revolutron-

ary struggle in his Lessons of October. -

" In'the USSR, under conditions of extreme poverty and '

demoralization, with the working class decimated and
exhausted by the Civil War, the way was open for'a con-
servative bureaucracy to arise as a.parasitic excrescence

upon the workmg class. By 1924, this bureaucratic caste

had acquired self-consciousness and a program: the. self-
contradictory dogma of “Socialism in One Country”--the
antithesis of the Leninist outlook of internationalism

which had animated the revolution. Predicated on the illu- .

sion that it was'possible foran isolated Soviet workers state
to survive and coexist with caprtalrst imperialism over an .

extended period, this program in Stalin’s hands meant the

destruction of the Communist International as an instru-’

ment of revolution and ultimately led straight to the mur-
der of all the leaders of the Bolshevik Party. In place of
soviet democracy was created a monstrous apparatus of
bureaucratic control: first by the Stalinized party, then by

the Stalin faction, and finally by Stalin backed up by a.

small handful of cronies, after the purge tnals w1p1ng out
all the Bolshevik Old Guard,

Beginning with Khrushchev’s 1956 “secret specch” and )

carried forward with new momentum under Gorbachey’ s
glasnost, the heirs of Stalinin the Kremlin have been forced
increasingly to acknowledge the crimes of Stalin: the bru-

tallty of forced collectivization, the deportations and exe-

cutions of oppositionists, the purge of the Red Army onthe
eve of World War 11. In part a reflection of the emergénce
of a new generation of Soviet. leaders lacking. personal

responsibility for Stalin’s dirty deeds, and of the growth of

a'new layer of Soviet academics and bureaucrats embar-
rassed by the tfansparent mendacrty of ofﬁcral Soviet his-
tory, Gorbachév's glasnost is mainly a response to the
mtractab]e problems of the Soviet economy. The call for

openness

economy in lme withmarket forces and much of the debate,

has, as 1ts not-so-secret agenda the refurbrshmg of the

in political dnscussron is centrally mtended"

- program .of “socialism at a snail’s pace,”

reputaticn of Nikolai Bukharin and the economic pro-

~gram of the Right Opposition. - 1

Yet the Gorbachevites have been unable to prevent the
raising in the discussion of the archetypical “blank space”

-of Soviet history: the figure of Leon Trotsky. Even as Sta-

lin's heirs seek to replace their discredited lies with new and
different distortions, the question of Trotsky is potentially
explosive, for—unlike Bukharin, Stalin’s bioc partner until
1929—Trotsky led a fight against Stalin and the epigones,

. aimed at restoring the domestic and international policies

pursued by Soviet Russia to a Leninist course. The policies
which Trotsky fought for from 1923 until his murder by
Stalin’s assassin represented the Leninist alternative to Sta-
lin, the “gravedigger of revolution.” Today Trotsky’s road
is the only means for the survival of the Soviet Union.
Beginning in 1923, Trotsky and his supporters of the Left
opposition sought to address the problems of the devas-
tated :Soviet economy’ through policies aimed at re-
constituting an industrial proletariat and overcoming the
divisions between city and countryside through a perspec-
tive.of: industrial growth. They predicted that Bukharin’s
implemented by
Stalin,: would enormously strengthen forces toward cap-
italist-restoration, eventually compelling the ruling clique
to’ adopt: measures proposed by the Left. This is what -

. happened, ‘but instead of the Left’s policy (voluntary
‘collectivization with the incentive of mechanization of

agriculture), Stalin's version was the now-infamous brutal
forced collectivization. = .

It is unquestionable that, even under bureaucratic lead-
ershlp, the Soviet planned economy made tremendous
progress and. a modern country was forged in formerly .
backward ;Russia. Nonetheless, even after 50 years Trot-
sky's brilliant analysis of the Soviet economy and society in
The Revolution Betrayed (1936) remains the touchstone
for understanding Russia today. Only the Trotskyist per-
spective of proletarian. political revolution to reverse the
political dispossession of the working class by the priv-
ileged bureaucratic caste can unleash the creativity and
productivity of the Soviet working people and regulate the
problems (e.g., heavy industrial investment vs. consumer
goods, egalitarianism vs. “material incentives,” central-
ized planning vs. local control, and the problem of quality)
which have bedeviled the Soviet economy recurringly and
have re-emerged in sharpened form today.

Rejecting the suicidal dogma of “Socialism in One
Country,” the Leftoppositionists in the 1920s struggled to
reassert. the perspective of.international extension of the
revlution as the only effective answer to the isolation and
cap1tahst encu’clernent of the first workers state. Events in
China, where Stalin’s opportunistic subordination of the
Communists to the treacherous bourgeois-nationalist
Kuomintang of Chiang Kai-shek led to the beheading of
a powerfu] revolutionary struggle, confirmed Trotsky’s
warnings. But while some of Trotsky s cothinkers believed
this vindication would lead to gains for the Left, Trotsky
observed that whereas a successfil Chinese revolution
would have.increased the class consciousness and confi-
dence of the Russian and international proletariat, the
setback of revolutionary struggle would only strengthen
Stalin’s hold.

. The International Left Opposition, constituted in 1930,
after Trotsky had been exiled from the USSR, considered
ttself a forcibly externalized faction fighting to return the
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of Lenin and Trotsky!

Third International to a revolutionary course. But when
Hitler’s Na21s were coming to power in Germany in 1933—
based on the bourgeoisie's fear of revolution by the power-
“ful, pro-socialist German workirg class—the Stalinists
refused to fight. Nor did this disaster precipitate any

fundamental struggle within the Communist Parties’

internationally. The Trotskyists declared that the Third
International could not be reformed. Especially with the

promulgation in 1935 of the “People’s Front™ policy—the

systematic perspective of an alliance with the parties of
so-called “democratic” imperialism—the conclusion was

inescapable: there. was no place for revolutionists in the °

Stalinist Communist Parties. In place of Lenin’s revolu-
tionary International had been, consolidated a powerful

anti-revolutionary apparatus as a new obstacle to revolu- -

tion, more disciplined and effective than the old Social
Democracy. The false identification of Stalinistm with Bol-
shevism provided Stalin with dedicated political agents

throughout the world; only Stalin and perhaps a half-

dozen cronies {(who these were changed over time) knew
what it was all about. Millions who loyally carried out his
dictates, up to and including the murder of Trotskyists,
believed-all the while that they were fighting for socialism.

in- 1933; thé Trotskyists constituted themsetves as the
internatlonal Communist League (Bolshevik-Leninist) in

recognition of the imperative need for an authentically
communist new International; the Fourth International.
Trotsky rightly foresaw that the menace of German fas-
cism would lead in a straight line to war against the Soviet
Union, As the interimperialist rivalries and alignments of

the upcoming war took shape, the T;otskyisisstrygglcd ‘
against time to break the Stalinists’ hold over the advanced -

workers. The Fourth International was founded in 1938 on
the basis of the document, The Death Agony of Capiral-
ism and the Tasks of the Fourth International (the Transi-
tional Program), and the perspective put forward in
“War and the Fourth International™ (1934) of uncom-

F Arl et Science
Leon Trotsky, co-leader of the Russian Revolution, addresses May Day rallyin Red Square, Moscow, in the early
1920s. Banner salutes workers struggling against ‘the “old world” of capitalist exploitation. Return to the road

prlomising revolutionary defeatism toward all imperialist
combatants, including those aligned with the USSR,

combined with revolutionary defensnsm of the Sowet'

e

degenerated workers state.

The launching of the Fourth International was opposed.

by some, like Isaac Deutscher, who argued it was prema-
ture. Trotsky insisted that, on the contrary, the second
imperialist world war would, like the first, provoke social
convulsion throughout the capltallst world and a new wave
of international revolutionary struggles And he predicted
that the brittle system of Stalinist rule in the USSR, which
had arisen as an accommodation to the breathing space for

the imperialist world order secured by the failure of the

the impact of the new world war or soon thereafter.
The validity of Trotsky's predictions was in fact con-

firmed by the Red Army’s initial collapse in the face of Hit- -

ler’s invasion, as well as by the turbulent social conditions
in Western Europe at the war’s end. In Italy and Greece,

naked treachery by the Stalinists was needed to militarily-

and politically disarm the leftist Resistance forces and hand
power back to the capitalist class (however, Tito's parti-
sans in Yugoslavia refused to commit suicide—they led a
peasanl bascd indigenous revolution to victory and estab—
lished a’ bureaucratically deformed workers state). 1
France the Stalinists endorsed “national reconstruction” to
re-establish a stable bourgeois regime. Trotsky’s insistence
on the need for revolutionary leadership was tragically con-
firmed by the results of its absence: the Stalinists, who
emerged stronger than before in Italy and France based on
their resistance to the Naais, were successful in deﬂectmg
revolutlonary struggle.

Céntral to that outcome was Stalm s success in pumng
over the lie that World War Il in the Allied imperialist
nations was astruggle of liberation—that it was a great bat-

"post-WW | revolutionary wave, would itself crack under °

<

tle against fascism and for a better world. In the context of -

the mass popular Tevulsion against fascism, Stalin's policy

L
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of the Popular Front—the alliance with “democratic”
imperialism—prevented the growth of mass antiwar senti-

ment paralleling the massive radicalization of World,

War I. The lie was successful; a war fought so that U.S. im-
perialism could emerge as the predominant imperialist
power, the capitalist “world policeman” which rained death
down on Vietnam for two decades after Dien Bien Phu, was
popularly accepted as a war of the people against fascism.

Nonetheless the victory of the Anglo-American imperi-

alist bloc was conditional. It was the Red Army which had
smashed Hitler's Wehrmacht; moreover, Hitler's East
European puppets had all made a mad dash for the nearest
American headquarters, leaving behind a power vacuum
which the occupying Soviet army quickly filled. The vic-
torious imperialists had to divide Europe with Stalin.

The war devastated the small forces of the Fourth
International—having geared up for battle against fascism
and war, they were in effect militarily defeated. The phys-
ical obliteration of the Left Opposition in the USSR was
completed by the assassination of Trotsky in Mexicobya
Stalinist agent in 1940, Large numbers of Trotskyist cadre
in Europe and Asia were wiped out by war and repression.
The decimation of the most promising young Trotskyist
leaders was a factor in the emergence of a revisionist cur-
rent within the FI in the early 1950s. So was the passivity of
the American Socialist Workers Party, a relatively strong
party nourished by close collaboration with Trotsky, and
located in a country insulated from the realcarnage of the
world war. o

.The revisionist current, led by the impressionist Michel
Pablo, abandoned the perspective of workers revolutions
in order to become for a time entrists into and political tails
of the CPs. Worshipping the accomplished fact of Stalin-
ism’s continued existence, they- had decided it would
endure perhaps for “‘centuries” and they therefore decided
that a “new world reality” would compel it to_play a
“roughly revolutionary” role, obviating the need for Trot-
skyist parties. Within a couple of years, Russian tanks were
crushing the 1956 Hungarian Revolution. Today’it is very
clear that the CPs play no such revolutionary role in the
world, while the Bureaucratic caste of Stalin and his heirs

has brought the Soviet Union itself to the threat of civil-

war, and an incipient political revolution was provokcd in
China. Trotsky’s expectation of a terminal crisis of Stahn-
ism is as alive as today’s headlines.

Today the representatives of the revisionist current—

having passed through a period of vicarious guerrillaist/~

pro-Stalinist enthusiasm which included hailing the mas-

sacré of the Vietnamese Trotskyists, then havmg gone for

“Eurocommunism” and Soviet dissidents, and in a big way
for the Solidarno$¢ devotees of Marshal Pilsudski (the
bonapartist founder of modern capitalist Poland)—areina
position to do some harm as vociferous apologists of those
demanding “national liberation” for the Baltic republics. in
their mouth, “Trotskyism™ is made out to be some kmd of
latter-day left social democracy.

The bourgeoisie is celebrating in anticipation ofthe ‘end -
of Communism.” The Stalinist bureaucracies have indeed

reached the point of terminal crisis. But their crisis is
because they are opposed to everything communism stands
for. The national antagonisms in the Soviet Union, the
revolt in China, arise in response to “market socialist”

policies that are counterposed to centralized socialist plan-- -

ning. The bureaucratic stranglehold over'political and

B .L! E

cultural life, the appeasement that has emboldened impe-
ralism—these are not communism, but its antithesis.

An International Ptogrém Mandates . -
Internatlonal Organization

“By its very nature opportunism is natnonallstlc since it
rests on the local and temporary needs of the proletariat
and not on its historical tasks. Opportunists find interna-
tional control intolerable and they reduce their inter-
national ties as much as possible to harmless formalities. ..
on the proviso that each group does not hinder the others
from conducting an oppormnist policy to its own national
taste.... International unity is.not a decorative facade for
us, but the. very axis of our theoretical views and our
policy” (Leon Trotsky, “Defense of the Soviet Republic
and the Opposition,” 7 September 1929).

From the time of our tendency’s inception as a left
opposition within the Socialist ‘Workers Party -of the
United States in the early 1960s, we have recognized that

Founding Conference of Spartacist League . . . Pages 10, 11
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Spartacist No. 8 (November-December 1966): From
the beginning our tendency has fought for inter-
national communism, against the betrayals of Stalin
and Mao and all the little Stalins and Maos.

national isolation.must in short order destroy any
subjectively revolutionary formation, not least one sub-
jected to the pressures of operating in the heartland of
world imperialism, the United States. We stand proudly on
our record of 25 years of struggle for authentic Trotskyism

_ and are working on documenting it archivally and histor-
"ically. In January 1974 an interim Conference centered on
_European work and perspectives, with participation of
* comrades from seven countries, was held in Germany. The

document which formed the programmatic basis for the

. Conference accepted the “responsibility to struggle actively

for the constitution as soon as possible of a democratic-

centralist international Spartacist tendency.”

“In July 1974 the “Declaration for the Organizing of an
International Trotskyist Tendency™ announced the consti-
tution of a nucleus for the early crystallization of the
international Spartacist tendency, to be governed under
the principle of international democratic centralism. The
document sharply attacked the federalist practices of com-
petitors claiming the mantle of Trotskyism, noting that
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Pablo’s polmcal heirs of the “Umted Secretanat" and the :
Healyite “International Committee”, “have chronically

mocked the principles of internationalism and of Bolshe-

vik democratic centralism as their different natlonal groups
or natlonally-bascd factions have gone their own way—
ultlmately in response to the pressures, of their own ruling’

classes.”

American Revlsioﬁists and the Voorhis 'Act'

In particular the “Declaration for the Orgamzmg of an
International Trotskyist Tendency”.noted the revisionists’
invocation of the U.S. government's Voorhis.Act as a con-
venient excuse for anti-internationalism. The Voorhis Act,
passed in.1940, sought to massively inhibit international
political affiliation through “registration” requirements
intended to paralyze political organizations. Already in

1953, when the.SWP was still adhering to “orthodox Trot-

skyism™ but shrinking from waging an aggressive interna-
tional fight against Pablo, they cited the Voorhis Act to jus-
tify their passivity in the international arena which had
facilitated the rise of impatient young impressionists like

Pablo: in his May 1953 speech, “Internationalism and the.

SWP,” the party's leader, James P. Cannon, said that after
1940 “We no longer belonged to the Fourth Internaticnal
because the Voorhis law outlawed international connec-
tions. Our role, therefore, could only be advisory and
consultative” (Speeches to the Party).

Our 1974 “Declaration” charged “The *Voorhis’ Act
.with its patently unconstitutional and contradictory pro-
visions has never been used by the government—only the
revisionists.” We cited the United Secretariat’s evasion of
‘our appeal against expulsion from the Socialist Workers
Party: the USec’s Pierre Frank replied to us on 28 May
1965: “... we call your attention first of all to the fact that
the Fourth International has no organizational connec-
tion with the Socialist Workers party and consequently has
no jurisdiction in a problem such as you raise.”

" Our 1974 “Declaration” also quoted, from a‘1974 SWP
internal bulletin, a particularly explicit SWP formula’for
nationally limited political responsibility: .

" “The Socialist Workers Party proclaims its fraternal

.solidarity. with-the Fourth International but is prevented
..by reactionary legislation from affiliating to it. All polit-
" .ical-activities of members of the SWP are decided-upon by

. the democratically elected natidnal leadership bodies "of
1=7 " the SWP .and by the .{ocal and branch units of. the
. "L::parry . There: are no- other bodies whose .dccmons are

“Our document cited as’ well ‘the assertion of nauonal
autonomy by the mmstcr"‘lnternatlonal Commiittee™ of
Gerry Healy, whosé American publicist, Tim Waohlforth,
wrote in his 1972 -pamphlet, “Revisionism in Crisis™

“With the passing of the Voorhis Actin 1940 the SWPwas
. barred from mcmbershlp in the Fourth International by
law. Ever since that time the SWP has not béen able to be
an affiliate. of, the Fourth International. So today its
rclauonshlp to the United Secretariat is one of political
solidarity just as the Workers’ League stands in political
solidarity with the lnternauonal Committee.”
And we quoted our response to Healy in 1966 when he
sought to suppress an opponent’s pamphlet by claiming it
would render his U.S. supporters as well as ourselves vul-
nerable to the Voorhis Act:
“The Voorhis Act is a paper tiger—never.used against any-
one and patently unconstitutional. For the Justice Depart-
ment to start proceedings against a small group like ours
...would make the government a laughing stock, and
Healy knows this. He is aware that for years the SWP has
-hidden behind this very act to defend its own federalistidea
. of an International.”

The first delegated international conference of. the
international Spartacist tendency was held in Britain‘in
1979. Over the following decade, the development of the
sections, particularly in Europe, and their cohering of lead-
erships has become an increasingly important component
in shaping the international tendency. Now looking back at
the pressures to which a decade of Reaganite bourgeois
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reaction has subjected our American organization, we
must.believe that if our tendency had not achieved signif-
icant international extension, the SL/U.S. would have
become an eccentnc and dlsmtegratmg Amencan sect

For Revolutlonary Regroupments—
For Lenin’s Communism!

" Today, our small forces confront vety high stakes. The
achievements of the international Spartacist tendency, now
the 1CL, are modest: our militant labor/black mobiliza-
tions agamst fascist provocations in the United States—an
expressnon of our consistent understanding that the fight
against racial oppression is key to the American workers
revolution—have been warmly greeted, as have other legal

and social defense initiatives of the Partisan Defense Com- . -

|
mittee and cothinkers internationally; we have protested

every move by U.S. imperialism against the Latin Ameri-
can masses, and raised funds for Nicaragua; among some
layers of the Communist movement in West Europe we
have become known as “the Trotskyists who defend the
Soviet Union”; our forthright championing of the Soviet
intervention in Afghanistan, under the slogan, “Hail Red
Army in Afghanistan—Extend Social Gains of October
to Afghan Peoples,” was grudgingly admired by elements
of the Western CPs which were seeking to resist the
“Eurocommunist™ drift toward greater social-democratic
accommodation with one’s “own” ruling class. Recently,
our offer of ‘an international brigade to fight the CIA's
mujahedin “holy warriors” after Gorbachev's cowardly
withdrawal and, when that offer was declined, our pub-

* licity and fund-raising campalgn for the c1vnllan victims

of Jalalabad met with surprising support from women and
from Muslim immigrants and other minorities in many

countries, as well as among Stalinist milieus. Our defense *

of the program’ of “permanent revolution” for those vast
areas of the world deformed by imperialist domjnation—
i.e., that the proletariat, independent of the weak and cow-
ardly bourgecisie and counterposing’a vision of social
emancipation to the ideologies of nationalism (particu-
larly the nationalism of the majority}, must.take power to
achieve even those democratic tasks. formerly associated
with bourgeois revolutions—has won us a hearing among

‘oppressed national minorities.

Revolutionary regroupments on the program of Lenin-

ist internationalism are the means to resolve the dis- "

proportion between our small forces and our task, The
heirs- of Stalin manifestly lack the capacity to defend the
Soviet power, of which they have been simultaneously
the parasitic defender and the counterrevolutionary dis-
organizer for 65 years. Yet to the same measure that

they have brought “communism” into disrepute thanks to.

the crimes they have committed in its name, they have
also' reduced their ability to manipulate the allegiance of.
dedicated pro-Communist workers throughout the world.
No longer can a Stalin and his half-dozen conscious
accomplices wield “monoclithic” parties as instruments of

class-collaborationist treason in the name of’ “bunldmg .

socialism.”

We take our stand on the authentic communist tradnlon-"’
of the Bolsheviks who made the Russian Revolution. We.

choose the communism that had Lenin as its greatest

teacher in the imperialist epoch. We choose the.com- .

munism of Lenin’s comrade Trotsky, who beginning as

early as 1923 understood the main lines of what needed to-

3| Trotskylst League

be done. We choose the communism that Stalin utterly
betrayed as he deliberately destroyed the Third Interna-
tional. We choose the communism of a new 'Fourth
International that will,do away once and. for all with the
exploitation of man by man and establish a socialist soci-
ety based on a new vision of the continual expansion of
human freedom in all spheres: in politics, economics, cul-
ture and in every aspect of personal life. 7

We must believe that, failing sudden working-class
upsurge against the conditions of capitalist decay, the
reforging of a communist Fourth International, built of
authentic communist parties on every continent, will be
arduous and often dangerous. But this is the only road for-
ward for all of humanity. Yet as we seek to bring this pro-
gram to bearamong the world's workers and oppressed, we
must recognize that the possession of the technology of
nuclear holocaust by an irrational imperialist ruling class
foreshortens the possibilities: we probably do not have
much time.

But experience, not least bitter negative experience, can
also be a powerful and accelerating teacher. We had better
follow the precepts and practices of such comrades as
Lenin and Trotsky. Thus we could cut short by months or
years the time required for the necessary rearmament of the
commumst ‘movement. 8
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‘ ___SPARTACIST

Establlshmg an Interim IEG, 1973-79

3

Thc Spartac1st tcndcncy arose as an opposmon inside
the American.Socialist Workers Party (SWP), opposing
. ‘the centrist degeneration of the SWP in the early 1960s. We
fought to uphold the perspective of Trotskyist proletarian
revolutionary parties throughout the world, in opposition
to the SWP’'s uncritical embrace of the Castro leadership
of the, Cuban Revolution which uprooted capitalism and
created a deformed workers, state. The SWP carried its
abdication of the fight for revolutionary leadership to the
U.S. terrain when it abstained from active intervention into
the tumultuous Southern civil rights movement; the party
.embraced the rhetoric of “black nationalism” as the excuse
to evade involvement in the explosive struggles shaking the
U.S. North and South and the fight to break black mil-
itants away from hiberal-pacifist and vicarious-nationalist
perspectives and win them to the revolutionary socialist
program of Trotskyism. Our principled struggle resulted in
our expulsion in 1963 (in order to get rid of us the SWP
destroyed the democratic-centralist organizational norms
which had governed the party for 35 years). Within a cou-
ple of years after our exclusion, the SWP had consclidated
around a firmly reformist appetite fully expressed in its
popular-frontist orientation as a stooge for liberal Dem-
" ocrats in the Vietnam antiwar movement, consciously to
the right of the heterogeneous “anti- lmpenahst" New Left.
We immediately began publlcauon of the journal Spar-

'rump “International Committee.”

tacist; the Spartac:lst League of the U.S. was founded in
1966. The documentary basis of our early history and
struggles is collected in our Marxist Bulletin series. From
our inception we understood that we could not long exist as
revolutionary internationalists within the confines of one
country, and we struggled to find international cothinkers
and collaborators. In 1963 the SWP had joined forces with

-Ernest.Mandel to found the *United Secretariat,” reuniting

with those who followed the revisionist course of Michel
Pablo. As members of the SWP we had opposed this
reunification, and for a period of time before and after
our expulsion we seriously eprOred Gerry Healy's
But Healy's claim to
stand on the program of authentic Trotskyism, against the
Pabloite revisionism which destroyed the Fourth Interna-
tional in 1933, proved utterly fictitious. After our break
with Healy in 1966 he spun out on an increasingly bizarre

.and destructive course of political banditry. We persevered

in our struggle for international extension.

"The events of May-June 1968 in France, which shocked
the elitist student New Left into a recognition of the revo-
lutionary capacity of the working class, as well as the
growth of anti-imperialist sentiment throughout the world
fueled by the continuing American escalation of its losing
war against the peasants and urban masses of Vietnam, cre-
ated new opportunities for us to win youthful radicals to

Orgamzatlonal Appendlx 1 (1] “Declaratmn for the

Orgamzmg of an International Trotskyist Tendency”

A) In the period until the first international confer-
ence the Central Committees of the initiating sections,
and.such.others as become voting sections, will jointly
constitute the common interim highest bedy of the tén-
dency. This body shall carry out the aims and tasks of
the.international tendency as have been set forth for it—

" including organizing the discussion and preparation for
" the international conference and in the interim func-
tioning as the international leadership for the work of
the tendency. This body shall function on the basis of

Leninist organizational principle in accordance with the
. Organizational Resolution of the 3rd Congress of the

"Communist International- and of the Organizational
Rules of the initiating sections. '

B) A resident secretariat shall be appointed from
among the members of the interim highest body. The
résident secretariat shall carry out its work on behalf of
and under the direction of the interim highest body.

C) The resident secretariat will take immediate juris-

dlcuon over the main and relevant aspects of what has
been previously the largest sectional International
Department, which now becomes the principal execu-
tive arm of the organizing nucleus. The resident secre-
tariat. is charged with expanding or changing the
immediate physical location, technical apparatus and

facilities, and personnel of the executive arm as neces-
sary for it to effectively discharge its tasks.

The resident secretariat will be directly responsible for
the continued publication of the public organs of the
international tendency in Engllsh French, German and
Spanish.

The resident secretariat will also assume direct
responsibility for the organization of international dis-
cussion and its continued publication in English in
International Discussion and Information Bulletins for
circulation among supporters and indicated sympathiz-
‘ers of the tendency. Primary respons1b|llty for the pub-
lication of such Bulletin material in other languages -
must presently remain with the appropnate national
organizations.

D) Prior to the convening of the pro;ected first
international conference, other national groupings may
become voting sections by decision of the interim high-
est body, provided that such groupings have demon-
strated agreement with the common principles of the
tendency, willingness and ability to acceptand carry out
its program in accordance with international dem-
ocratic centralism and have shown the organizational
capacity, responsibility and stability to maintain a sys-
tematic public face in their own countries.
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the program- of Trotskyism internationally. .In 1973
the Spartacist League of Australia and New Zealand
(SL/ANZ) was founded. By this time the SL/U.S. had also
won significant new forces through political intervention in

. the radical student movement, including several comrades
with real foreign-language capacity. Our expanded
internaticnal work enabled us by early 1974 to win,some
New Left-derived cadre from in and around the no-longer-
very-“United” Secretariat (USec) in Australia, the U.S.,
France, Germany, Austria and Canada. The USec, an
unprincipled conglomeration of reformists and impres-
sionistic centrists claiming to represent the “continuity” of
Trotskyism, was then and remains today our main interna-
tional competitor, a real obstacle on the road to reforging
the Fourth International. | .

In July 1974 the “Declaration for the Organizing of an
International Trotskyist Tendency” was adopted by the
Central Committees of the Spartacist League/ANZ and
the Spartacist League/U.S. and declared to be in force fol-
lowing concurrence with itata European summer camp of
the international Spartacist tendency. This “Declaration,”
published in Spariacisi. No. 23 (Spring 1977), detailed the
programmatic basis and international perspectives of our
tendency; its Organizatiorial Appendix, which we pub-
lish here for the first time, established the interim organ-
izational basis for international democralic-centralist
functioning.

Following the adoption of the “Declaranon and its
Organizational Appendix, the Political Bureau of the

: N

SL/U.S., at 2 meeting held on 17 July 1974, voted the fol-

lowing motions:

“NTo acknowlcdge that this document is now in force and
that the SL/US is subject to it, and ’

*2) To put formal ratification of this document on the
agenda of the upcoming SL National Conference.
“Therefore, in light of the above motion, to transfer out the
international department of the SL/U§ to the jurisdiction
of the International Executive Committee, including the
four Spartacist publications in English, French German
and Spanish and the International Bulletins.”

The Fourth Nationa! Conferencc of the SL/U.S. voted to
endorse this document on 28 August 1974,

The “Declaration” noted that “the Spartacist tendency is
now actively working for the immediate convening of an
international conference to politically and geographically
extend the tendency and to further consolidate it.” By the
time the first delegated conference of the international
Spartacist tendency was held in August 1979, we had estab-
lished sections in France, Germany, Britain and Canada,
as well as the United States and Australia. Spartacist No.

27-28 (Winter 1979-80) published a report on the confer-

ence proceedings. The conference delegates elected an
International Executive Committee, thus replacing the de
facto federated 1EC established by the Organizational
Appendix with a representative, internationally elected
body. This elected International Executive Committee,
which appoints an International Secretary and Secretar-
iat, is now the highest body of our tendency between
international conferences. @
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SPARTACIST

FROM THE ARCHIVES OF MARXISM

- Trotsky in 1939-40:
“The IEG Does Not Exist”

In a recent major programrmatic statement, “Trotskyist
Policies on the Second Imperialist War—Then and In
Hindsight,” the International Executive Committee (IEC)
of the international Spartacist tendency, now the Interna-
tional Communist League (Fourth Internationalist), takes
up in detail the political program, strategy and tactics
elaborated by Leon Trotsky for World War II. Critically
examining the work of the small Trotskyist nuclei in
Europe and the United States during the war, this doc-
ument lays particular stress on the disorientation caused by
the “Proletarian Military Policy” (P.M.P.), a series of
demands first raised by Trotsky in early 1940 which c¢n-
tered on the call for trade-union control of Western imperi-
alist military training.

The IEC’s document was published in February 1989 as
the introduction to the second in the Promerheus Research
Series, *“Documents on the ‘Proletarian Military Policy’.”
This 102-page bulletin adds significant new material to the

available documentary record by publishing internal doc- .

uments from WWII Trotskyist groups in the United
States, Britain and France, as well as two polemical articles
by Max Shachtman. It can be ordered by mail from
sections of the International Communist League (see
advertisement page 31).

Our international tendency has long argued that the
P.M.P. necessarily cuts across the Leninist understanding
of the state as an instrument of class dictatorship. The
demand for working-ciass control of military training for
the bourgeois army is either utopian or reformist, and in
the midst of an escalating imperialist war it carries withita
definite social-patriotic thrust. It was the publication of

articles on the Trotskyists in WW Il in the French-language.

Cahiers Léon Trotsky (No: 23, September 1985), recent
material published in the British archival journal Revolu-
tionary History (Nos. 3 and 4), as well as a wealth of mem-
oirs and documentary material published in French over
the last decade, that provided the basis for a new review of

the work of the Fourth Internationalists during the war. .
Even before the Fourth International was founded in .

September 1938, a Stalinist campaign of assassination
targeted the key administrative cadre of the International
Secretariat in Eurcpe. Leon Sedov, Erwin Wolf and
Rudolf Klement were all murdered in the months before
the founding conference. In August 1940 Trotsky himself
was assassinated, and in the course of the war hundreds of
"Trotskyists in Europe and Asia were killed by both imperi-
alist repressive forces and the Stalinists. In the light of this
devastating loss of cadre, our tendency has pointed to the
failure of the American Socialist Workers Party (SWP) to
take international administrative responsibility during the
war (see “Genesis of Pabloism,” Spartacist No. 21, Fall

7

1972, and the speech of Jim Robertson at the 27 August
1974 Cannon Memorial Meeting, published in Sparracist
No: 38-39, Summer 1986). “Trotskyist Policies on the
Second [mperialist War—Then and In Hindsight” also
stresses this abdication on the part of the SWP:

“The losses in Europe and Asia underline a critical failure
on the part of the SWP leadership—they were unable to
take on the leading role in the International, a responsi-
bility that was posed for the SWP after Trotsky's death.
The SWP was the one section which had been founded by
cadre who came over as part of a faction from the Com-
munist International; the section which had been strength-
“ened most by close collaboration with Trotsky; the sec-
tion which, because it was situated on the North American
continent, had the most material resources, a large mari-
time fraction and thus some limited ability to move around
the globe during the war. Yet they did not see themselves as
responsible and barely kept up the pretense of maintain-
ing a functioning International Secretariat in New York.
They did not even attempt to set up an outpost in a neutral
European country.”

Our longstanding position on the SWP’s failure in this
regard. is given added.emphasis by the two letters from

Trotsky to SWP leader James P. Cannon which we pub- ~

lish below. These letters, one dated 26 July 1939 and the
other 29 February 1940, were obtained from the Trotsky
Exile Papers at Harvard University. To our knowledge
they have never before been published in English, though
they do appear in French translation in the Trotsky
QOeuvres published by the Institut Léon Trotsky (the editors
of the Oeuvres have been able to include material from the
Exile Papers in recent volumes; Pathfinder Press com-
pleted their 14-volume set of Trotsky’s Writings in English
before the Exile Papers were open te the public in 1980).

On the basis of these letters we can say that Trotsky
was fighting for the SWP to take some international
administrative responsibility in the year before his'death.
In the letter of 26 July 1939, Trotsky proposes that
the Pan-American Committee (PAC) function as an
interim International Secretariat. This Committee had
been formed in conjunction with a Pan-American Pre-
Conference held in New York in May 1938 to help prepare
for the founding conference of the Fourth International.
Jan Frankel had been the central administrator of this
Committee, which published Clave as a review for all

Spanish-speaking sections of the FI, but the Brazilian-

Mirio Pedrosa took over responsibility for the PAC when
he arrived in New York after the Fourth International’s
founding conference. Evidently, from this point on the
Committee foundered and Trotsky advocated the transfer
of Charles Curtiss to New York to take over the responsi-
bilities of Committee Secretary. Curtiss had been resident
in Coyoacan as the PAC representative to the Mexican sec-
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tion from July 1938 through July 1939. The “comrade G”
mentioned by Trotsky was Albert Goldman, whe had been
sent to Paris in.1939 following Cannon's fruitless trip to
France (see Cannon’s report in SWP Internal Bulletin
No. 10, June 1939). ,

In February 1940, at the time of Trotsky's second letter
to Cannon, the SWP was embroiled in a crucial factional
struggle over the Russian question. A section of the SWP
cadre, led by Max Shachtman, Martin Abern and James
Burnham, had bowed to the wave of. anti-Communism
sweeping petty-bourgeois public opinion following the
Stalin-Hitler pact and had abandoned the military defense
of the Soviet Union. Trotsky played a crucial role in the
fight against this petty-bourgeois opposition in the SWP
and his major articles and letters written in the course of
this fight have been published in the book In Defense of
_ Marxism. The factional struggle was resolved only in April
1940, when the minority split, taking a full 40 percent of the
SWP membership.

With the outbreak of the war in Europe the Fourth -

International’s center was transferred to New York withan
interim leading body composed- of all resident IEC mem-
bers. Shachtman and his supporters had a majority in this
body. Throughout the fight in the SWP Trotsky had been
concerned that premature organizational measures against
the minority not obscure the necessary political clarifica-
tion. Yet it is clear from this letter to Cannon, as well as
from other previously published letters (see Writings of
Leon Trotsky Supplement 1934-40, pages 851-855), that
Trotsky also sought to prevent the Shachtman minority
from using their formal majority on the resident Interna-
tional Executive Committee for factional purposes. How-
ever, the leading members of the SWP minority ignored
their status as IEC members throughout the fight—a mark
of the stillborn nature of the IEC and symptomatic of

the political decomposition of some of the individuals

involved.

In his letter of 29 February 1940 Trotsky envisaged that
it might be necessary to hold a rump “Pan-American” Con-
ference of the Fourth International in Mexico to elect a
new |EC, in conjunction with a projected visit by Cannon.
Instead, an emergency conference of the Fourth Interna-
tional was held in New York in May 1940 on the initiative
of the United States, Canadian and Mexican sections. This
conference dissolved the old resident IEC and elected a new
one (see Documents of the Fourth International, pages
351-355). Yet this new IEC also remained, for the most
part, a dead letter.

These letters highlight the tremendously frustrating
objective situation in which Trotsky was operating in the
last year of his life. It was obvious that the imperialist world
war would bring about tremendous revolutionary oppor-
tunities; but with the Stalinist purveyors of the Popular
Front commanding the allegiance of most of those who
sought to be communists, the scattered scores and hun-
dreds of the Fourth International—decapitated, without

even a functioning international administrative center—

were for the most part in no position to struggle for leader-
ship. It was this overwhelming dlsproporhon between ends
and means which led Trotsky into a certain amount of
political disorientation in his last months, giving nse to
the PM.P.

“Trotskyist Pelicies on the Second Impcrlallst War—
Then and In Hindsight” points to Trotsky’s use of the post-

AP

SWP memorial meeting for Leon Trotsky, New York,
28 August 1940. James P. Cannon is seated at center
stage. .

February 1917 Russian Bolshevik experience in elaborat-
ing the P.M.P. as particularly misleading. Proletarian
“control” of any aspect of the bourgeois army is only pos-
sible as a brief episode in a revolutionary situation, as in
Russia after the overthrow of the tsar. A situation of dual’
power did not exist in any imperialist country in 1940, and
the small parties of the Fourth International had not been
able to establish the kinds of fractions and propaganda out-
lets among the masses which the Bolsheviks had estab-
lished in the period 1912-14 and later as war-weariness set
in. It was this important preparatory work which allowed
Lenin’s party to put itself at the head of the revolutionary

.workers of the tsarist empire in 1917.

Only in Vietnam, a country where the masses came to .
class consciousness after the Stalinists adopted an explicit
policy of class-collaborationism in 1935, did the Trotsky-
ists have both the base and the opportunity to lead the
masses at the end of the war. We stand on the work of the
heroic Vietnamese Trotskyists, who knew when to move,
leading the Saigon proletariat in an uprising against the
Allied imperialist armies in August 1945, [t was the perfidy
of the Stalinist Viet Minh, who initially welcomed the
imperialist armies and arrested and executed the Trotsky-
ist leaders, which enabled the British and French armies to

'




30

Trotskyists led Saigon
insurrection against
Allled imperialists in 1949.
Below: Round-up of
independence fighters
jailed and executed

- by French. Inset:
Vietnamese Trotskyist
martyr Ta Thu Thau.

AR 3
Keystone.

crush the uprising and reassert (for a trme) their co]omal
domination.
. LR A .

We publish both letters as they were written by Trotsky,

including his use of pseudonyms. We list below a key to the

“ names used in Trotsky’s letter of 29 February 1940 (names
used in the letter of 26 July l939 have been explamed
above).

Smith was the party name of Farrell Dobbs who visited
Trotsky in Coyoacin’in early '1940. :

Fischer was Otto Schiissler, a leader of the German se¢-
tion, member of the IEC and Trotsky's secretary in Mexnco
from February 1939 to August 1940..

Sam was Sam Gordon (also known as J.B. Stuart),
assigned by the SWP to be administrative secretary of the
resident 1EC in' New York.

Lebrun was Mario Pedrosa, nominal head of the PAC,
and Johnson was C.L.R. James. The latter had remained in
the United States after having been invited to New York

from Britain to participate in the 1938 Pan-American Con-

ference, and both of them were members of the IEC and
supporters of the Shach{man minority. ‘

Gerland was Jean van Heijenoort, who served as Trot-
sky's secretary, translator and bodyguard from 1932 to
1939. The article by Gerland appeared:in the May 1940
issue of Fourth Ihternagtional,

Harold Isaacs, author of The Tragedy of the Chinese
Revolution, had worked with the Chinese Trotskyists’ dur-
ing the’ 1930s.

Cornell was Charles Cornell, who was at the time one of
Trotsky’s secretaries in Coyoacén..

These letters were signed for Trotsky by two of his secre-
taries. They appear here by permission of the Houghton
Library of Harvard University.

SPARTACIST

July 26, 1939

‘Dear comrade,

Our international organization has practically ceased to
exist since the assassination of Klement: No'bulletins, no
press service, no circular letters—nothing.

After your return from Paris | proposed that the Pan-
American Committee function témporarily as a substitute

to the LS. I proposed that they publish at least every month

a bulletin in English and Spanish. This was accepted in
principle by the National Committee but practically noth-

ing followed from this decision. '
" The PAC is a myth. Only after long insistence from .

abroad is it possible to receive a political answer from the
PAC. It seems that there are not regular meetings, nor reg-
ular decisions, minutes, etc. Who is the responsible secre-
tary of the committee? 1t seems that nobody 1s responsible
for anything.

From the letter of comrade G. in Paris | do not see any
plans for publishing the international bulletin, etc. Possi-
bly in Paris and Europe generally it is now difficult to do
something 'of this kind. The more is it necessary that the
PAC exists and acts.

My concrete propositions are:

A. To fix exactly the personal composition.of the PAC
and its responsible secretary.

B. To create a technical sub-committee of three young,
devoted and active comrades under the direction of the
responsible secretary. '

C. To publish in the name of the PAC an international
bulletin in English and Spanish.

D. If possible, transfer comrade Curtiss from Los Ange-
les to New York and appoint him as secretary of the PAC.

We have not the right to lose more time on the interna-

tional field. I insist on a prompt regulation of this question.

Comradely yours,
Vaughan T. O’Brien

" February 29, 1940
Dear Friend,

The question of the International Executive Committee
is of the greatest importance. When we talked about the
matter with Smith, 1 didn’t know that the relationship of
forces in the committee is 4 to 1. A radical, a very radical
decision only can save the situation.

Fischer is writing simultaneously to Sam asking for
information about the connections of the IEC with the
national sections especially of Lebrun’s connection with
Brazil and Johnson’s with England. But this request for
information can have only a formal interest. The essence of
the matter is that the 1EC does nor exist. The same is true of
the Pan-American Committee—no cotrespondence, no
resolutions, no bulletins, nothing—zero. The new chapter
should begin with the establishment of the fact that neither
the IEC nor the Pan-American Committee exists.

The re-establishment of a leading body is possible only
through an international conference. We are obviously
unable now to convoke a world conference but we can
convoke a “Pan-American” conference even if not too
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complete. This means that we must begin with the
re-establishment of the Pan-American Committee and
thén enlarge it as far as possible with representatives from
non-American sections; It is the only way I see but th1s
way seems to be sure enough.

-1 heard that you wish to visit Cornell briefly after the
convention. You could visit him with one or two American

comrades and with one Canadian, of course with the nec-

essary mandate. While visiting Cornell you would meet
representatives of three more sections (German, Mexican,
and Russian). A Frenchman and a Spaniard would par-
_ ticipate with consultative voices. | doubt if a Chinese
mandate could be obtained by then. You will have three
American sections, two Europeans with a deliberative
voice and two Europeans with a consultative voice. Under
the given conditions it would be a good beginning (the pres-
ence of a Canadian is absolutely necessary).

The convention should elaborate a war manifesto and
appoint a really functioning committee. The four Minor-
ity members of the present IEC would then be condemned
to remain what they are now, that is a fiction.

1t would be very good if Gerland (the author of the article |

“The Algebra of the Revolution”) could receive at least a
limited mandate from France but it is a very doubtful pos-
sibility. The Belgians seem to be with us. Would it not be
- possible to have from them, if not a mandate, at least a
declaration of solidarity?

Are you in permanent connection with the British sec-

tion? Do you send them your internal bulletins? Have youa

Ve

correspondence with them? Do they really support John-
son’s attitude? We are ready to write to them from here
when we.have an-answer from Sam.

The British Revolutionary Workers League seems to be
in agreement with us,-at least on the Russian question.
They published “The U.S.S.R. in War” as a leaflet and sent
it to the author with a friendly letter. Under the given ¢on-
ditions you should enter into direct if not official con-
nection with them and send them the bulletins for their

“internal information. o

- The Mexicans will surely disavow Lebrun as a Latin
American representative. If he doesn’t have direct support
from Brazil, he will remain suspended in mid-air."

. Such are the most. urgent practical steps for re-
establishing the international leading body. All these steps
should be centered around the Pan-American convention
which from its side should be held as soon as possible. The
new Pan-American Committee should appear on the scene

. with its manifesto not later than the first of May.

Such are the suggestions 1 make for your immediate
consideration after a discussion with Fischer.

Comradely yours,

W: Rork

Coyoacan, D.F.
P.S. What is [saacs’ position? If he is with the Majority
could he have a mandate from China? Do the Chinese
comrades receive the internal bulletins?

W.R.
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Leonard Schapiro

Lawyer for Gounterlulon

. The Russian Revolution of Oclober 1917 was the living
vindication of Karl Marx's proposition that the working
class was to be the gravedigger of capitalism, that the
dictatorship of the proletariat was to be humanity’s road

from the realm of necess:ty to the realm of freedom. Work- -

ers around the world saw in the Soviet republic their own
future, a beacon of hope amid the seemingly endless
slaughter of the First World War. The imperialist rulers,
having squandered millions of lives to steal each other’s
colonies, immediately linked arms in seeking to crush the
Russian workers state in blood, unleashing not only armiies
of intervention and pogromist White Guards but a torrent
of lies and slanders aimed at justifying violent capitalist
counterrevolution. The yellow press ranted about blood-
baths in the streets of Petrograd and Bolshevik “national-
ization of women.” Meanwhile, from his study in Ber-
lin, Social Democrat Karl Kautsky beat to the cadence
of the imperialist cannon in Siberia with polemics de-
fending “democracy“ against Bolshevik “terror™ and
“dictatorship.”
The Bolsheviks fought back on both fronts. Even as they
- organized the military defense of the new workers state,
Lenin and Trotsky defended the revolution politically. The
stander mills of the yellow press could be easily disposed of
but against Kautsky they aimed trenchant polemics, The
Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kauisky and
Terrorism and Communism. They understood, as Italian
Marxist Antonioc Gramsci was to say, that; “In the polit-
ical and military struggle it may be good tactics to break
through at the points of least resistance. ... On the ideolog-
ical front, however, defeat of the auxiliaries and the minor
followers has an almost negligible importance: on this front
"it is necessary to defeat the eminent people” (The Modern
Prince and Other Writings [1957]).

In the contemporary literature of anti-Communism,
Leonard Bertram Schapiro ranked as one of the eminent
people. Born into a Russian Jewish mercantile family in
Glasgow, he witnessed the first years of Soviet power as a
child in Petrograd. His childhood impressions of the revo-
lution would be“refined” later by an elite public school and
university education in London. After an early careerasa
barrister (and a stint in British military intelligence), he

.became a professor of Russian studies at the. London
School of Economics. By the time he died in November
1983, he was deemed, as an obituary, in the Tory London
Times (3 November 1983) wrote, *‘one of the most influen-
tial scholars of his generauon in Russian studies in the
entire non-communist world.” Such accolades do not come
lightly from this mouthpiece for the decaying British
Empire: E.H. Carr, author of the monumental 14-volume
history of Soviet Russia, was eulogized by the Times a year
earlier only as an “eminent historian.”

While numerous CIA-inspired hacks churn out, as Paul
Sweezy observed of one, ignorant compendia of every-
thing wrong anyone ever said about Marxism, Schapiro
brought to his work an intimate knowledge of Russian lit-
erature and Marxist writings. He applied that knowledge

Roma Schapiro

.Leonard Bertram Schaplro, 1908- 83

-to furthering the popular misidentification of Com-

munism with Stalinism—its blatant lies and intimidation,
its opportunist reversals and nationalist excrescences, its
blood purges and gulags. The New York Times Book
Review (4 June) recently hailed Schapiro as one of the
“pioneers...in exposing Stalinism—and indeed Lenin-
ism—ias the source of Russia’s misery.” In numerous books

and dozens of articles, this pioneer Cold Warrior devoted

himself, fanatically, to providing a plausible academic
veneer to the Big Lie of contemporary anti-Communism:

that the Stalinist police-state perversion of “socialism” is °

the natural offspring of Lenin’s October.

In a preface to Theodore Dan’s The Origins of Bolshe-
vism (1964), Schapiro acknowledged his debt to the former
Menshevik leader in “trying to study and understand the
political complexities of Russia as transformed by Lenin.”
But where Dan came to conclude that Lenin’s October was
historically progressive, Schapiro saw in it the beginnings
of the evil empire. He titled his first book, published at the
height of the Cold War in 1955, The Origin of the Com-

" munist Autocracy, and laid out in its opening and closing -

sentences the thesis he was to hammer away at for the next

three decades:
“This is the story of how a group of determined men seized
power for themselves in Russia in 1917, and kept others
from sharing it; and of the consequences which ensued ..
when it became evident that they enjoyed but little popu-
lar support.... The malignant figure of the General Secre-
tary, Stalin, has become cnly too familiar in its portrayal
by dlsappomted oppositionists, defeated by the apparatus
which he controlled. But it was Lenin, with their support,
who equipped him with the weapons, and started him
upon his path.”

Schapiro was not a scholar ofthe Russian Rcvolutlon
but a lawyer for counterrevolution. Who else would see in
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Massacre of 26 Baku Commissars in 1918 by British army of Intervention during Civil War. o

General Kormlov a “left-winger™? Schapiro was. Big Llar-
m—chlef for a generation of Cold Warriors and imperialist
war criminals, epitomized by Reaganite “Dragon Lady”
Jeane Kirkpatrick, whose jesuitical rhapsodies over
“mildly authoritarian” dictatorships against “Communist
totalitarianism” were marching orders for death squad
regimes in Central America and mujahedin cutthroats in
Afghanistan. Apprentice rulers for imperialist America at
Harvard University are advised to read Schapiro’s books in
a-course on the-Russian Revolution offered by Reaganite
National Security Council adviser Richard Pipes, particu-
larly. if they want to “have plenty of ammunition to fire
back” at Trotskyist defenders of October: “So next time the
Young Spartacists want tostrike up a chat, you’ll give them
more than an earful.”

“Plenty of ammunition”—to be used one day in firing
sométhing more lethal than words at student protesters
‘in South Korea or starving masses in Latin America.
Schapiro’s crusade against Bolshevism was motivated by
the same aristocratic contempt for “the mob” which
inspired the rantings against the French Revolution by
the likes of Edmund Burke and H.A. Taine. Listen to
the dispassionate scholar of Russian studies rave how
“the mass appeal of bolshevism delves much deeper into
the dark recesses of the mob mind.-It draws response from
the fear of freedom, the envy, the anti-intellectualism, the
chauvinism—in short from all the chardcteristic ambience
of mass man... with his own mass morality, his crude egal-
itarian and levelling aspirations and his herd paranoia”
(*Totalitarianismin the Doghouse,” Leonard Schapiro,
ed., Political Opposition in One-Party States [1972]).

Now listen to Taine fulminating a century | earlier on the
storming of the Bastille by “the people, that is, the mob, a
hundred, a thousand, ten thousand individuals fortuitously
gathered together upon a motion or an alarm and trans-

5~ N
g by L.1. Brodsky

formed immediately and 1rrcs1st1bly into legislators,
judges; and -executioners. A formidable, destructive, and
shapeless beast that can not be curbed, it sits at the portalis
of the Revolution together with its mother, the baying
monster Liberty, like Milton’s two specters at the gates of
Hell" (quoted in Paul Farmer, France Reviews [ts Revolu-
tionary Origins {1963]). The people—a “shapeless beast™;
liberty—that “baying monster”; the “mob mind"—its
“egalitarian aspirations” and “herd paranoia.” Here._is the
mind of the anti-democrat in all its naked glory. For Leon- -
ard Schapiro, power may corrupt, but power in the hands
of the working class corrupts absolutely.

The Schapiro School of Falsification

Schapiro puts the revolution on trial in Her Majesty‘s
court, donning the black robe and powdered wig of the
barrister, the upper crust of English lawyers who have

 exclusive audience in all the superior courts. The barrister

“is not answerable for anything spoken by him relative to
the cause in hand...even though it should reflect on the
character of another and prove absolutely groundless;”
unless “he mention an untruth of his own invention” (En-
cyclopedia Britannica). Esteemed counsel for the counter-
revolution' would never stoop to untruths...of his own
invention. Schapiro's carefully researched work was also
carefully discriminating, pruning the facts to fit his
premise, presenting half-truths where any more would
injure his argument, retailing slimy innuendos and
untruths invented by others..Simply to read his works
alongside those of serious bourgeois historians like E.H.
Carr demonstrates this. Leon Trotsky was certainly parti-
san in his presentation of The History of the Russian
Revolution, but even Schapiro grudgingly admits, the
revolutionary leader “doés not apparently attempt to
falsify facts.” Schapiro does. For the ideologues of
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Schapiro’s counterrevolutionary heritage.
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reaction, who seek to retard the tide of human progress,
truth is not a handmaiden but a handicap.

Schapiro willfully and promiscuously superimposes
images of Stalinism on Lenin's actions in an attempt to mis-
lead. He speaks of “rigged elections” and “takeovers,” of
“manipulation™ and *“stage-managed conferences,” with-
out so much as a hint of concrete evidence to substantiate
rigging and manipulation. He charges Lenin with demand-
ing “recantations” from Zinoviev, Kamenev. and other
oppositionists in 1917; what Lenin demanded was not that

* they renounce their views but simply abide by party deci-
sions. He labels the 1922 trial of Social Revoluticnary (SR)
leaders a “show trial,” conjuring up images of forced con-
fessions, glassy-eyed defendants and outlandish Vyshin-

skyite accusations; in fact these SR leaders had openly -
engaged in numerous counterrevolutionary plots and had”#

literally ordered the trigger pulled in assassination attempts
against Lenin and other Communist leaders. Moreover,
they were tried in public, with their own choice of counsel.

Schapiro cites an argument by Lenin against the Work-
ers Opposition in 1921, falsely claims that Lenin equated
them .with the Mensheviks as counterrevolutionary, and
then asserts this to be the birth of that “form of syllogism”
used by Stalin later to argue, for example, that since both

Trotsky and Hitler opposed Stalin, therefore Trotsky must
be a Nazi agent. Only “the mind trained in the crude
antitheses of the marxist dialectic” could swallow such Sta-
linist amalgams, chortles the learned professor, who nev-
ertheless manages to prove himself cruder even than Stalin
in fabricating them. Schapiro insinuates that Lenin made
conscious use of the tsarist police agent Malinovsky since
“the immediate aims of Lenin and of the police were iden-
tical—to cause the maximum of disruption and disunity in'
the social democratic movement” (The Communist Party
of the Soviet Union [1960]). Again on that hoary lie, to
which we shall return, that Lenin was a German agent in
World War I, Schapiro oozes: “If the Germans did indeed
pay them, as seems very probable, it was because bolshe-
vik aims coincided with their own—to knock Russia out of
the war” (Communist Party). One might note, truthfully,’
that Professor Schapiro’s aims fully coincided with those of
numerous Western intelligence services,

The reader who does not personally investigate his many
footnotes (for example, Origin has 771) has no way of
knowing whether the seemingly logical arguments mar-
shaled by Schapiro are also accurate. To examine every
omission, half-truth, insinuation and tendentious argu-
ment Schapiro uses to weave his fabric would require at
least a book in reply. It is enough to pull out a few central
threads in his logical construction to tear it to shreds. In
brief, Schapiro argues: 1) that the “original sin” of Stalin-
ismlay in Lenin’s What Is To Be Done?(1902) and the-1903
split with the Mensheviks; 2) that the October Revolution:

“was a coup d’état aimed at securing a “monopoly of power”

for the Bolsheviks; 3) that in the period 1917-21 Lenin pur-
sued a more or less conscious policy of eliminating all polit-
ical opposition outside and within the Communist Party.

1903: Lenln as Party ‘~‘chtaior”

According to Schapiro, the split with the Mensheviks
was a result of Lenin's desire to be “dictator” of the party.
He portrays the “fundamental difference” between Bol-
shevism and Menshevism in the succeeding years in Lenin’s
determination “that his own orgariization must be pre-:
served in disciplined and ‘monolithic’ form whatever the
immediate consequences” as opposed to the Mensheviks’
“growing belief that the revolution could be accomplished
by the workers ‘as a class'” (The Government and Politics
of the Soviet Union [1965]). Schapiro claims that What s
To Be Done? counterposed to “the idea of a revolution
made by the workers themselves...one made by pro-
fessional revolutionaries, the party, in their name.” This
showed, dixit Schapire, the influence not of classical
Marxism but of Blanquism.

But Schapiro is nothing if not erudite. His ceaseless
researches (among the rubbish bins of early Menshevik
attacks on Lenin) lead him to point to the Russian
Blanquist Peter N. Tkac¢hov as “Lenin’s predecessor™ “it is
with justice that Tkachev has often been described as the
originator of many of Lenin’s ideas. Lenin himself would
later closely study Tkachev, and insist on Tkachev'sarticles
as required reading for his own followers. In contrast, En-
gels was very critical of his views, and engaged in open
polemics with him” (Communist Party). Lenin could well
admire Tkachov: as against those who saw Russian social-
ism developing organically out of the peasant communes,
Tkachov recognized the necessity of revolutionary action
to overthrow the autocracy and seize state power. Where is
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Vezenberg and Co.
V... Lenin and Y. Martov, while co-leaders of St.-
Petersburg League of Struggle for the Emancipation
of the Working Class, February 1897.

the “contrast™? The oracle has spoken, without deigning to
quote either Engels or Lenin on the question. Yet, in one of
his few references to Tkachov, in the selfsame What Is To
Be Done?, Lenin was explicit in “rejecting an immediate
call for assault” and polemicized against an opponent who
“zealously imitates Tkachov"—"while an original histor-
ical event represents a tragedy, its replica is merely a farce.”
Engels attacked Tkachov for his populism; by the time
Lenin became a revolutionary, Engels’ letter was already
part of the corpus of Russian Marxism (as Dan points out).
Tkachov influenced a generation of pre-Marxist Russian
revolutionaries, notably Narodnaya Volya. He looked not
to the development of proletarian class struggle but to
voluniarist action by the radical democratic intelligentsia: -
the revolutionary does not wait “until the current of his-
torical events itself indicates the moment, he selects it
himself.” Can anyone who is at all familiar with Lenin's
writings conceive of him saying such a thing? To offer just

one counterexample: Lénin advanced the slogan “Turnthe -
imperialist war into a civil war!l” But he made it clear that -

“We can neither ‘promise’ civil war nor ‘decree’ it, but to go
on working—if necessary for a very long time—in that
direction...” (Letter to Shlyapnikov, October 1914),
Schapiro’s description of What Is To Be Done? as “in
essence the whole theory of Bolshevism”
plistic, ignoring Lenin’s evolution to the conception of the
vanguard party and the material basis for a split in the
workers moveément caused by pro-imperialist opportun-
ism (see Spartacist pamphlet, Lenin and the Vanguard
Party [1978]):. The 1903 split originated over the issue of

party membership and Lenin's determination to have a |

“hard” (anti-opportunist) majority on the editorial board
of Iskra. Lenin did stand for the organization of the revo-
lutionary minority—a party of professional revolutionar-
ies—not in counterposition to but at the head of the broad
masses of the proletariat. And he was proven right in this.
Schapiro of course hauls out Trotsky’s famous’ anti-

is overly sim- -

Bolshevik bromide—that the dictatorship of the proletar-
iat would be replaced by the dictatorship of the party, and
finally the dictatorship of an individual. Trotsky later

acknowledged the correctness of Lenin's view:
“I thought of myself as a centralist. But there is no doubt .
that at that time 1 did not fully realize what an intense and
imperious centralism the revolutionary party would need
to lead millions of people in a war against the old order.”

—My Life

The fundamental political divergence which developed
between Menshevism and Bolshevism centered on the
question of whether the proletariat should ally with the lib-
eral bourgeoisie or the peasantry in the coming, bourgeois-

" democratic revolution. Though it was only in 1917, with his

“April Theses,” that Lenin placed the proletarian revolu-
tion on the agenda, abandoning the call for a “revolution-

. ary democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peas-

antry,” he recognized early on that the liberal. bourgeoisie
could play only a counterrevolutionary role. Thus, in 1917
Trotsky was able to transcend his deep differences with
Lenin on the organization question because his perspec-
tive of permanent revolution—the proletariat seizing
power at the head of the peasant masses—found him a lot
closer to Lenin than were many “Old Bolsheviks” who
agreed fully on party organization but wanted to support
the liberal bourgeoisie in the form of the Provisional
Government.

Our honored Court historian, CBE, FBA, chronicles the
political conflict between Bolshevism and Menshevism in
the period leading up to the decisive break in 1912 as
though he were writing a high-class gossip column for one
of Britain’s ubiquitous “tits -and bums” tabloids: one
squalid wrangle after another over Lenin’s supposed shady
dealings on finances, the use of police agents, etc. The fun-

“damental political questions at stake simply go by the-

boards. Lenin's insistence in What Is To Be Done? that the
proletarian party had to be “tribune of the whole peo-
ple”—leading the fight against ‘all aspects of tsarist
oppression—goes virtually unnoticed by Schapiro. Lenin’s
struggle both against natlonahst deviations (the Bund, etc.)
and against those (like Rosa Luxemburg) who denied the
right of national self-determination, is dismissed in rwo
paragraphs in Schapiro’'s Communist Party. But facts are,
indeed, stubborn things. Even a disingenuously awestruck
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Schapiro must concede that the Bolsheviks actually car-
ried out their program on the national questionin 1917:“In
insisting upon these rights [of self-determination] for
Poland and the Baltic States, the Bolsheviks were defend-
ing neither Russian self-interest, nor their own, but
(possibly for the first and last time in their foreign pol-
icy) a question of principle™ (Origin). Possibly for the
first and’ last time, an honest statement from Leonard
Schapiro, Esq.

1917: Workers Revolution as “Coup d’Etat”

To read Schapiro, you would think Russia in 1917 was
marked by something akin to an extended parliamentary
crisis, a failure by responsible parties to agree on a
common policy to deal with a tiny gang of power-crazed
fanatics:

“What was w1dely believed to be an attempted coup d'éias

" by the bolsheviks in July for a short time united all the
socialists behind the government and against the bolshe-
viks. But, soon after, an attempt by ‘General Kornilov
(himself a left-wing supporter of the revolution, though
backed by right-wing industrialists) .to restore order by
imposing a .military dictatorship turned the tables. The
Provisional Government, forced to choose between what it
rightly or wrongly regarded as ‘counter-revolution’ and the
bolsheviks, jettisoned Kornilov, and thereby alienated
those remnants of lhe army which mlght have been
prepared to support it.” :

~—Communist Farty

Were the Bolsheviks intent on a “coup détar” during the

July Days? Lenin and Trotsky denied it; Trotsky devoted
an entire chapter to the matter in his histbry. Schapiro of
course knows better than to pay any attention to what they
said. However, in The Bolsheviks Come to Power (1978),
Alexander Rabinowitch writes: “from mid-June on, as we
have seen, Lenin had worked with energy to prevent an
surrection from breaking out.” Rabinowitch's exhaustive

research of Bolshevik and non-Bolshevik papers and |

documents led him to conclude that the key sections of the
Petrograd proletariat solidly identified with Lenin’s
program. In July, the Bolshevik leaders sought to channel

the widespread popular disgust of the Petrograd masses
with the Provisional Government, and particularly with .

the renewed military offensive it had just ordered, into
peaceful protests, recognizing that the proletariat at large
still lagged behind the consciousness of the capital.

The stormy period between February and October was
marked by dual power between the workers’ and soldiers’
soviets and the bourgeois Provisional Government. The
bourgeoisie rapidly showed itself to be the counterrevolu-
tionary force Lenin and Trotsky had predicted it would be.
Enter Schapiro’s “left-winger” Kornilov (backed by right-
wingers), who wanted only to “restore order.” All he
wanted, after all, was a “moderately authoritarian”—as the
well-tutored Madame Kirkpatrick would say—military
dictatorship! “Revolutionary order™? The Bolsheviks rep-
resented the only force for revolutionary ordcr in Petro-
grad—soviet power.

Already by April (as Rabinowitch noted in a reply to

Schapiro’s critical review in the 31 March 1977 New York |

Review of Books, where Schapiro calls Kornilov a “simple
soldier”), Kornilov's name had become synonymous with
counterrevolution in Petrograd for calling out his artillery
to be used against demonstrating workers and soldiers.
Kcrensky “opposed” Kornilov only after furious attempts
at cementing a bloc had failed and only because he knew

Russlan Social-Democratic Labor Party banners in
workers’ . demonstration during 1905 Revolution.
Front banner reads: “Workers of all countries, unite!”

" that the “simple soldier” v;ould have hanged him and the
other “socialist” traitors from the same.scaffold as the Bol- .

sheviks. Substantially under Bolshevik leadership, it was

the masses (including large sections of the army) who.

stopped Kornilov—without the need to fire a shot. His
“remnants” literally melted away in the face of the mobi-
lized workers. ) ,

As Schapiro admits elsewhere, neither of the alter-
natives to a “Bolshevik coup”-—for the Provisional Gov-
ernment to adopt their program on peace and land, or to
crush them outright—was really possible under the cir-
cumstances. Why? Because the Bolsheviks represented the
aspirations of the vast majority of workers and poor peas-
ants. Schapiro cannot explain this because he denies the
conscious interverition of the masses on the stage of his-
tory—-all is reduced to “manipulation » “takeovers” and

“coups,” while “mass man” sits passively gazing. Having
rendered the July Days an attempted Bolshevik coup, he
then points to its “failure” to.argue that it “bclled the Bol-
shevik claim of overwhelming mass support.”

Qur historian graciously gives history a helpmg hand in
“belying” Bolshevik claims, Schapiro never once. even’'men-
tions, until his last book, The Russian Revolutions of 1917
(I984), the June 18 demonstration called by the official

(i.e., Menshevik and SR) soviet leadership in Petrograd..
Intended- as-a show of force against the Bolsheviks, this -

demonstration was transformed into a show of strength
for the Bolsheviks as, virtually to a man, the 400,000
marchers carried Bolshevik slogans opposing the Provi-
sional Government—*"Down With the Offensive!” “All

Novosti Press.’

%
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Power to the Soviets!” The dawning realization by the
bourgeoisie that'Lenin’s “fanatics” and not the “responsi-
ble” Menshevik and ‘SR ministers enjoyed mass support
among . the workers was a prelude to the crackdown the
following month.

Schaplro delgns to admit that the Bolsheviks® “reckless
promises” of peace and land played well to “the passions of
the_crowd,” but primarily what ensured a Bolshevik vic-
tory was their * ‘singleness of purpose,” their -“superior
organization, discipline and armed force”—and, of course,
their “ample funds” from the German Kaiser (Govern-
ment and Politics). Another untruth not of the barrister’s
own invention! Schapiro dusts off this tsarist slander used
to justify the repression of the July Days with the claim of

LT

fresh evidence, citing a compilation of German Foreign’

Office” documents captured at the end of World War 11
(Z.A.B. Zeman, ed., Germany and the Revolution in
Russia 1915-1918 [1958]). These documents, writes Scha-
piro, “establish beyond reasonable doubt that the Bolshe-
viks were in receipt of German instructions.” He quotes a
report by Foreign Minister Kithmann boasting—a month
after the revolution—that what had enabled the Bolshe-
viks to build up their propaganda effort was “a steady flow
of funds through various channels and under dlfferent
labels.” .

If you read these documents, you‘]l also learn that Russm
was supposed to have a revolution in Januaery 1916,
financed by the Germans at a cost of 20 million rubles!
Zeman himself ridicules talk of the Bolsheviks being
“German agents.” Even if Baron von Kilthlmann is to be
believed—and there is much reason for him at this point to
have been claiming credit for the Bolshevik victory—this is
the only statement in all the documents which says any-
thing more than the not very surprising fact that the Ger-
man government threw money rather mdlscnmmately and
“under different labels™ at anything they could find in an
attempt to disrupt the Russian war effort. On the other
hand, the documents do say that in the negotiations over

Lenin’s “sealed train” journey, the Bolsheviks were scru--

pulous in rejecting any possibility of German political
interference; insisting that passengers be allowed “abso-

lutely regardless of their political opinions or their attitudé
towards the question of the desirability of war or peace.”
Naturally, our good barrister does not see fit to menuon
that.’

It is simply impossible to completely ignore the mass
support of the Bolsheviks on the eve of the revolution.
Schapiro explains it as one of the biggest confidence jobs in
history. The Bolsheviks appealed to the masses on, the
slogan “All Power to the Soviets!”, but “Few of them real-
ized that the Bolsheviks’ real aim was a one-party autoc-

racy” (Russian Revolutions). Once again, our aspiring

English aristocrat incisively exposes the “herd paranoia” of
“mass man”; if only they had read the fine print first, he
oh-so-sagely explains: “Lenin’s writings leave little doubt
that he, at any rate, had no intention of ever sharing power
with the Socialist Revolutionaries or Mensheviks as a per-
manent policy” (Origin). Which of Lenin’s writings? Hav-
ing culled through 45 volumes of Lenin’s Collected Works,
Schapiro manages to come up with one—an October 1915
article in which Lenin argued it was “admissible for Social-
Democrats to join a provisional revolutionary govern-
ment together with the democratic petty bourgeoisie, but
not with the revolutionary chauvinists.”

Did Schapiro read Lenin’s article, or did he leave it to

one of his admiring research assmtants” What Lenin is say-

ing here is that it would be inadmissible to have a coalition
with the pro-war chauvinists committed to continuing the
imperialist slaughter. This quote in fact “leaves little -
doubt™ that Schapiro lies. And itis substantiated by the his-
torical record, which Schapiro tries to turn inside out. In

. July, it was the: Mensheviks and- SRs who drove the Bol-

sheviks out of the soviet-and underground. Even when the -
soviets were under social-chauvinist control, the Bolshe-
viks never voluntarily abandoned these organs of the pro-
letarian democracy. But in October the Mensheviks and
SRs were not driven out, they walked out of the Congress
of Soviets—in order to make common cause with the
Kadets, the tsarist officers and the other opponents of the
proletariat. Had the Bolsheviks been intent on.a one-party
state, they could have easily outlawed their opponents right
then, when the SRs and Mensheviks were widely despised.
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Schapiro tries to
“disappear’ mass support
for Bolsheviks. Here,
over 400,000 Petrograd
workers and soldiers
demonstrate on 18 June
1917 with Bolshevik
slogans: “L.ong Live the
Third International.” “Down
with the counterrevolution!
‘Down with the ten capitalist '
ministers! All power to the
Soviets of Workers’,
.Soldiers’ and Peasants’
i Deputies! We demand
immediate convocation of
Constituent Assemblyl!”
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The Bolsheviks -specifically invited the Left SRs and
/ Martov's Menshevik-Internationalists into the Soviet gov-
ernment; the former ultlmate]y accepted, while Martov
* chose to link hands with the Menshevik traitors. Negotia-
tions were even held with the Right SRs and Mensheviks,
who showed where they stood on “sharing power” by
organizing the counterrevolutionary “Committee for Sal-
vation of Country and Revolution™ while provocatively
insisting—with more than a little chutzpah—that Lenin
and Trotsky be excluded from any coalition government.
Two weeks after the seizure of power, Lenin continued to
declare:
“We stand firmly by lhc principle of Soviet power, i.e., the
power of the majority obtained at the last Congress of
Soviets. We agreed, and still agree, 1o share power with the

minority in the Soviets, provided that minority loyally and
honestly undertake to submit to the majority and carry

out the programme, approved by the whole Second All--
Russia Congress of Soviets, for gradual, but firm and un-.

deviating 'steps towards socialism.”
: —*"From the Central Committee of the
K " RSDLP (B)” (November 1917)
Even in Westminster it is practice that the majority form
the government!

Red Terror-and White Pogroms

In his treatment of the period 1917-21, Schapiro tries to
read back the Stalin blood-purges of the late 1930s to the
‘Bolshevik regime of Lenin and Trotsky. Having lost the
case of “The People vs. Kornilov,” Schapiro takes on as his

next clients the Mensheviks and SRs. Rather distasteful”

business for a respectable- barrister,-but then these were
respectable, anti-Bolshevik “socialists”—rather like Her
Majesty's Loyal Opposition.” Schapiro tells us that the
Mensheviks always acted as a legal opposition, while it is
“at most a half-truth, and a misleading over-simplification”
to claim that the SRs sought to overthrow the Soviet
regime by force of arms. “The socialists were not elimi-

nated in 1921 because they were counter-revolutiénary.

They were described as counter-revolutionary in order to
justify their elimination” (Origin). In fact, to read Schapiro

there was hardly a counterrevolutionary danger at all— .
largely “the imagination of the Cheka.” Imperialist inter-’

Librairie Hachelte i

. General Lavr Kornllov, a
“left-winger” by Schapiro’s
standards. Right: Armed
workers detachments on
their way to crush Kornilov's
counterrevolutionary

coup attempt, August 1917,

’

vention? Why, “it was with the cooperation of the Com-
munists that the first British landings in Murmansk were
carried out” (Origin).

Soviet Russia in the four years followmg the revolution
was hardly the scene of a parliamentary election race in the
English Home Counties. Fourteen imperialist armies had
invaded, White armies ravaged the country, massacring
Reds and terrorizing the Jewish ghettos. The front lines of
the counterrevolution shifted both geographically and
politically, as sections of the Mensheviks and even the SRs
recoiled from blatant support to the White terror. At the
Eighth Party Congress in March 1919, Lenin explained
that the “petty-bourgeois democrats:

*...do not know where to sit, and try io sit between two
stools, jump from one to the other and fall now to the right
and now to the left...: We say to them, *You are nota seri-
ous enemy. Gur enemy is the bourgeoisie. But if you join
forces with them, we shall be obliged to apply the meas-
urés of the proletarian dictatorship to you, too’.”

The Left SRs, who initially supported the Soviet power,”
not only quit the government over the signing of the treaty
of Brest-Litovsk but decided on a course of what they
themselves termed “terrorist acts against the leading repre-
sentatives of German imperialism” and defense of such
actions “by force of arms™: not the sort of thing a very prop-
er Englishman would ever condone, unless it was aimed—

.

_against the Soviet government. In July, they assassinated

the new German ambassador, Count von Mirbach, with
the aim of dragging Russia back into the war, while armed
Left SR units took Dzerzhinsky and other leading Bolshe-
vik Cheka officials hostage, attempting an ill-prepared

putsch in- Moscow and an insurrectionary rising in Yaro-
- slavl, Four days after; the assassination, a Left SR who was

Red Army commander in chief on the Volga frort unilat-
erally declared war on Germany. The Bolshevik responsé
was very restrained: a handful of mutinous Left SR Cheka
officers were executed and the Left SR leaders responsible
for the adventure were imprisoned, and generally reieased
shortly thereafter.

Around the same time, the Mensheviks and SRs were
excluded from the Soviet Central Executive Committee—

.though not oullawed——and even this measurc was re-

Viktor Bulla
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Putilov metal
workers listen to
report from the
Soviet the day
after the seizure
of power.

scinded several months later following pledges that they
would forswear counterrevolutionary activity, Under the
best of circumstances, the Mensheviks had hardly been
homogeneous. Now Martov in particular served to pro-
vide a “socialist” cover for what had become a shelter for
outright counterrevolutionaries. In a published letter to
Martov dated April 1921, Axelrod still maintained their
“moral and political right to combat the Bolsheviks by all
methods, including armed force” (The Mensheviks in the
Russian Revolution [1976]). As a former Marxist, Axel-
rod at least acknowledged:

“If it were true that the Bolsheviks and they alone are prop-
erly carrying out the historic mission of the Revolution in
Russia, as the Jacobins once did in France, then qur fight
against them would be essentially counter-revolutionary:
it would be our plain duty to join their ranks and, if we
acted in any way as an opposition to do so in a cautious,
loyal and constructive manner.’

Counselor Schapiro sees no counterrevolution and hears

"no counterrevolution, but listen to his client—"essentially

counter-revolutionary.”
In neighboring “democratic” Georgia, the Menshevik

government was a bastion of anti-Communist terror,”

o'ullawing the Communists in February 1918, and provid-
ing a beachhead first for German and then British troops.
Georgian Menshevik leader Zhordania declared: “We
prefer the imperialists of the West to the fanatics of the
East.” Schapiro hastens to note that the Russian Menshe-
viks severed organizational relations with them—though
not until December 1918, Other Mensheviks participated

in the Yaroslavl rising in July 1918 and in the short-lived

White government in Samara. They were expelled—but
only months after the Mensheviks had already been put on
notice by being ejected from the Soviet Executive. So the
Mensheviks were not quite the pristine virgins presented by

counsel. But too damn pristine for Schapiro, who briefly

removes his black robe to castigate his clients for refusing
“to resort to anything but strictly constitutional means to
overthrow Lenin (Origin).

"As for the Right SRs, even Schapiro acknowledgcs that
they were involved “in many of the plots, conspiracies, or
other anti-communist activities within or outside Russia”
{Origin). While the Left SRs had a base among the’land-
less and poor peasantry, the Right SRs were the party of
the kulaks, the grain traders, the professional classes like
teachers and lawyers. Only a month after the revolution,
they participated in a Kadet-inspired rising in Petrograd.
At a May 1918 conference in Moscow, they declared for a
policy “to overthrow the -Bolshevik dictatorship” (E.H.
Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923, Vol. 1[1950]).
Within the next several months, the SRs assassinated two
Bolshevik leaders and seriously wounded Lenin. In June '
1919 one wing of the party finally renounced support to

"armed counterrevolution (“outright capitulation,” grouses

Schapiro) and split away. After two years of intimate col-
laboration with bourgeois and tsarist counterrevolution-
aries, those who remained, it is safe to say, were pretty deep
into it. :

The Kronstadt Rebelllon and
the Ban on Factions

By 1921, the imperialist armies had been driven out and
the Whites defeated. However personally painful this may

. be to Schap1r0 'he salvages from it another polemical

weapon: “That the real reason for the suppression of, pollt-

jcal freedom was- neither intervention nor the civil’ war is

evident- from the fact-alone that it was extended and
consolidated’ only well after the end of both” (Origin). But
if the immediate military threat to.the workers state had
subs1ded its situation was no 1ess precarious. The country
had cndurcd seven years of - war; the best elements of the
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proletariat which had made the QOctober Revolution had
either died in the Civil War or were running key aspects of
government and party work, while what there was of an
industrial working class often had no factories in which to
work. The economy was devastated, with production at a
fraction of its 1913 level. The peasants, who no longer faced
the danger of White armies coming and restoring the prop-
erty of the landlords, also no longer felt the compulsion to
hand over their crops to the starving cities for nothing in
return, And then Kronstadt exploded.

Again, Schapiro tries to wipe away dirty fingerprints:
“While émigré organisations were certainly looking for an
opportunity to overthrow Soviet Communist rule, there is
no scrap of evidence of any links between the Kronstadt
rising and any of these émigré groups;” he writes (The
Listener, 4 June 1981). In the first place, the Kronstadt of
1921 was no longer the bastion of revelutionary proletar-
1an consciousness it had been in 1917; it consisted over-
whelmingly of peasants in uniform and, moreover, those
who had been far from the front lines of the Civil War.
Even if there had been no direct links with the Whites, this
was still an insurrectionary takeover of the key garrison
guarding the approaches to Petrograd. But White involve-
ment was clear even at the time, when the White Guard
organ Obschye Dyelo gave a detailed description of the
rebellion over two weeks before it began.

However, by the time of Schapiro’s article, there was a
lot more than one “scrap of evidence.” Kronstadt 1921, by
Paul Avrich, an anarchist sympathetic to the uprising, was
published in 1970 (see “Kronstadt and Counterrevolu-
tion,” WV Nes. 195 and 203, 3 March and 28 April 1978).
Avrich established that a few weeks before the revolt, a

White agent stationed near the base reported the recruit-
ment of a group of sailors on the inside who were prepar-
ing to take an active role in a forthcoming uprising. One
Stepan Petrichenko, the son of a Ukrainian kulak, was the
key leader of the uprising, the author of a resolution which
became the charter of the insurrection, the instigator cen-
trally responsible for turning a protest meeting at the gar-
rison into a platform for anti-Communist insurrection.
Petrichenko had “tried to join the Whites” the previous
summer, and only weeks after the rebellion was sup-
pressed, he openly did join them in Finland. Did Schapiro
not know of Avrich’s book, or was he engaged in retro-
spective “damage control™?

Kronstadt erupted right in the middle of the Tenth Party
Congress, where the Bolsheviks adopted the New Eco-
nomic Policy aimed at undercutting peasant unrest by
replacing requisitioning of food with a tax in kind and
allowing private trade relations, It was also at this con-
gress that the ban on factions was voted. Schapiro writes:

“In the political sphere Lenin was faced with two alter-
natives. He could either bring about a political recon-
citiation by sharing power with the socialists and by
permitting freedom of opinion and discussion inside his
own party. Or he could ensure the monopoly of power for
the Communists, but in that case a more disciplined party
had to be created, in order to enable an unpopular minor-
ity to rule in the teeth of national opposition, It was con-
sistent with the whole of his faith and past practice that he
should have chosen the latter course and there is no
evidence to support the view subsequently put about by
Stalin's opponents, such as Trotsky, that the measures he
put through at the Congress to this end were only intended
as temporary.”
—Government and Politics

Ever solicitous about the welfare of the socialist revolu-
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tion, Schapiro counsels Lenin himself, advising from
the vantage point of hindsight—and Whitehall—that
the Communists had an alternative to the monopoly of
power, namely, committing suicide. “Share power” with
whom—émigrés in Paris -and. Berlin, people who had
laid waste to the country in an attempt to overthrow the
Soviet ;power and lost? Even Victor Serge, an anarcho-
hberal 'who ultimately broke with Trotsky in a “hue and
cry” over Kronstadt, recognized that had the Bolshe-
viks lost power in 1921 it would have been “only a short
step to chaos, and through chaos to a peasant rising, the
massacre of the Communists, the return of the émigrés,
_and in the end, through the sheer force of events, another
dictatorship, this time anti-proletarian™ (Memoirs of a
Revolutionary, 1901-1941 [1963]). ‘
In the inexorable logic of revolution and civil war, as the
other parties rallied behind the counterrevoluuon many of
their working-class followers flocked to the Bolsheviks.
The Mensheviks and SRs became little more than empty
shells. By 1921, the soviets as multi-party organs of work-
ers democracy had for all intents and purposes ceased to

exist. Ineffect, the Communist Party had taken the place of.

the soviets, its tendencies and factions reflecting the social
pressures and programs that would have otherwise been
expressed by non-Communist but pro-soviet parties.
Schapiro suggests that the “Resolution on Unity” passed
at the Tenth Party Congress mandated Stalinist “mono-
lithism,” outlawing “freedom of opinion and discussion”
within the party. This is, simply, a lie. The resolution
imposed a ban on factional activity, i.e., the right to
organize within the party around an independent platform
and to stand for election to party bodies on that basis. Even
while calling for dissolution of factional groupings, Lenin
insisted that representatives of both major factions—the

Workers Opposition and the Democratic Centralists—be

included in the new Central Committee. What a devious,
uniquely Leninist way to stop free discussion!

As for whether the ban was intended to be temporary,
let's see what Lenin said. Lenin made it absolutely clear
" that he was seeking only to prevent a splif in the party at
that critical moment when it might threaten the very exis-
tence of Bolshevik rule and, thus, the workers state, Argu-
ing for-the Central Committee’s new power to discipline or
expel its members “in cases of breach of discipline or of a
revival or toleration of factionalism,” he nevertheless
warned that “our Party has never allowed the Central
Committee to have such a right in relation to its members.
This is an extreme measure that is being adopted specially,
in view of the dangerous situation.” When Ryazanov
moved an amendment that would have banned “any
election to.the Congress by platform,” Lenin was even
more explicit:

“We cannot deprive the Party and the members of the
Central Committee of the right to appeal to the Parly in
the event of disagreement on fundamental issues. | cannot
imagine how we can do such a thing! The present Con-
gress cannot in any way bind the elections to the next
Congress, Supposing we are faced with a question like,
say, the conclusion of the Brest peace? Can you guarantee
that no such question will arise? No, you cannot. In the cir-
cumstances, the elections may have to be based on plat-
forms.... But your resolution says: No elections accord-

ing to platforms I do not think we have the power to
prohibit this.”

Stalin’s subsequent claim that the'banning of factions was

a “precedent” to justify crushing inner-party democracy is. -

YIVO Inslllute!
Jewish workers' selt defense unit in Odessa, April
1918. The Boishevik Revolution purged Russia of
pogromist Black Hundreds.

of no more consequence than Schapiro’s claim that it
was evidence of Lenin’s dictatorial ambitions. So Schapiro
doesn’t believe Lenin? What about at least quoting himand
letting the reader decide?

Schapiro argues not only that Stalinism was a logical
outcome of Leninism, but that “the system devised by
Lenin could really only work effectively where one man
was in undisputed command” (Government and Poli-
ties). He depicts the Bolshevik Party as a hermetically
sealed apparatus standing apart from and above the work-
ing class—issuing orders, manipulating, intimidating.
Such a party could not have led a revolution. In his reply to
Schapiro, Rabinowitch noted “the party’s internally
relatively democratic, tolerant, and decentralized struc-
ture and method of operation, as well as its essentially
open and mass character” (New York Review of Books,
9 June 1977).

What passes for “Leninist organization” in the eyes of
anti-Communists and Stalinists is not democratic central-
ism but Stalinist bureaucratic centralism. Lenin’s party was
not a machine of unthinking automatons trained to believe
that the reward for critical or independent thought was a
bullet to the back of the head. Discipline ina Leninist party
is voluntary, flowing from adherence to a common rev-
olutionary program. It was the Bolshevik program that
carried the day in Russia on 25 October 1917. This is
incomprehensible to those who disdain the proletariat,
anti-Communists and Stalinists alike.

Who Was Leonard Schapiro?

Schapiro pronounces judgment on the Bolshevik Revo-
lution according to the standards of English common law.
In the preface to Origin, he graciously allows that the
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Bolsheviks, at least initially, were animated by a “passion
for justice, for the ultimate liberation of mankind, for the
utopia of the future,” but adds: “I take the view that their
passion for justice was bound to lead to disaster when once
they failed to see the need for reconciling all the conflicting
interests which will always exist in practice in every state,

(whatever Marx and Engels may have said on the subject)

in a form of stable legal order.”

The state does not “reconcile conflicting interests,” it
defends the interests of the dorminant class. Schapiro was'
well aware of this, whatever he said on the subject. Leonard
Bertram Schapiro earned his CBE {(Commander of the

British Empire) from the Queen: he was a witting apologist.

for the English ruling class—not the young and vibrant
Cromwellian bourgeoisiec which dispersed the Parliament
and beheaded the king, but the senile and bankrupt imperi-
alist bourgeoisie with its Peerage and its Royal Family and
its murderous empire in deep decline. The “stability” of
England’s legal order—that best of all possible worlds—
derives from centuries of rape, pillage and mass murder of
the peoples who occupy much of the globe, from Ireland to
India. English “legality” did not embrace the 26 Baku Com-
munists murdered in cold blood by British interventionists
in 1918, an incident which does not sit well with Schapiro's

. one-sided account of the Civil War and therefore goes
unmentioned. It was not the Bolsheviks who conspired
behind the backs of the masses, but the Kerenskys, the
Kornilovs and their imperialist patrons. The counterrevo-
lution prattled about “democracy,” while slaughtering
Communists and Jews by the hundreds of thousands. The
Bolsheviks openly avowed their class dictatorship and their
class terror to defend the revolution.

For Leonard Schapiro, any “comparison between the
communist bureaucracy and that of imperial Russia was
unfair to the old régime, in which some elements of legal
order and of restraint over the executive had already begun
to take root” (Communist Party). To him the White gen-
eral Denikin was a man of “personal integrity,” Kolchak “a
man of complete integrity,” Kerensky’s policies were “dic-
tated by principle,” the Kornilovite adventurer Savinkov
was a “romantic patriot” and Kornilov himself a “simple
soldier.” When Stolypin, the author of the counterrev-
olutionary terror following the 1905 Revolution, rigged
elections (by Schapiro’s admission), we hear no outrage,
only a dismissive “whatever one’s view of Stolypin's
methods.” When socialists were tried under the tsar, “in
secret, the evidence adduced included that of a police
informer and was in part manufactured, and the sentences
were severe,” we hear no denunciations of “show trials”
{(Communist Party). ’

Had Schapiro’s “romantic patriots” and “men of
integrity” seized Petrograd in 1919, his family might well
have met the same horrible fate suffered by thousands upon
thousands of Jews at the hands of White pogromists like
Wrangel, Denikin and the Ukrainian Petliura. If the Rus-
sian Revolution was.a beacon to the world’s exploited and
oppressed, it was particularly so for the Jews of East
Europe. The revolution opened the portals of emancipa-
tion to this people whose existence had beendefined by the
tsarist knout and the Black Hundreds' cry of “Beat the
Yids!” Nor is it an accident that Jews constituted a dispro-
portionate element in the revolutionary movement. The
Bolshevik program of revolutionary internationalism
provided a magnet of attraction to a people without a

homeland. And, in its victory, it created a state whose
foundations were inherently internationalist.

Why would a scion of a St. Petersburg Jewish family
support pogromist reactionaries? It was of little concernto
a Leonard Schapiro that “lower-class” Jews perished at the
hands of White reactionaries in Russia and Poland so long
as he—and his capital—could find sanctuary in England.
He saw himself in the mold of the Rothschilds, whose
financial empire saved them from the gas. chambers to
which millions of other Jews were consigned. Schapiro
consciously loathed internationalism. His first loyalty was
to capital. When the question of communism vs: fascism
was posed with razor sharpness, pecple like Kim Philby
and Donald Maclean went one way, becoming traitors to
their class and heroes to the proletariat, while ‘Schapiro
went the other, becoming an even more groveling servant
of the English aristocracy.

As “an undergraduate and for some time after,” i.e., in
the period of Hitler's rise to power, as he recalled in “My
Fifty Years of Social Science” (1980), he underwent a
“Neigung [inclination] to the Right.” This ever-so-kindly

.professor who wrings his hands over “totalitarianism”

unswervingly insisted that “the first. requirement of a
civilized society is order.” You can almost feel the arm
stiffening, ready to rise in salute. But, wait—Schapiro had
a problem with Hitler. Hitler combined “the worst aspects
of mass democracy”—Hitler the democrat!—“with a
pseudo-elitist political doctrine.” Only pseudo-elitist!
Schapiro, on the other hand, was fully elitist, convinced
that “the achievements of human culture are always pro-
duced by an elite. ..and that the preservation of this elite is
more important for human values than social and
ecanomic equality.” No, Leonard Schapiro did not go half-
way when it came to elitism! Indeed, he could tell you that
the level of “human culture was directly related to the rise
or decline of the best breeding” in the “leading families.”
This parvenu aristocrat never came to terms with the bour-
geois revolutions of the 18th century, much less the prole-
tarian revolution of the 20th! '

Schapiro’s loaded, biased-account of Bolshevism was -

crafted knowingly. He was a professorial disseminator of
“disinformation,” a training he acquired not-only in the
courtroom and the British Museum Reading Room. His
“introduction to the study of the Soviet Union” came as a
British intelligence officer in Germany assessing Soviet mil-
itary strength in the brief interregnum between World War
1T and the first Cold-War. How many Nazi mass murderers
did Schapiro’s intelligence unit channel through the “rat
line” to continue their crusade against “Jew-Bolshevism”
for the “democratic™ West? For Schapiro, the' Nuremberg
trial of Nazi war criminals was an “appalling travesty,”
because the Soviets were not in the dock—*“a tacit
acceptance by the Western powers” of “the grim record of
the Soviet Union.” He set out to stiffen the spines of those
leaders of Western imperialism who were tempted to treat
with the Soviet “evil empire™
“This illusion that at bottom the Soviet Union is reason-
able and basically motivated by the same aims as the West-
ern nations—such as security, extension of its influence,
trade and co-operation—persists to this day, and has at
times influenced US or British policy. It is, | believe, the

most dangerous illusion that Western statesmen can suf-
fer from....”

How inspiring Schépiro must have found Winston Chur-
chill’s tirade at the time of the signing of the NATO pact:

-~
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Bolshevik leaders Lenin and Trotsky stand among
soldiers sent to suppress Kronstadt mutiny in March
1921. Mutiny leaders were linked to White Guard
counterrevoluhonanes )

“The failure to strangle bolshevism at its birth and to bring
Russia, then prostrate, by one means or another, into the
general democratic system lies heavy upon us today.” It
was 1o the aim of reversing that “failure” that Leonard
Schapiro devoted his wretched life.: .

Reforge World Bolshevism!

Schapiro reserves his last poisoned arrow for Leon
Trotsky: “Objectively, as the communists would say, the
posthumous voice of Trotsky is really that of Stalin—
malgré lui [in spite of himself]" (“Trotsky, As He Really
Was™ [1982]). He rails that Trotsky's “blatant hypocrisy
and dishonesty are maiched only by Lenin’s demagogy,”
denounces “Trotsky's repcated compromises with an evil
system and men before 1927, and argues that it was Trot-
sky who first defined the function of Communists to be
obedient and unthinking. His “evidence™ Trotsky's appeal
to Lenin from the Civil War front in 1918 to “Send me
Communists who know how to obey.” Having denounced
Lenin for his intolerance, Schapiro paradoxically lauds
Bukharin as one of Lenin's “closest followers,” who
“regarded the duty to preserve peace and harmony between
social classes. .. as paramount” (Government and Politics).

The paradox is superficial. In inviting the kulaks to
“enrich themselves,” Bukharin had become, objectively,
the standard-bearer of capitalist restoration. The genuine

continuity of Lenin’s Bolshevism was to be found in the
Trotskyist Left Opposition. Schapiro simply dismisses
Trotsky's programmatic struggle against bureaucratism
and “socialism in one country.” He claims that already with
the treaty of Brest-Litovsk, Lenin had propounded “social-
ism in one country,” and that the Third Congress of the
Communist International in 1921 not only “sounded the
retreat from world revolution™ but strengthened its disci-
plinary powers in order to purge “dissident left-wingers.”
Trotsky “rescued Stalin from defeat” in 1923 for fear that
without the “Gensek” the strong centralized party appara-

. tus might flounder.

In 1923, there was no way Trotsky, nor probably even

Stalin hlmscif, could anticipate the full significance of the
* ascendancy of the bureaucracy and where it would lead.

We think in hindsight that Trotsky should have fought-
harder, earlier, but what he was fighting for was com-
munism—and that's why Schapiro loathes him so vio-

-lently. Trotsky went on to fight the programmatic issues as

they arose, in defense of party democracy, for ‘planned
industrialization and voluntary collectivization, against
the capllulatlons and betrayals in the name of “socialism in
one country.” And, when it became clear that only civil war
measures could remove the bureaucracy, he advanced the
program of proletarian political revolution. That remains
the answer to the Stalinist degeneration of the Soviet
Union. Within the context of the struggle for international
socialism, there is ho other.

"The “democratic socialist™ alternative to Leninism which

, Schapiro claimed that Menshevism represented was ulti-

mately denied even by the Menshevik Dan. Though never
reconciled to Leninism, Dan acknowledged before his
death (in The Origins of Bolshevism)that by the time of the
revolution Menshevism had degenerated into “democratic
reformism,” prepared “by its principled refusal to struggle
for power against the bourgeoisie, and hence also by its
inner reconciliation with the‘abridged’ formulae of democ-
racy.” On the other hand, he acknowledged Bolshevism
“not as an accidental phenomenon...that interrupted the
liberating struggle, which had been going on for decades, of
the Russian intelligentsia, working-class and people as a
whole, but, on the contrary, as a natural product of that
struggle and an historically inevitable stage on the road to
its consummation.”

Schapiro's thesis that Leninism is ultimately guilty for
the crimes of Stalinism has found a pervasive echo among
Soviet intellectuals today. They likewise join in denounc-
ing Trotsky as “another Stalin” while looking to Bukharin
as the “humane” face of Communism. They would do well
to ponder the ideological company they keep.

I nothing else, Schapiro makes it clear through his views
and through his writings that prerevolutionary Russia
faced only two alternatives: a continuation of tsarist
reaction—whether under a Nicholas I or a Kornilov—and

‘Bolshevism. In the words of Rosa Luxemburg, the choice

was sociatism-or barbarism. Today the choice facing all of
humanity is international socialist revolution or nuclear
annihilation. The decisive battles will be fought out under

‘the banners of communism and anti-communism. Leon-

ard Schapiro was a willful and calculating apologist for
a dying system, a system based on savagery and lies.
The future of humanity lies with the struggle to reforge
Trotsky's Fourth International, the continuity of Lenin’s
Bolshevism. B

e
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Poliiical Bandits...

(continued from page 2)

issue of their newspaper Workers News. The WIL is the
only one of the remnhants of the implosion of Healy's Work-
ers Revolutionary Party (there are currently at least seven
publishing journals in Britain) to have made the report
available to the international workers movement. Inter-
ested readers who wish to obtain a copy of the report can
order oné directly from the WIL (1/17 Meredith, Street,
London ECIR 0AE, England).

From the time Gerry Healy’s Workers Revolutionary
Party (WRP) imploded spectacularly in the fall of 1985
(see “Healyism Implodes,” Spartacist No. 36-37, Winter
1985-86), it has been clear that none of the myriad cliques
and tendencies which spun out of it were interested in a real
reckoning with the WRP’s despicable record of political
banditry. For 20 years the Healy cult, with a brutal internal
regime held together by mind-numbing “dialectical”
mumbo-jumbo, violence and security fetishism, was a mill
for the cynical destruction of those leftists who made the
mistake of joining it. Healy was infamous for his capacity
for wild swings in political line in pursuit of egregious and
often mutually contradictory opportunist appetites. (In
“Wohlforth Terminated,” Workers Vanguard No. 61, 31
January 1975, we cited the Healyites” high-turnover opera-
tion in lumpen youth milieus as the political context for
their programmatic oscillations in the early 1970s.) By the
late 1970s the WRP had become shameless apologists for
Near Eastern dictators and oil sheikdoms. But to the extent
that the Healyites had a coherent political core they were
cringing legalist/ Labourite economists and virulently anti-
Soviet in concrete program. Those who had stuck it out for
years with Healy, through every twist, turn and betrayal,
could not be expected to function very differently without
him.

Soon after the implosion the dubious David North, who

came to replace Tim Wohlforth as leader of the tiny Amer-
ican Workers League in 1976, stepped into Healy’s mis-
shapen shoes as lider mdximo of the WRP's “International
Committee” (1C). North claimed the allegiance of the Ger-
man and Sri Lankan IC sections, the majority of the Aus-
tralian section led by Nick Beams, and a minority of the old
WRP under David Hyland. North expelled the rump of the
post-Healy WRP led by Cliff Slaughter, which retained in
its international orbit only a minority of the old Australian
IC led by Phil Sandford.

The Northite IC has clung to every despicable hallmark
of Healyism, from the use of the capitalist cops and courts
against opponents in the workers movement, to the
“Security and the Fourth International” slander campaign
against leaders of the American Socialist Workers Party
{SWP), who the IC claims are and were (even in Trotsky's
time!) agents of the capitalist and Stalinist secret police.
Not only does the shadowy North, who won his spursin the
Healyite organization as mouthpiece for “Security and the
Fourth International,” continue to retail the Stalinist slan-
der that Trotsky was killed “by his own people,” but his
organization has made its sinister efforts to aid the Ameri-
can capitalist state in railroading SWP member Mark
Curtis on phony rape charges into its chief international
activity (see “The Workers League and Mark Curtis,”
Workers Vanguard No. 480, 23 June 1989).

From the time the old WRP started up its subsidized
daily News Line in May 1976, its pages full of uncritical
adulation of the Libyan dictator Muammar Qaddafi, it was
clear that Healy’s organization was on'the take from the
Libyan regime. Slaughter's rump WRP was-forced to
admit as much in the aftermath of the implosion, and
with the membership clamoring for the truth, an Interna-
tional Committee Control Commission was convened.to
investigate. The Commission’s “Iaterim Report,” dated 16
December 1985, was more of an exercise in damage con-
trol than a real attempt to get at the truth: its revelations
were used by David North in his cynical IC power play and
the Commission didn't even attempt to investigate allega-

_tions that other 1C sections had also received Near Eastern

.0il money. Moreover, the Commission never aimed to hold '
accountable the WRP leaders who were implicated. All
names were deleted from the report except those of WRP
members who had split along with Healy, presumably sc
North would have plenty to hold over Slaughter et al. in

- the future.

The report documents the WRP's receipt of a total of
£1,075,163 from the Palestine Liberation Organization as
well as the governments of Libya, Kuwait, Qatar, Abu
Dhabi and Iraq from 1977 to 1983. No surprises here. More
damningly, the report reveals some of the concrete services
to be provided by the WRP to obtain the alliance with Qad-
dafi: in an April 1976 secret agreement with the Libyan
government the WRP agreed to provide intelligence
information on the “activities, names and positions held in

finance, politics, business, the communications media and
elsewhere” by “Zionists.” Even the Control Commission

report acknowledges that this agreement had “strongly
antisemitic undertones, as no distinction is made between
Jews and Zionists and the term Zionist could actually
include every Jew in a leading position.” So the WRP
agreed to spy on leading British Jews in return for Arab
gold. Healy's organization became agents for Qaddafi, and
a lot more than publicity was involved. ‘

The Control Commission reports that in connection
with this agreement, the WRP demanded £50,000 from the
Libyan government to buy a web offset press. The Control
Commission says it was unable to find any documentation
that this money was received. But the WRP did launch the
daily News Line a month after the agreement was signed
and did (according to the report) spend £188,500 to buy
two Hunter offset presses sometime in the period between
September 1974 and April 1981. ’

The London Sunday Times (7 February 1988) obtained a

“copy of the report and exposed the WRP as having been

“paid to spy for Gadaffi.” An ex-WRP member told them
that the WRP had culled information on leading “Zion-
ists” from the Jewish Yearbook and the Jewish Chronicle
and sent it to Libya. What was the response of the Slaugh-
ter WRP to the Sunday Times revelations? A statement
(Workers Press, 13 February 1988) that “no worker with
any sense will believe such rubbish. ... There is no evidence
that the party when led by Healy ever spied on ‘Jews’,
prominent or otherwise.” On the contrary, the £542,267
that the Control Commission documented the WRP got

. from Libya is a hell of a lot of evidence. The April 1976

spying agreement is what cemented Healy’s alliance with
Qaddafi.

Perhaps the most vicious crime of the Healy-led WRP
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was the fulsome support they gave to the Iraqi Ba'athist
government’s execution of 21 lraqi Communist Party
members in 1979. Both the Australian and American IC
sections reprinted articles from News Line hailing the
execution of these working-class.militants: the Healyites
positively gloried init, portraying the Communist oil work-
ers, the most class-conscious section of the Iraqi proletar-
iat, as agents of counterrevolutionary Stalinism. When the
WRP imploded, some members reported that they had
been assigned to take photographs of a London protest
against the lragi government, photographs which they
believed had been turned over to the Iraqi embassy. About
this deed, the Control Commission reports.“a receipt for

£1,600 for 16 minutes of documentary footage of ademon- .

stration is in the possession of the Commission.” Who was
the receipt made out to? Needless to say, wearen’t told. The
perpetrators should be brought to proletarian justice. But
that is the least concern of any of the Healyite remnants.

What Are North and Beams Covering Up?

After the 1C Control Commission delivered its report,
Cliff - Slaughter and his followers immediately began to cry
foul."In"a 14 January 1986 letter to all WRP’ members
Slaughter wrote:

“Is it only the WRP which received financial assistance

from one or other Middle Eastern bourgeois national gov- .

ernments? Which other sections did so?

“Is it not a fact that the Australian section did receive a
sum of (tens of thousand [sic] of dollars) in 19837 (We do
not say of course, that to seek such assistance is always

wrong, it is wrong when political principles are sold for the

maintenance of such relations)

“Is it not a fact that the receipt of this money by the-Aus-
tralian section [w)as reported to the Central Committee of
the SLL (Australia) only in the month before the IC meet-
ing of Dec 167 And is it not a fact that the 1C delegate, Cde
Beams, was told by his CC in Austraha to report this mat-
ter 10 the I1C?

“Is it not true that Cde Beams failed to report the matter to

David North and his mentor Gerry Healy in 1982. From 1976 Healy
determined the WRP’s political line in accordance with money
.received from Near East regimes. North's Bulletin reprinted WRP
article justitying 1979 Iraqi execution of 21 Communists (left).

Workers Press

_the IC or to the WRP delegates, but that he did reportitto
at least some of the delegates who supported the WRP sus-
- pension and certainly to Comrade North? Thal is what
happened.
“Finally: is it not true that Comrade North and Beams
agreed the matter should not be raised at the 1C because
they considered it did not constitute a “class betrayal™
How did they differentiate between the class betrayal of
the WRP in this matter—on which was based the argu-
ment for suspending the WRP from the IC. without
charges and without a hearing—and the actions taken on
behalf of the SLL (Australia)?”

Slaughter’s accusations have the ring of (self-serving) truth.
The Central Committee of the Australian SLL did censure
Beams, at a meeting held in February 1986, for failure to
report receipt of money from Arab regimes to the IC, and
according to Phil Sandford, Beams even voted for the |
motion (Socialist Labour League Internal Bulletin, Feb-
ruary 1986). Sandford, who soon after led a split from the
Northite SLL to found the Communist League in solidar-
ity with Slaughter, claims in the same bulletin that “the
SLL carried out a class betrayal in identical terms to that
carried out by the WR P, but it is not possible to discuss that
here for obvious reasons.” In an article in the December
<1986 ‘Socialist Press (journal of the Communist League),
Sandford recounts the story of SLL leader Greg Adler’s
1979 trip to Baghdad, where Adler had been instructed to

" ask for $100,000 to buy a printing press. Sandford claims

that Adler didn’t ask for the money, but nonetheless Gerry

Healy gave him quite a dressing down for daring to poach

on his preserve. Sandford goes on to report:
“The SLL's relations with the Libyan regime require a sep-
arate article. Suffice 10 say they were more productive
financially thanks to an even more slavish public relations
job in the pages of Workers News and such things as the
, memorable, leyan -financed brochurc entitled Libya—
"the true story

. As part of their turn to “commercial enterprise, commer-

cial print work,” the SLL also took money to print The Bell
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of Saigon, organ of the fascistic Vietnamese thugs who
have attacked Australian leftists and labor meetings.

One thing is for sure, the Australian Healyite remnants
are complicit with North and Slaughter in hiding the real
truth, A letter of Simon Pirani (for the Slaughter WRP
Central Committee) to the Northite 1C dated 21 July 1986
cynically asks “whether the Control Commission has com-
pleted its work.” The equally cynical Peter Schwarz replies
for the Northites, “You know as well as I do that the ICFI
Control Commission was refused any access toany further
information as soon as it had givenits interim report” (cor-
respondence published in March 1987 issue of Northite
Fourth International). Both sides blame each other for the
“incomplete” work of the Control Commission because
neither side wants the whole truth revealed.

" Why Did the Healyites Implode When They Did?

Another document in our possession sheds a lot of light
on events in the WRP in the fall and summer of 1985,
immediately predating the implosion. It is a “Financial
Report” by Corin Redgrave, dated 8 October 1985. While
Redgrave’s testimony must be taken with a grain of salt, he
certainly gives the flavor of things:

" “In the financial year 1984-85 scarcely a single rent or rates
demand was paid on time. Bailiffs took walking pos-
session of the contents of the party’s printshop in Runcorn,
the party bookshops, and on one occasion at least, the
party headquarters at Clapham. The total cost to the party
in one financial year from court charges, solicitors’ fees,
bailiffs’ fees and interest, was more than £7,000.”

On 3 April 1985 British Rail, to whom the WRP owed
£25,515.58 for carriage charges, suspended credit to
Astmoor Litho, publishers of News Line, and demanded
cash payments before it would ship the newspaper. By |
July 1985, not a single major wholesale supplier would deal
on credit terms with New Park Publications. By October,
the WRP owed £30,000 in back fees to their accounting
firm, which was refusing to keep up the books. Redgrave
claims that the mess was all the fault of the WRP finan-
cial apparatus who, unbeknownst to Healy (!), had been

financing WRP operations through a £35,000 bank
overdraft negotiated in October 1982. Redgrave also
claims that from 1984 on, the financial apparatus had been
selling and mortgaging party property, all apparently in a
desperate effort to keep things afloat.

By the summer of 1985 the whole stinking house built
by Gerry Healy was about to come tumbling down. And
everyone in the leadership knew it. It was doubtless no acci-
dent that Aileen Jennings, whose infamous letter charging
Healy with sexual misconduct touched off the implosion,
was a linchpininthe WRP’s financial apparatus. The WRP

Political Committee originally labeled her letter a “provo-

cation.” It was only when the WRP’s financial debacle
could no longer be hidden that Slaughter et al. decided to
use its revelations agamsl Healy.

An emergency meeting of the International Committee
was called in August 1985 to discuss the WRP's financial
crisis. Healy tried his usual trick of scaking more money
out of the tiny 1C satellites. The slimy David North, who
was in on all the backstabbing intrigues in the WRP lead-
ership from the beginning, saw that things were about to
exp]ode. North pledged to contribute £30,000 and, accord-
ing to Savas Michael! (leader of the Greek 1C section who
stuck with Healy), he then didn’t turn over the money
(Marxist Review, May 1986). North knew exactly what he
was doing with this maneuver, and in the aftermath of the
implosion his “Control Commission” smugly documented
the WRP's financial impasse, confirming the picture
painted by Corin Redgrave.

Redgrave dates the WRP's escalating financial crisis
from October 1982, The “Interim Report” of the 1C Con-
trol Commission details the drastic dropping off of Near
Eastern oil funds between 1982 and 1983 (£271,217in 1982,
only £3,400 in 1983; nothing in 1984 and 1985). Thus the
immediate motive seems clear. Healy’s longtime lieuten-
ants, none of whom ever objected at the time to any of the
betrayals perpetrated by the WRP in order to get money
from Near Eastern bourgeois governments, moved in to
depose Healy not because of the receipt of that money, but
because that money dried up. 1l

Revolutionary
History

A collaborative, archwal journal
published in England

Volume 1, Nos. 1-4
Volume 2, No. 1

$5.00 eéch issue

Order from/make checks payable to:
Spartacist Publishing Company
Box 1377 GPO, New York, NY 10116, USA

ism.during: th\g)

Seét“:hkyd World War

Volume 1, No. 4

Vohme 1, No 4 Winter 1943 89 Volumae 2, No 1, Spring 1999
. &Y ” -

Volume 2, No. 1




SUMMER 1989

47

'Second Amendment...

{continued from page 56)

What's new here is the acrive political campaigning by
the country’s police chiefs to disarm the civilian popula-
tion. Heading them up is Los Angeles chief Daryl Gates,
notorious for his racist defense of the LAPD’s use of the
deadly choke hold against blacks and Latinos. The cam-
paign has been picked up by the Bush administration’s anti-
drug “czar™ William Bennett, and the federal government
has now banned imports of 49 models of semiautomatic
“military-like” weapons. In Washington, D.C., curfews are
being imposed on youth while the president drops hirits of
calling out the National Guard in the nafme of the “war on
drugs.” Thedrift toward police bonapartism in the U. S has
just lurched into a higher gear.

“] don't want that gun on the street,” Chief Gates decreed
(New York Times, 28 January), and he quickly received
backing from police groups across the country. Forthe TV
cameras, cops staged demonstrations of the supposedly
“excessive” power of these “assault” rifles by blasting away
cinder blocks and watermelons, not telling viewers that vir-
tually any good hunting rifle could do the same thing. The
police claim they are “outgunned” by drug gangs on the
streets, but anyone who’s seen the L.A. cops’ paramilitary
operations, using an arsenal of gunship helicopters and
tanks, knows that'’s baloney.

The guns they are talking about banning are civilian
versions of military-style rifles, such as Colt's AR-15,
which is patterned after the army's M-16. They can carry
largc magazmes of 20 or more bullets, but the civilian
version is only semiautomatic, meaning a single bullet is
fired with each trigger pull; in the fully automatic mlhtary
version, a stream of bullets is fired as long as the trigger is
pulled back. The distinction between a common semiauto-
matic hunting rifle and an “assault rifle” is blurry, since the
former can also accept large magazines and many of them
are more powerful than the military weapons. Thus the
popular .30-06 manual, bolt-action hunting rifle packs
rwice the kinetic energy of a “military-style” AKS.

Polls show that even people who favor banning “assault
rifles” know it will not stop the “drug mafia” from getting
their guns the same way they get their drugs—smuggling
them in with the help of corrupt police departments and
army commanders with friends in high places. {In the Iran/
contra scandal, the Reagan/Bush/CIA team in Central
America smuggled guns to the contras and returned with
drugs for profit.) So the anti-gun propagandists resort to
loaded, questions, asking “whether there is any purpose in
civilians’ owning military-style weapons except to kill peo-
ple and why law-abiding people would want to own them”
(New York Times, 3 April).

It's really not news that guns were invented to kill
people. And in this class-divided society, it has more than
occasionally been necessary for “law-abiding” citizens to
defend themselves with violence, even against the so-called
legally constituted authorities. Are memories really so
short? Recall the bloody Ludlow, Colorado massacre of
1914 in which 21 men, women and children, families of
striking miners, were killed by the machine gun fire of the
state militia, who were really Rockefeller’s hired guns. But
the workers were armed by the United Mine Workers, and
to the bosses’ horror for ten days some 1,000 strikers fought

UMW
After 1914 massacre in Ludiow, Colorado, United
Mine Workers organized to ﬁght back against state
militia, matching bullet for bullet.

back bullet for bullet.

Recall as well the 1937 Memorial Day ‘Massacre at
Republlc Steel in South Chicago. On May 30 of that year,
in’' the midst of a national strike against the “little” steel
companies (i.¢., all the companies except the giant United
States Steel Corporauon), 1,500 protesters, mostly strik-
ers and their families, marched in a holiday mood toward
the Republic Mill, They were met by a solid line of 200 cops
and a sudden volley of tear gas shells. As the marchers
broke and ran, the cops charged with blazing guns and
swinging clubs. Ten workers were shot'dead, and another
40 were wounded—all of them shot in the back. An addi-
ticnal 101 protesters, including an eight-year-old child,
were injured by clubs. In this case the strikers had been
politically disarmed by their union misleaders with the line
that the cops, sent to keep order by the Democratic
“friends” of labor, should be “welcomed.”

We also remember the 1979 Greensboro Massacre, in
which five leftist civil rights workers and labor organizers
were gunned down in cold bicod by a Klan/Nazi group. An
FBI informer led the fascists to the murder site, and an
agent of the federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms showed them how to use and transport the
semiautomatic weapons. Or in the Philadelphia of black
mayor Wilson Goode, where the cops in 1985 raked the
MOVE commune with 10,000 rounds in 90 minutes, using
fully automatic- M-16s and M-60 machine guns, and
incinerated eleven black people, including five children, in
a fire ignited by C-4 plastic explosive provided by the FBI.
But of course none of the “concerned” anti-gun lobbyists
are advocating taking away guns from the cops.

White middle-class liberals preach total pacifism from
the relative safety of their condos and suburban ranch
houses—they don’t expect the cops to come bursting into
their homes, But the ruling class does not believe in
pacifism and has carefully armed its state to the teeth. The
whole issue of gun control revolves around the question: do
you trust rhis state to-have a monopoly of arms? And the
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answer is refracted through the deepening class and racial
polarization of this society. The core of the state, after all, is
“special bodies of armed men,” as Lenin explained in his
1917 pamphlet The State and Revolution, commenting on
the writings of Marx and Engels. And this is not our staie,
but the capitalists”; they assert the state’s monopoly of
armed force in order to maintain their class rule,

To Disarm the People

The whole hlstory of gun control is the story of the rul-
ing class trying to ‘disarm the population, particularly in
periods of social struggle. The ban on automatic weapons is
usually linked to gangsters like Al Capone, but it never
stopped them [rom getting their hands on Thompson sub-
machine guns, just as the mob today has its Uzis. More to
the point, the 1934 ban on automatic weapons came in the
. Great Depression when the spectre of working-class revo-

_lution haunted Washingten (in fact, that year saw three
citywide general strikes led by ostensible communists). The
federal gun control act of 1968 came at the peak of black

ghetto upheavals. And the perennial push to ban the cheap .

handguns known as “Saturday Night Specials” is just an
attempt to make guns more expensive and hence less acces-
sible to the poorer classes.

Gun laws are fossilized traces of the evolution of society
and the state. In a recent book on Afghanistan, Pakistani
leftist Raja Anwar writes: “In a society where every group
and every citizen is armed, no government can possibly
function” (The Tragedy of Afghanistan [1988]). Anwar
knows whereof he speaks in his richly detailed firsthand
account of this country of heavily armed tribal peoples, but
his conclusion is wrong. The conclusion should be that the
government must have some relation to the governed, good
or bad. Thus in Nicaragua there are several hundred thou-
sand guns in the hands of the population, and while the
shooting range outside Managua is filled every weekend

with people practicing their (fully automatic) AKs, these
guns have been used to defend a revolution against the
contra terrorists.

Today the police are concerned about “assault rifles”
mainly because they are turning up in the black ghettos,
at least in California. What gets cops upset is that a
semiautomatic rifle might have given a Malcolm X the
chance to defend himself, or might let 4 housing project res-
ident fend off cop assaults when a “TNT” anti-drug squad
comes illegally bursting through the door. In the recent
period cops have run amok across the country, gunning
down people at will. And when a Larry Davis managed to
defend himself against the murderous cops, and was
acquitted by a Bronx jury last year, the killers-in-blue
staged a massive armed demonstration of cop power.

For years, as liberals railed against every sort of firearm,
opposition to gun control was led by the National Rifle
Association, which brags about training police. But this
time the NRA's right-wing political and cop connections
were of no avail against the “bipartisan” consensus of the
capitalist parties—concerned about “violence” as the
economy spirals downward—to push for civilian disarma-
ment. So in quick succession unprecedented bans have

~ been passed on “assault rifles"—dubbed “Rambo guns” by

the same media which promoted the Rambo image during
the Reagan years. First Stockton, then L. A, and in March
the California legislature voted a statemde ban. In New
York City, which already requires strict licensing of rifles
and shotguns, the city council is considering a similar ban,
pushed by racist mayor Ed Koch and police chief Ben
Ward.

On the national level, the day after Bennett announced
the import ban, Colt Industries said it would voluntarily
stop selling its AR-15 to civilians (police and military can
still buy it) in order to be “consistent with U.S, Govern-
ment policy.” (Colt is a scabherding outfit whose workers
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were brutally
clubbed.
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have been on strike for'over three years.) And in Congress,
Democratic Senator Howard Metzenbaum, among oth-
ers, is pushing a bill which would treat semiautomatic
weapons like fully automatic weapons (already banned).
Liberal Democratic Senator Ted Kennedy endorsed the
anti-gun ban under the slogan “Support Your Local
Police™ (New York Times, 22 March). And sensing the
political winds, President Bush, a life member of the NRA,
backhandcdly endorsed’ the ;outcry” against the guns,
“semiautomated [sic] weapon or automated, whlchever it
was.”

In an attempt to-justify this massive assault on Amerl-
cans’ constitutional right to “keep and bear arms,” the
bourgeoisie is rewriting its own Constitution in the media.
We are told civilians can own arms only if they are “partic-
ularly suitable for, or readily adaptable to, sporting pur-
poses,” as specified in the 1968 federal gun control law. A
“stricter” interpretation of -this act was the administra-
tion's basis for cutting off imports of the “assault™ weap-
ons. So we are told it’s OK to use firearms to hunt deer or
shoot at paper targets but not for self-defense. “I do not
believe thal an AK-47, a machine gun sic], is a sporting
weapon " was the line ex-president Reagan mouthed for
the TV cameras.

From Feudalism to Capitalism

Four centuries ago the Renaissance and the Reforma- _

tion combined with the “gunpowder revolution,” as mili-
tary historian John Keegan noted in his book The Mask of
Command (1987). This threatened the state by putting
untold power in the hands of the common man, Keegan
noted, particularly when combined with the proclamation
of a right to bear arms, “a genuinely seditious principle.”
Military power could no longer be confined to a few skilled
noblemen and their retinues. A precursor to the gun was
the crossbow: “In seconds an amateur with a crossbow
could wipe out years of costly training, to say nothing
of generations of noble (even royal) breeding,” wrote
Robert L. O’Connell 'in the Military History Quarterly
{Winter 1989).

Both the Church and the English aristocracy tried to ban
the crossbow, but the rifle was a far more serious threat,
particularly after the Industrial Revolution made mass
production possible. Under the Saxen and Norman feudal
systems every freeman had not only a right but a duty to
keep arms. In 1181 Henry 1I issued an Assize of Arms
which specified what type was to be kept by what type
of person. The late feudal, centralizing proto-absolutist
Tudor monarchy took measures to protect the declining
skills of longbow archery (symptomatic of the declining
feudal order) by passing laws against handguns and cross-
bows, limiting possession to the wealthy. The 16th and 17th
century rulers in Madrid, Vienna, Paris and London met
the threat posed by the new weapons by establishing stand-
ing armies “to monopolize the power unleashed by the gun-

 powder revolution” (Keegan). The French absolutist king
Louis XIV made laws against pistols, and later only the
aristocracy was permitted to carry arms, while firearms
production and supply was heavily state-controlled.

In Japan the Tokugawa Shogunate succeeded in dis-
arming the peasantry in the late 16th century. The old order
was retained into the 19th century by closing the society to
European mercantilism, Christian missionaries and fire-

" Valerio/Philadelphia inquirer
Massacre of Philadelphia MOVE, May 1985: cops
opened up with machine guns, whlle tirebomb was
dropped on black commune, killing eleven, Includlng
five chlldren

arms. In the 1850s about the only firearms in Japan were
primitive matchlocks replicating 300-year-old Portuguese
designs. But new and overpowering Western imperialist
pressures led to the Meiji Restoration in 1868, opening the
road to capitalist development. The Shogunate itself had
disarmed the old samurai caste; it was itself‘'overthrown by
a rifle-equipped conscript army. The Japanese cmzenry
never acquired any significant stock of non-military fire-
arms, making it easier for the Japanese ruling class to apply
the sweeping bans on firearms and other weapons which it
retains to this day,

In Europe and America it was the struggle against
absolutist, reactionary tyrannies which produced the revo-
lutionary principle of the “right to keep and bear arms.”
One of the first acts of the French Revolution was to seize
weapons and ammunition from the arsenals. And every
subsequent revolutionary upsurge has been accompanied
by similar actions. The right to bear arms was codified by
the Second Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. What's
going on today is a calculated counierrevolutionary at-
tack by a decaying ruling class on these constitutional
guarantees.

' The Second Amendment’s

Revolutionary History

The clear intent of the Second Amendment (ratified in
1791), as expressed in its language, was not sport or hobby
but a people’s militia:

“A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of
a free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms,
shall not be infringed.”
The constitutional right ts not about hunting or target prac-
tice; the American colonial revolutionaries wanted the
whole people armed, centering on military arms—in
today's terms something like the AK-47—in order to be
able to kill British soldiers, and to forestall the threat of any
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standing army, which they rightly regarded as the bane of
liberty and the basis of tyranny. Indeed, what triggered the
American Revolution were attempts by the British army,
in particular General Thomas Gage, to force colonialists
to surrender their arms. As noted in a recent article by
Stephen P. Halbrook:

“The Revolutionary War was sparked when militiamen

exercising at Lexington refused to give up their arms, The

widely published American account of April 19, 1775,

began with the order shouted by a British officer:

“‘Disperse you Rebels—Damn you, throw down your

Arms and disperse’.”

. —American Rifleman, March 1989
There is a continuum between the English Civil War, the

American Revolution and the American Civil War. The
question of the standing army and the king’s attemptsto
raise taxes to finance it against the opposition of Parlia-
ment and the emergent bourgeoisie was central to the out-
break of the English bourgeois revolution. Oliver Crom-
well .beheaded the king in 1649 and the revolution gave
birth to democratic principles, codified decades laterin the
English Bill of Rights of 168% when the revolution was
already ebbing and -after a renewed drive to absolutist
reaction under James 11. As a guarantee against the Cath-
olic/royalist threat, the English Bill of Rights listed “true,
ancient and indubitable rights,” including:

“6. Thal the raising or keeping a standing Army within the

Kingdom in Time of Peace, unless it be with Consent of

\
- Parliament, is against Law.
“7. That the Subjects which are Protestants, may have
Arms for their Defence suitable to their Condition, and as
are allowed by Law.”
—quoted in Stephen P. Ha!brook
Thar Every Man Be Armed (I984)

This principle was reiterated in the 18th-century Black-
stone’s Commentaries, still regarded as a definitive bour-
geois statement on the English Common Law. The 1689
Scottish Claim of Right reiterated an identical point about
thé right to bear arms. In Scotland this assertion was
underpinned by a widely accepted custom of bearing arms.
This reflected among other things the recognition that the
ability to mobilize forces of equipped and experienced
fighters at short notice had often been the margin between’

-independence and English invasion and conquest. In addi-

tion the Scottish Reformation had faced the challenge of
attempts to impose French-backed Catholic absolutism.

Carrying forward the English tradition, the American
revolutionaries expanded on this right, in light of their own
experience in struggle against the British king, when they
drew up the Constitution in 1787. In the state conventions
which ratified it, a “militia” was understood to mean the
armed people, not a “select” militia like the present-day
National Guard (which can be federalized and keeps its
arms stored in armories controlled by the government).
The right to “keep and bear arms” was universally recog-
nized as an individual right. As Patrick Henry summed it
up, “The great object is, that every man be armed.”

As in any class society, there were some big, categorical
exceptions to these “umiversal” rights. The Second Amend-
ment assumed it was English-speaking white Protestants
that had the guns, to be used against Indians, black slaves,
Spanish, Dutch and French invaders and, needless to say,
the British former colonial masters who continued to
threaten the young republic. Thus in South Africa today
the white population is individually heavily armed as one of
the means 1o maintain their status over the black majority.
Similarly in the English Revolution the right to bear arms
was directed against Catholics as perceived and frequently
real representatives of reaction. Applied in Ireland this was
an instrument of exploitation and tcrnble oppression, In
Ireland after 1688, among other anti- Catholic measures, no
Catholic could serve in the army or possess arms. In the
later 18th century armed militias were raised in Ireland and
Britain. In Ireland these mainly Protestant “Volunteers”
took up the struggle for reforms. Then an “Arms and Gun-
powder Bill” was passed requiring the Volunteers to turn in
their arms. The radical wing, inspired by the Americanand
French Revolutions, and led by Wolfe Tone, took up the

. call for universal suffrage and the removal of all laws

against the Catholics. The United Irishmen uprising of
1798 was Ireland’s failed bourgeois revolution.

-Despite these limitations on the concept of “universal
rights,” the American War of Independence released a
world-shaking democratic spirit, reflected in the military
sphere by the arming of masses of civilians who could be
trusted, out of ideological conviction, to fight for their gov-
ernment in loosely-controlled guern]]a -type units. As was
noted by Friedrich Engels, who was'no mean soldier him-
self (bemg a heroic and able officer on the revolutionary
side in 1848): '

“While the soldiers of European armies, held together by
compulsion and severe treatment, could not be trusted to
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fight in extended order, in America they had to contend
with a population which, untrained to the regular drill of
line soldiers, were good shots and well acquainted with the
rifle. The nature of the ground favored them; instead of
attempting manoeuvres of which. at first they were inca-
pable, they unconsciously fell into skirmishing. Thus, the
engagement of Lexington and Concord marksanepochin
the history of infantry.”
« —“Infantry,” an article for The New American
Cyclopaedia (1859)

Abolition of Slavery by Arming the Slaves

But the Americans’ so-called democracy accepted slav-
ery, written into the Constitution itself. It was generally
recognized that if the slaves got guns it would mean the end
of slavery, so they were denied this legal right through the
device, juridicaily approved by the Supreme Court in the
infamous Dred Scott case in 1857, of claiming that “the

people” -meant only “citizens,” and “citizens” did not -

include black slaves. Chief Justice Taney noted with hor-
ror that if blacks were citizens they would be entitled to a
long list of rights, including the right “to keep and carry
arms wherever they went.”

" John Brown was among a smatl vanguard in the 1850s
who saw that only force of arms would put an end to slav-
ery, and he became a prophetic martyr for leading the
famous raid on a federal arsenal at Harpers Ferry in 1859,
Meanwhile, ex-slave and abolitionist Frederick Douglass,
a close friend of Brown, openly defended a man’s “right of
self-defense” when fugitive slaves were being hunted by
agents of the slaveholders, even if this meant “shooting

down his pursuers,” as occasionally happened. “Slaveryisa’

system of brute force,” he said. “1t must be met with its own
weapons.” : ’

Thus when the Civil War came, and the Northern bour-
geoisie bécame so militarily desperate in 1862-63 to crush
the slaveholders’ rebellion against the Union that Lincoln
issued the Emancipation Proclamation and agreed to the
forming of black regiments, Douglass seized on this his-
toric opportunity. “Men of Color, To Arms!” was his
slogan as he campaigned for black volunteers for such
famous regiments as the 54th Massachusetts. And it wasn't
only in the army that blacks fought—during the racist anti-

draft riots in New York in 1863, according to one black
newspaper of the time; )
“The colored men who had manhood in them armed them-
selves, and threw out their pickets every day and night,
determined to die defending their homes.... Most of the
colored men in Brooklyn who remained in the city were
armed daily for self-defense.”
—quoted in James M. McPherson,
The Negro’s Civil War (1965)

In the post-Civil War Reconstruction period, the cen-
tral struggle in the South was between the newly emanci-
pated blacks seeking to exercise political power and the
remnants of the slaveholders’ government seeking to put
the former slaves back “in their place.” This struggle piv-
oted on black people’s possession of arms. Hence the reac-
tionary “black codes™ passed in various Southern states
tried to outlaw possession of firearms by blacks. An 1865
Florida statute, for instance, made it unlawful for “any
Negro” to possess “firearms or ammunition of any kind,”
the penalty for violation being the -pillory and the whip.

In response, the federal government's Freedmen's Bu-
reau widely distributed circulars which read in part, “All
men, without distinction of coler, have the right to keep
and bear arms to defend their homes, families or them-

selves.” But the question would be decided by military

power: the racist white state militias, aided by the private
Ku Klux Klan, were already disarming blacks, whose only
defense was their own arms and/or the occupying Union
Army. What was going on in the South was graphically
described in one letter cited in Congressional hearings
in 1871:
“Then the Ku Klux fired on them through the window one
of the bullets striking a colored woman...and wounding
her through the knee badly. The colored men then fired on
the Ku Klux, and killed their leader or captain right there
on the steps of the colored men's house....”
In this case, as in many others, the Klan leader turned out
to be “a constable and deputy sheriff.”

While Congress adopted all sorts of paper measures pro-
tecting blacks, including the Fourteenth Amendment to the
Constitution which guarantees “equal protection of the
laws,” it betrayed the promise of black liberation in the
Compromise of 1877, when Union troops were withdrawn
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from the South. Because they could not defend their rights
by force of arms, black people were denied all their rights.
It took a long and often bloody struggle for the civil rights
movement 80 years later to restore some of the blacks'
rights won in the “Second American Revolution™ which
was the Civil War. o

Disarming the Population

In the 19th century Karl Marx had expressed the hope
that America would be one of the few countries where
working people could take power more or less peacefully
because the ruling class had virtually no standing army but
relied on militias. Yet by the turn of the century the U.S.
had entered the imperialist club and quickly developed a
standing army. And over the years Second Amendment
rights, supposedly inviolate, have been increasingly
constricted by layer upon layer of laws which made gun-
owning and armed seif-defense more and more of a class
privilege.

The most notorious example is New York State’s Sul-
livan Law, which makes it illegal to carry a pistol for self-
defense, unless you're one of a handful of well-connected
people who can get a license to “carry” from the police
department, people like real estate mogul Donald Trump
and New York Times publisher Arthur Q. Sulzberger
(“Businessmen Opt to Pack a Gun,” New York City Busi-
" ness, 11 March 1985). The law was passed back in 1911
after a man who felt he had been unjustly fired from his city
job as.night watchman shot the mayor with a revolver. Hiz-
zoner survived, but the incident was seized upon by “prom-
inent” citizens such as John D. Rockefeller, Jr. (the same
one responsible for the Ludlow massacre) to launch a cam-
paign for gun control. And the New York Times led the
pack. ) .

Today, also, while “Punch™ Sulzberger has armed
guards, as well as a pistol stashed in his desk drawer,
his newspaper editorializes against “Rambo Guns”
(15 March)—all in the name of fighting “crime,” which cer-
tainly hasn’t decreased in New York City since [911. The

Workers man
the barricades
during the-

Paris Commune,
March 1871.

Times has an amazing capacity for nonsensically discon-
necting the question of guns from its social context. Thus
Stephen Kinzer, for five years the Times' man in Mana-
gua, calls it a “social problem™ that in Guatemala *300,000
people are licensed to carry firearms and another 300,000
do so illegally” (“Guatemala: What Has Democracy.
Wrought?” New York Times Magazine, 26 March). He
doesn't relate this to the fact that there have been rightist

. death squads, a guerrilla insurgency for 20 years, and an

insanely savage, heavily armed army.
The Times’ A.M. Rosenthal has gone a step further by
suggesting (17 March) that today the Second Amendment

" means nothing but arming a “drug militia.” And on April 7

the paper printed a letter from a Catholic bishop explicitly
calling for repeal of the amendment. The Times' unstated
goal is in all circumstances a thoroughly armed govern-
ment and a thoroughly disarmed population.

" And it’s not only such mainstream imperialist spokes-
men, but also the rad-libs and even “left” groups, which
want gun bans. The Narion (3 April) front-paged their posi-
tion: “How Citizens Can Beat the Gun Lobbyj.” And most
of the reformist left has kept mum on this issue, because
they're closet liberals. After eight years of the Reagan/Bush
administration, the days are gone when sociat activists at
least made the obvious observation that “crime” is rooted.
in social conditions and cannot be eradicated by police
measures. ‘

In talking about who is “outgunned,” the real balance is,
in Jeffersonian language, how many guns are in the hands
of the people, and how many in the‘hands of the govern-
ment. Yet today the reformists are all signing up for the'
Democratic/ Republican “war on drugs,” which is a ra-
tionale for vicious police repression of the whole popula-
tion, particularly blacks and Hispanics. In fact, street crime
could probably be cut in half overnight simply by
decriminalizing drugs and giving them out, free to addicts.
But such a measure would fly in.the face of bourgeois
“morals,” as well as undermine the rationale for increased
police powers.
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- Behind the renewed call for gun bans is racism; as we

have said before, gun control kills blacks. With the rise of

the civil rights movement, gun control again became
closely associated with ruling-class fears of black libera-
tion. Robert F. Williams, the head of the Monroe, North
Carolina NAACP, was hounded out of the country for
organizing a black defense squad against racist attacks.
When Malcolm X tried to get around the stringent New
York pistol law by carrying a carbine for self-defense, the
city quickly passed an ordinance against carrying “long-
arms” in public. Not long after, in 1965, Malcolm was
assassinated. In Louisiana and a few other Southern states
in the mid-'60s the Deacons for Defense and. Justice were
successful in using firearms to protect the civil rights move-
ment from Klan attack. Among the Deacons’ standard
weapons was the M-I carbine, an “assault rifle” which
black men had learned to.use in the army in World War 11
and the Korean War.

- While the U.S. forma]ly upholds on paper the right to
“keep and bear arms,” there still are a number of capitalist
. countries where the right is much more of a reality-because

of exceptional circumstances (mainly a more muted class
struggle). Switzerland has 600,000 “assault rifles” capable
.of full-auto operation in private circulation, and in Den-

mark the Home Guard militia keeps their “assault rifles™ -

and submachine guns in private homes (there are bitter
memories of the Nazi occupation). Yet a total of 13 killings
in 25 years have been linked to the 60,000 Danish Home
Guard weapons in c1rculat10n

The Turning Point: 1848

As the call for a people’s militia was adopted by the
rising proletarian movement, the bourgeoisie abandoned
its own slogan that “every man be armed.” As noted by
Friedrich Engels, the workers’ demands for social equality
contained “a threat to the existing order of society™: )

*...the workers who put it forward were stillarmed; there-

fore, the disarming of the workers was the first command-

ment for the bourgeois, who were at the helm of the state.

Hence, after every revolution won by the workers, a new

struggle, ending with the defeat of the workers.

“This happened for the first time in 1848

—Engels’ 1891 introduction to Marx’s
The Civil War in France

With the appearance of the proletariat as an independent
actor on the scene, “the armed people” became archaic as
the population was polarized along class lines. 1848
marked the beginning of the modern world in which we still
live, and the class struggle between the bourgeoisie and
proletariat remains historically unresolved to this day.

The defeat of the 1848 revolutions in Europe was fol-
lowed by a.bloodbath revealing the “insane cruelties” of
which the bourgeoisie is capable, wrote Engels. “And yet
1848 was only child’s play compared with the frenzy of the

bourgeoisie in 1871, when the workers of Paris rose up

and formed the Commune. One of the Commune’s key
decisions came on 30 March 1871, when it “abolished con-
scription and the standing army, and declared the sole
armed force to be the National Guard, in which all citizens
capable of bearing arms were to be enrolled.” When the
Commune fe]l in May 1871 before the troops of the French
government, behind whom stood the more substantial
forces of the-Prussian army, the disarming of the working
class was followed: by a massacre of defenseless men,

no credit

Massive general strike on the Glasgow Clydeside in

1919 was met with armed troops.

women and children in which some 30,000 died.
Legislation against the possession of arms and for gun
control ‘precisely correlates with the social situation. Be-
sides the seminal events of 1848 and 1871, the whole his-
tory of France since 1789 demonstrates the way in which
the ruling class has resorted to firearms control in accord
with the felt threats to its position. After the restoration of
the monarchy in 1816, Louis XVI1II sought to disarm the
population by ordering all arms turned in. Louis Philippe
in 1834 and Napoleon II1 in 1858 passed laws to restrict .
access to arms, A 1939 emergency decree of the Daladier

'government remains the basis for all subsequent French

gun control laws, and new restrictions were imposed in
1958, 1960 and 1961, during the crisis surrounding the
Algerian war for independence. However, the memory of
the armed insurrection of the Communards remains alive:
in the French working class. And the Resistance during
WW 11, despite the Communist Party’s nationalist, class-
collaborationist role, did not exactly leave a pacifist anti-
gun legacy.

Anti-Gun Legislation in Britain

Such is the social-democratic complacency and respect
for the established ruling-class order among many British
leftists, thai they often see a concern with the right to bear
arms as a peculiarly American fixation. Yet Britain pre-
sents a centuries-long history of anti-weapons threats
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. ] Soviet Writer
Petrograd, 1917: Red Guards with banner, “LongLive
the Universal Arming of the People and the Workers
First of All.”

tightly associated with counterrevotution and fear of the

working class. It was the spectre of the Russian-Revolu-

tion and national uprising in lreland which prompted the
introduction of the 1920 Firearms Act, which remains the
basis even today of the sweeping gun controls in Britain.

In 1939 George Orwell noted the direct correlation
between stricter gun control legislation and rising class
struggle in Britain:

“When | was a kid you could walk into a bicycle shop or
ironmonger’s [hardware store] and buy any firearm you
pleased, short of a field gun, and it did not occur to most
people that the Russian revolution and the Irish civil war
would bring this state of affairs to an end.”
In fact the right to bear arms was preserved by Parliament
throughout the 19th century. But faced with the example of
the French Revolution, and new upheavals associated with
the growth of industrial capitalism, the capitalist ruling
class resorted to a number of other measures. Particularly
following the Luddite disturbances and the 1819 Peterloo
massacre {in which Hussars killed and wounded hundreds
at a popular demonstration in Manchester), laws were
passed banning drilling, “seditious™ meetings and the pub-
lication of “seditious libels.”

The Arms Act of 1820 aliowed Justices of the Peace 10
seize arms which might be used by revolutionaries but it
applied only 10 industrial areas like Lancashire, Notting-
" hamshire and Durham which had been at the center of the
unrest. Opponents of the 1820 Act denounced it in Parlia-
ment as an attack on the right to bear arms and the govern-

ment admitted such a right. Laterin the century, there were .

repeated attempts to introduce gun control, all of which

\

failed in Parliament. In 1889-an ambassadorial report com-
missioned by the government noted: “If a Montenegrin has
a six barrelled revolver in his belt, he knows that his
neighbour is similarly provided. Consequently, it may be
said that all start fair” (quoted in Colin Greenwood, Fire-
arms Control). And during the 1893 debate over pistol leg-
islation, one MP asked: “Why should Englishmen not arm
themselves? 1t was natural and parliament ought not to
interfere with such a right” (fbid.}). In 1903 an act was
passed making it necessary to obtain a license for a pistol,

. but obtaining a license was still relatively easy. In 1911, fol-

lowing an armed robbery by “Russiananarchists” in which
three police were killed and the ensuing siege of Sidney
Street {or which the army was called in, an Aliens (Pre-
vention of Crime) Bill was presented to Parliament. This
sought to restrict the right of “foreigners” to bear arms, but
this also failed to carry in Parliament.

During World War | the Defence of the Realm Act in-
cluded restrictions on the sale, purchase and transfer of
arms, but it was applied only in Ireland. All army officers
were still expected to buy their own revolvers, except with
the mass conscription and slaughter at the front, they were
not all “gentlemen™ anymore. But events during and after
the war began to loom large in the mind of the ruling class:
the 1916 Easter Uprising in Ireland, Scotland’s Red Clyde-
side, army mutinies, October 1917 and the revolutionary
turmoil in Central Europe, unrest in the colonies. A 1920
government report focused on the danger to the “British
Empire” of arms in the hands of “savage or semi-civilised
tribesmen™ and “the anarchist or *intellectual’ malcontent
of the great cities” (quoted in Greenwood). Among other
weapons, 15,000 machine guns had been officially awarded
to ex-servicemen as trophies of the world war. By the time
the 1920 Act was debated in Parliament only one MP,a Lt.
Commander Kenworthy of Hull, clearly expressed con-
cern about the right to bear arms: “The very foundation of
the liberty of the subject in this country is that he can, if
driven to do so, resist. You can only govern with the con-
sent of the people.” He was roundly denounced by other
MPs for suggesting that redress might be sought through
“armed resistance to the State” and the'legislation was car-
ried at its second vote by 254 10 6. Needless tosay, after the
Firearms Acts of 1922 and 1937 (directed against the IRA)
the British-imposed gun control laws in Ulster, among the
hardest in the world, have not dented the widespread use of
arms in that never-ending fighting rooted in Britain’s
centuries-old oppression of Ireland.

More recently, following the 19 August 1987 “Hunger-
ford massacre,” when a licensed gun holder ran amok
killing 15 people, even more sweeping gun controls were
introduced, banning not just automatic weapons but also
semiautomatic and pump-action rifles, and adding new
restrictions on shotguns. The very wide police discretion on
licensing and control is enhanced. Meanwhile the “un-
armed bobby” increasingly resorts to the use-of firearms
even in connection with traffic offenses.

The Bolshevik Revolution

It was an armed working class which made the Bolshe-
vik Revolution, in accordance with Lenin’s call:

“Following the path indicated by the experience of the
Paris Commune of 1871 and the Russian Revolution of
t905, the proletdriat must orgamise and arm all the poor,
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exploited. sections of the population in order that they
themselves should take the organs of state power directly

into their own hands, in order that rhey themselves should -

constitute these-organs of state power.”
-—"Letters from Afar, Third Letter Concerning a
Proletarian Militia” (March 1917)

The Soviet Red Guard workers militias. fought the first

battles of the ensuing civil war. Like all ‘militias, the Red
Guards were not much good at first, but in war one’s
strength is always relative to the enemy's, and the Whites
suffered from low morale. Militiamen can become pro-
fessional fighters if they survive long enough to gain expe-
rience. As the founder of the Red Army, Leon Trotsky,

commented in December 1921,“In the initial stages we .
learnt manoeuvring from them [the Whites].” And the -

Soviets eventually triumphed over the combined strength
of 14 imperialist/ Allied expeditionary forces and the tsarist
White Guards.

Though the Bolsheviks advocated a.socialist militia “in
conneéction with the abolition of classes,” they were forced

by the fight against counterrevolution to build a standing -

army. Trotsky explained in the foreword to the fifth vol-
.ume of his military writings (How: the Revolution Armed,
1921-23[1981]) that the problem was rooted in the poverty
and backwardness of Russia, wherein “the Red barracks

constitutes an incomparably higher cultural setting than

that to which the Red Army man is used at home.” But
when Stalin usurped political power at the head of a con-
servative bureaucracy, he made the standing army into a
fetish, going so far as to mimic the Western capitalist
armies’ ranks and privileges. Trotsky denounced this:
+“No army...can be more -democratic than the regime
which nourishes it. The source of bureaucratism with its
routine and swank is not the special needs of military
affairs, but the political needs of the ruling stratum.”
—The Revolution Betrayed (1936)
Having restored the officer caste 18 years after its revolu-
tionary abolition, Stalin then beheaded the Red Army on
the eve of Hitler's invasion.

In the shadow of the oncoming world war, Trotsky's
Fourth International insisted in its 1938 Transitional Pro-
gram:“The only disarmament which can avert orend waris
the disarmament of the bourgeoisie by the workers. But to
disarm the bourgeoisie the workers must arm themselves.”

Its program for revolutionary struggle against imperialism -

Nuclear credibility:
Marshal Rodion Y.
Malinovsky, Soviet
defense minister
in the 1960s,
infuriated Pentagon
by advocating

and deploying
nuclear forces to
counter imperialist
first-strike threat.

the demand for

A ..
and war included the call for: “Substitution for the stand-
ing army of a people’s militia, indissolubly linked up with
factories, mines, farms, etc,” Its demands for military train-
ing and arming of workers and peasants under the control
of workers® and peasants’ committees were coupled with
“complete independence of workers’
organizations from military-police control.”

The American bourgeoisie of the 18th century could
afford the Second Amendment when there was not much
wage labor, blacks were not free and a small farmer class
approximated “the people.” But today, in capitalism’s

‘death agony, as the economy falls apart and labor/black

explosions threaten, they want to take the masses’ guns
away. In this atmosphere, the NRA lobbyists now find
themselves politically disarmed in Congress, state legisla-
tures and city councils as they plead for their “sporting”
weapons while urging an even greater “War on Crime” by
the cops and the feds (American Rifleman, April 1989).
Marxists, in contrast, oppose racist gun control and defend
the right of labor/black armed self-defense. And over the
years women too have gained from Second Amendment .

‘rights—as the old saying goes, “God created man and

woman, and Colone! Colt made them equal.” But, guns
were designed for killing people. The desire for a socialist
world order—i.e., the abolition of socnety based on class
division and national oppression—is in part the desire that
the use of guns might indeed become a mere hobby.
The guns the working people had better worry about
today are those in the hands of the capitalist rulers, who

-want a total monopoly, at home and in the world. The

former chief of the U.S. Strategic Air Command, General
Curtis LeMay, called for bombing Vietnam back to the
Stone Age, which the Pentagon attempted. And Washing-
ton howled against Soviet Marshal Malinovsky for de-
claring that the USSR must be prepared to defend itself
with nuclear weapons. Yet only the Soviets’ own develop-
ment of an atomic arsenal has been able to deter the first-
strikers in Washington who are géaring up for a final
nuclear Gozrerdammerung

Having guns is no magic talisman, but an unarmed pop-
ulation faces merciless slaughter at the hands of this vicious
ruling class whose state is armed to the teeth. For as Karl
Marx summed it up in Capital (1867), “Force is the mid-
wife of every old society pregnant with the new.”®

Camera Press
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Port Hudson, Louisiana, 27 May 1863: First major battle of the U.S. Civil War in which black Union troops

took part. o

Revolution and the Right to Bear Arms

‘The Second Amendment
to the U.S. Constitution

EXPANDED FROM WORKERS VANGUARD
NO. 475, 14 APRIL 1989

“Remember that the musket...is better than all mere

parchment guarantees of liberty. In your hands that

musket means liberty; and should your constitutional

right at the close of this war be denied...your breth=

ren are safe while you have a Constitution which

proclaims your right to keep and bear arms.”

—Frederick Douglass appealing to blacks to join the

Union Army, August 1863

A'merica’s capitalist rulers are taking aim at the funda-
-mental right of the people to arm themselves. Thisright to
bear arms was born of revolution, constituting a vital
defense against tyranny. Naturally, despotic regimes prefer
to rule over defenseless subjects: an armed people can fight
back. Today, the government which sponsors counterrev-
olutionary terrorists .and drug traffickers in a crusade
against Communism wants to disarm the population in the

name of a “war on drugs and terrorism.” Though the
United States with its widely popular and constitutionaltly
recognized right to bear arms provides a sharp example,
this is no issue of “American exceptionalism™ but a his-
toric and living question elsewhere internationally. And it _
is the Marxists, who champion the cause of all the
exploited and oppressed, that oppose gun control from the
standpoint of the struggle for workers revolution.

Currently spearheading the gun control drive in the
United States is the ban on so-called “assault rifles.” As
usual, the gun-ban forces seized upon an emotion-packed
criminal incident to fuel a campaign of hysteria—the’
January massacre of five Asian American schoolchildren
by a racist nut wielding a semiautomatic AK-47 rifle in
Stockton, California. Needless to say, the maniac might
just as well have misused an ordinary shotgun for his hor-
rible slaughter, but the fact that he used a military-type
weapon was played to the hilt in the media to whip up sup-
port for a ban of this particular category of weapon.

' continued on page 47,




