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FTER 11 weeks of NATO bombing, Yugoslavia (Serbia) has

surrendered. NATO went to war to force the Rambouillet

“agreement” on the Serbian regime. Rambouillet proposed
to restore to Kosova, which was populated by more than 90%
ethnic Albanians, autonomy within the Serbian state.

That would be a very great improvement for the Kosova Alba-
nians. Rambouillet was not, however, primarily pro-Albanian.
Rambouillet aimed to curb, stifle and frustrate Albanian nation-
alism. There is a more or less continuous area populated by
Albanians stretching from the Albanian state through Kosova to
parts of Macedonia and Montenegro. They are divided by artifi-
cial borders. NATO'’s concern was that, once Albanian resistance
began to take the form of guerrilla warfare, the increasingly sav-
age Serb oppression of the Kosova Albanjans could destabilise
much of the Balkans.

For most of a terrible decade, Kosova Albanian resistance to
ethnic oppression — they were kicked out of jobs, basic school-
ing, higher education and medical care, and attacked by soldiers
and cops when they tried to organise schools of their own — had
taken the form of unarmed civil disobedience.

To prevent destabilisation, NATO wanted to secure some tol-
erable conditions of national life for the Kosovars, before
Milosevic and the Kosova Liberation Army set the Balkans alight.
Thus Rambouillet laid it down that the KLA should be disarmed
and that Serb soldiers and police would control Kosova.

They started bombing Serbia in the expectation that Milo-
sevic would cave in quickly. Perhaps they even saw the bombing
as a matter of giving him an excuse to cave in quickly. On past
experience in Croatia and Bosnia, Milosevic was a man they
could do business with. The Serb drive against the Kosovars
which had been going on for many months, ostensibly against
the KLA, but increasingly taking on the character of ethnic
cleansing against the whole population, was both NATO’s rea-
son, because it signified that things were on the brink of getting
out of control, and NATO’s excuse. It was both the real reason,
or part of it, and the “good reason”.

NATO may well have calculated that Milosevic would defy
afew days, or even a couple of weeks of bombing. They may well
have expected that Milosevic would use that time for a brutal
drive against the KLA. But plainly they thought that a few days,
or a week or two, of bombing would be enough to bring Milo-
sevic to heel. Had they believed otherwise, they would not
necessarily have made better preparations to protect the Koso-
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Who will win the peace?

vars: most likely they would not have started bombing.

In previous wars, most spectacularly in Vietnam, heavy high-
tech bombing from the air could not stop a relatively “low-tech”
enemy on the ground. From the start some establishment crit-
ics said that the bombing could not possibly achieve the stated
goal, protecting the Kosovars, without a simultaneous invasion
by NATO ground troops. Evidently Milosevic thought likewise.

Far from bringing Milosevic quickly to their bidding, the
bombing gave him cover for what must have been a pre-planned
all-out drive to Kill or clear out the two million Kosova Albani-
ans. The noise of the exploding NATO bombs in Serbia came to
be only hellish background music to the catastrophe that engulfed
the Albanians.

Wrong-footed by Milosevic, NATO could neither retreat by
stopping the bombs nor up the ante by immediately dropping
ground troops into Kosova. Once Milosevic refused to capitulate
after a short spell of bombing nothing but large numbers of
ground troops could have shielded the Kosovars. NATO remained
fundamentally concerned with securing stable conditions in the
Balkans for the “imperialism of free trade” and with asserting US
power, not with the rights and interests of the Kosovars. NATO
chose to wage a long high-tech air war, with minimal NATO casu-
alties; to concentrate on bombing the Serbian economy back
decades, while the Serb chauvinists went on doing their awful
work in Kosova: mass killings, rapes, burnings, the driving out
of many hundreds of thousands of Albanian people.

NATO remained what it always had been. As we wrote in
Workers’ Liberty in April: “Nobody should trust NATO politicians,
or NATO bombs and troops. Socialists should not take political
responsibility for them or advise them on what to do next”. We
could not support NATO. Our camp was the “Third Camp” of
the working class and oppressed peoples aspiring to liberation.

Yet, if NATO had stopped the bombing after the first few
days, when catastrophe started to engulf the Kosovars, that
would have given Milosevic a tremendous victory and guaranteed
him a free hand to crush and disperse the people of Kosova. He
would not have needed to fear a harsh reckoning in the near
future from forces inside Serbia.

Undoubtedly the bombing did drive the Serb opposition —
most of them nationalists indifferent or hostile to the Kosovars
— into solidarising with Milosevic against the enemy in the sky.
And what if Milosevic had won an easy victory over NATO and
realised the old Serb nationalist dream of driving the Albanians
out of Kosova? That would have been for him what Egypt’'s US
gift of “victory” over Britain, France and Israel, at Suez in 19506,
was for Egypt's Abdul Gamel Nasser. It would have raised him
above challenge by any opposition in the calculable future;
immediately, it would have meant extirpation for the Kosovar
Albanians.

The future of the Kosova Albanians, if they were to have any
future in Kosova, depended on the outcome of NATO’s air war.

Now that the war is over, NATO politics, expressed but
simultaneously obscured by its military action, will come to the
fore again. To claim that the air war was about NATO making an
attack of the old colonial-imperialist sort on Serbia’s national
rights defies the facts and whitewashes Milosevic.

In April’s WL we called for independence for Kosova and
arms for the Kosovars. We denounced NATO’s desire to main-
tain a strong rump-Yugoslav state and conserve the national
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borders in the region, regardless of the rights of such groups as the
Kosovar Albanians. That desire has been consistently expressed in
US and European Union policy towards ex-Yugoslavia since 1987,
when Milosevic started his drive to tighten Serbian control over
Kosova and create as much of an ethnically homogenous Greater
Serbia as he could. Now we denounce NATO on a further count:
its public acceptance in advance that the Serb population of
Kosova will be driven out.

At the start of Milosevic’s recent “ethnic cleansing”, they were
less than 10%. We do not know how large a portion of the Serbs
living in Kosova were actively involved in the assaults on their
Albanian neighbours. Most likely, many were. But the ethnic rule
of thumb is, for consistent democrats, no accepiable meastire of
anything on either the Serb or the Albanian side. The idea that
all Serbs are guilty should be regarded with the same hostility as
we regard Milosevic’s attitude to the Kosova Albanians.

That Kosovar Albanians and the KLA will feel “it’s our turn
now”, and try to act on it, is only another facet of the murderous
cthnic antagonisms that led to the horror in Kosova. Those social-
ists who backed the Kosovars against Milosevic can have no part
of it. Socialists must insist: democracy, not revenge!

I

HIS still-unfolding tragedy is one of a long series of ethnic con-

flicts and wars in Balkan history. As the wars produced in

Croatia and Bosnia by the break-up of Yugoslavia showed ear-
lier in this decade, there are no good and no bad peoples in these
wars. At each turn of events the oppressors change roles with the
oppressed, The central problem is that which Trotsky, a war cor-
respondent in the Balkans during the wars of 1912 and 1913,
described like this: the borders of the states are drawn across “the
living bodies of the nations”. Today, that is still true. The peoples
have a deeply felt — and often deeply frustrated — sense of eth-
nic-national identity. The working class socialist answer to this
situation was worked out as long ago as 1910, at a Conference of
Balkan socialists in Belgrade.

The 1910 Conference statement read: “To free ourselves from
particularism and narrowness; to abolish frontiers that divide peo-
ples who are in part identical in language and culture, in part
economically bound up together; finally, to seep away forms of for-
eign domination both direct and indirect that deprive the people
of their right to determine their destiny for themselves.”

Trotsky commented: “The positive programme that follows
from this is: a Balkan federal republic.”

The Communist International endorsed this programme, link-
ing it to an immediate struggle for socialism. They did not propose
to brush aside or suppress national aspirations, but to drain the chau-
vinist poison out of them by a consistently democratic arrangement
of their affairs, and the maximum ethnic-national self-rule within
the Balkan Federation.

Supertficially, Tito’s Yugoslavia seemed to be a realisation of
that programme in a part of the Balkans. In the late mid-"40s the
Stalinist rulers of Bulgaria and Yugoslavia even made some efforts
to unite their countries; it appeared that the inclusion of the Alban-
ian state in Yugoslavia and its union with Kosova would lead to the
creation of a separate Albanian Republic inside Federal Yugoslavia.
Russian interference, and then the open break between Tito and
Stalin (mid-1948) put an end to all that.

In fact, it is pure illusion to think that Tito’s Yugoslavia was a
mini version of the Balkan Federation of the 1910 and Communist
International programme. Even bureaucratically, in its later, looser,
form, the Stalinistic Tito regime did everything from on top, like
the Stalinists they fundamentally were (see Barry Finger’s article
in WL55). In Kosova, in particular, rule from Belgrade was always
imposed by superior force, never freely chosen by the people of
the area.

The main point for an understanding of the ethnic-national con-
flicts of the '80s and "90s is that Yugoslavia did not approach its

national problems in a democratic spirit on any level; it did not allow
maximum self-determination for its component peoples. The 1910
programme has not been tried and failed because of some deep
unreason in the people; it has never been tried.

Within the six Yugoslav Republics and two (sometimes)
autonomous regions, Kosova and Vojvodina, the boundary lines
within Yugoslavia still cut through “the living bodies of the nations”.
Most of the Republics had national minorities, without any form
of self-government — the Serbs in Croatia, for example, and the
Albanians in Montenegro and Macedonia. Behind this arrange-
ment lay the idea that the existence of such interlacings — with
minorities dependent for their rights on the good will of the cen-
tral government — would bind Yugoslavia together, like jutting bits
of a jigsaw puzzle locking into other pieces.

Where the 1910 and Communist International programmes had
proposed to render the ethnic-national antagonisms non-toxic by
giving each nation and fragment of nation maximum freedom,
thus also building a common democratic respect for the freedom
of others, Tito’s Yugoslavia did no such thing. The Titoite state was
created by conquest from within by the Partisan Army which Tito
and his lieutenant had created after mid-1941 to fight the German
and Italian occupation. Ethnic-national aspirations were not satis-
fied, but bureaucratically balanced and set off one against another,
and frozen in a police state. They unfroze, to revive, and be revived,
when an economic crisis triggered by Yugoslavia’s interactions with
international capitalism exploded in the 1980s.

The virulent revival of Serb and Croat chauvinisms in the late
1980s triggered and licensed other nationalisms. The Serb minori-
ties in Croatia and Bosnia, who should long ago have had self-rule,
were mobilised in the cause of building a Greater Serbia. How? By
way of a primitive imperialist expansion that aimed to replace —
“cleanse” — the population of an area and plant it with Serbs. A
devil’s carnival of bloody-handed chauvinism spread across wide
areas of former Yugoslavia.

1T

ITHIN Yugoslavia, Kosova always had a special place: it was

what Ireland was for centuries to England, an internal

colony. Trotsky called the Serb occupation of Kosova in
1912 an act of imperialism. The Albanians in Kosova were subjected
to massacres in 1918 and 1919-20. Many were driven out to Alba-
nia and Turkey. They were subjected to forced Serbification; their
own language, literature and history was suppressed. That was their
fate in the Serb Empire from the end of the First World War. They
suffered an identical fate for more than half of the life of Tito’s
Yugoslavia.

The Kosovan territory was conquered, like all of Yugoslavia,
but more so, and occupied by the Partisans in 1945. There was
another massacre. Partly because the dissident Titoite Stalinists
feared that the Kosovars could be used as agents of the Albanian
state, which supported Stalin’s Russia in the post-1948 conflict with
Yugoslavia, everything that had happened to the Kosovar Albani-
ans in the 1920s and '30s was repeated in the "50s and '60s. About
a quarter of a million of them were forced out, to Turkey, in the
mid-"50s.

Then, from the late *60s, as a result of mass student action and
changes in the Tito regime, to the late '80s, Kosova’s Albanians
experienced a brief Golden Age. The 1974 constitution gave
Kosova all the attributes of a full Republic, except the name and
the notional right to secede which it bestowed. Yet the arrange-
ments were full of contradictions.

The clumsy bureaucratic nonsense that characterised the Tito
regime’s national policy even at its most benign, shown clearly in
the fact that the Albanians in Macedonia and Montenegro remained
cut off from Kosova, though they were contiguous with Kosova,
by arbitrary administrative decision; all of them remained cut off
from the adjoining Albanian state. Rather than give the Kosovars
the status of a full Republic, they kept it as an autonomous — but
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no longer subordinate — part of the Serb Republic; real Kosovar
Albanian self-rule within this clumsy arrangement demanded that
Serbia’s “autonomous region” be given considerable rights of veto
over decisions of the Serb Republic. As if to illustrate Karl Marx's
dictum that a nation which oppresses another can never be free,
this frustrated the self-rule of the Serbs in the Serb Republic!
The age of Kosova Albanian self rule ended with a brutal Serb
drive to turn Kosovi back into a direct-rule internal colony.

[

v

OCIALISTS have responded to the war in three ways. Some

have seen Kosovar national rights as the main issue. Others

have seen the Kosovars as irrelevant or subsidiary elements in
a conflict between Serbia and imperialism. A third group has tried
to amalgamate the first two approaches. In Britain the radical or
would-be revolutionary “anti-imperialists™ united with pacifists, with
Stalinists (who think Serbia is the last surviving “socialist” state in
Europe) with anti-EU people, anti-Americans and anti-Germans, to
form a peace campaign around the slogans “Stop the Bombing! Stop
the War!™

But how, on what basis, was the war to be stopped? From what
vantage point were they opposing the bombing? Except to those
who nonsensically claimed, in order to fit their agitation into old
models, that the war was about NATO using a national-minority
problem as a convenient excuse for colonial or semi-colonial con-
quest of Serbia, it was plain that the war could be stopped by Serbia
ceasing its terror against the Kosovars. What does it mean to call
for “Stop the bombing” while flatly opposing Kosovar self-deter-
mination, failing to mention it, or saying in the small print that
Kosovar self-determination is desirable but improbable and anyway
secondary?

In a war, one side of which was doing what the Serb state was
doing in Kosova, what does it mean to focus a campaign around
a military-technical slogan telling the other side to stop doing the
only thing they are doing? It means to throw what weight vou can
muster on Milosevic's side — the side of Serbian imperialism! It
implics that NATO bombing of Yugoslay property in which the Bel-
grade regime claims 1,500 civilians have died is a far greater evil
than the deliberate slaughter of unknown, and probably vast, num-
bers of Kosovars, and the driving from their homes of most of the
two million others.

“Stop the Bombing, Stop the War!” (NATO’s war) meant “Vic-

1. At the start of the war, Workers' Liberty thought “Stop the Bombing!” made sense.
Bombing could not achicve its supposcd objective, defence of the Kosovars, But
the Serb drive to clear out the whole Albanin population of Kosova, killing large
numbers of them, changed the meaning of that slogan.
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tory to Milosevic™ and “Leave the Kosovars to Milosevic™!

In fact, at meetings of the “Stop the Bombings; Stop the War”
campaign, the front rank organisers, the Socialist Workers™ Party,
were fanatical in their opposition to adding such slogans as
“Yugoslavia/Serbia out of Kosova”; "Arm the Kosovars™; “Inde-
pendence/Self-Determination for Kosova™. They wanted the
campaign to mean what the slogan they did not dare raise actually
means: “Victory to Milosevic”. They bolstered their case by agita-
tion, some well-founded and most exaggerated, about the horrors
of the NATO bombing. The SWP turned Socialist Worker into a
Serb war-propaganda sheet. SWrefused to publish letters from SWP
members raising the question of Kosova.

\7

LL “Do this! Do that!” military-technical comments on a war

imply an overall analysis, even if the analysis is not understood

or the implications intended. That is why Marxists never take
sides, or refuse to take sides, or extrapolate general assessments,
from specific events or tactics in a war according to such criteria
as: who fired the first shot? Who has invaded whose country?
Who won the last battle? Who is most savage in pursuit of victory?
Which side is our own capitalist government on? We are not
always for the defeat of our own capitalist government, irrespec-
tive of who they are fighting or why. None of these “case by case”
responses will allow you to make sense of a war: frequently they
will lead you to radically misunderstand what is really going on. If
vou are honest about it, they will lead you to zig-zag wildly, a kite
in the changing winds of the war.

Marxists proceed differently. We ask who is fighting this war,
and why? What objectives are they fighting for? What really led to
this war? What is the overall international context of the war? If
war is the continuation of politics by other means, of what poli-
tics is this the continuation?

For example, in World War One, Austro-Hungary, egged on
by Germany, started the war, with an ultimatum to Serbia; Germany
invaded Belgium and northern France. Prussian militarism did
commit atrocities. For example when a civilian fired a shot at the
German troops marching into Louvain, the German army, as
reprisal, deliberately destroyed the medieval cathedral there and
alibrary of ancient, rare and precious books! Fully a quarter of the
population of Serbia was wiped out during the World War.

Going from “case to case”, issue by issue, the parties of the
socialist international could not but divide into antagonistic groups
reacting differently to part of the picture — their *own” part. Ger-
many’s invading troops were in northern France and in all of
Belgium. The Germans could not but see the threat of barbaric
Tsarist Russian invasion; the Russians — the once-great Marxist
Plekhanov, for example — saw Russia threatened with reduction
to the status of a colony, and so on. It was necessary to go beyond
part-views and to take an overall political view in order to see how
the parts fitted together. It was necessary to take not many national,
partial, viewpoints but a common, overall, international working
class viewpoint. It was only in that way that the local specifics could
be properly understood and assessed. Only in that way could the
overall reality which dominated the specifics be seen.

A very good case could, Lenin argued, in isolation from the
whole international situation, be made for action to rescue “poor
little Belgium™ and “gallant little Serbia”. In certain circumstances
socialists would support capitalist international action to drive
the Germans out of Belgium.

“The German imperialists have brazenly violated the neutral-
ity of Belgium, as belligerent states have done always and
everywhere, trampling upon all treaties and obligations if neces-
sary. Let us supposce that all states interested in the observance of
international treaties should declare war on Germany with the
demand that Belgium be liberated and indemnified. In that case,
the sympathies of socialists would, of course, be with Germany’s
enemics. But the whole point is that the Triple (and Quadruple)
Entente is waging war, #of over Belgium: this is common knowl-
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edge and only hypocrites will disguise the fact. Britain is grabbing
at Germany's colonies and Turkey; Russia is grabbing at Galacia and
Turkey, France wants Alsace-Lorraine and even the left bank of the

Rhine; a treaty has been concluded with Italy for the division of

the spoils (Albania and Asia Minor); bargaining is going on with Bul-
garia and Rumania. also for the division of the spoils. In the present
war waged by the governments of today, it is impossible to help
Belgium otherwise than by helping to throttle Austria or Turkey,
ete! Where does “defence of the fatherland” come in here? Herein
lies the specific feature of imperialist war, a war between reac-
tionarv-bourgeois and historically outmoded governments for the
purpose of oppressing other nations”. (Socialism and Wer, 1914).

“We must spcak the truth to the “people’ who are suffering
from the war: that truth is that no defence can be put up against
the sufferings of wartime unless the government and the bour-
geoisie of every belligerent country are overthrown. To defend
Belgium by means of throttling Galicia or Hungary is no “defence
of the fatherland™™. (The social-chauvinists’ sophisins, 1915).

In the real situation, two great imperialist blocs were at war.
There were “Belgiums™ and “Serbias™ on both sides: to rescue one
on the other side you had to consent to the slavery of the other
on “vour side”. The political inethod used by the “Stop the bombs.
stop the war” camp to judge this war was that of the “social cheit-
vinists” (“socialists in words, chauvinists in deals”, as Lenin
wrote) in World War One!

Instead of making a concrete picture according to the method
outlined above, they made a fetish of being against NATO and
ignored evervthing else, including the attempt to destroy the
Albanian Kosovars (some of them. the SWP, made dishonest pro-
paganda for Milosevic, even about what was being done in Kosova).
They hung their campaign on military-technical “demands™ —
demands which implied an analysis — and wound up as a propa-
ganda resource for Milosevic and Yugoslav ethnic imperialism.

Now it would be just as wrong to muke a fetish of Kosova. You
might have to regard Kosova as a subordinate detail, if NATO's goal
was to conquer Yugoslavia, using Kosova as its “gallant little Bel-
gium”. Is that what has been happening? There is not the slightest
possibility of that. NATO's objective is to get capitalist order and
stability on the south-castern fringe of the EU. Throwing their
weight about, trving to be the world's policeman — that is impe-
rialist? Only in a certain context largely absent here.

Lenin understood that there is no such thing as a revolution-
ary slogan that is purcly negative. You need to say, not just
shamefacedly imply, what you are for, and why: you need to put
it in political context. Because they did not do this, the SWP in the
“peace campaign” wound up as public apologists for Slobodan Milo-
sevic, using methods that were, in technique and substance — in
their shameless lying and one-sidedness — startlingly like old Stal-
inist apologies for the USSR, Where old Stalinists (and current
supporters of “Milosevic the socialist™) wind up in such a position
by way of a pixillated positive support for Serbia’s “camp”, thesc
“Trotskyists™ wind up in Milosevic’s camp by blinkered negativism
towards the other side. Their eves fixed on NATO, they walk back-
wards into the company of Slobodan Milosevic and his genocidal
Dark Age-imperial project on Kosova. Such an attitude is a pecu-
liar form of brutish chauvinism — negative. back to front, upside
down chauvinism, but a chauvinistic narrow, albeit negative, focus
on one’s own state.

VI

CENTRAL fact of life is that both the left and the revolution-

ary international socialists are, for now, a very weak force; so,

politically, is the working class. That is why the demoralised
and confused “Marxist™ “anti-imperialists” look to even a Milose-
vic to “give NATO a bloody nose”. And why their socialist mirror
image, the armchair generals of the shamefaced “Victory to NATO™
camp. wound up agitating for ground troops in Kosova.

When NATO puts in ground troops, or bombs, or whatever.
it will do it for ruling class reasons, not ours. It will act to carry out
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not our political programme, but theirs. The idea that it can be oth-
erwise, is fantastic wishful thinking. The idea that socialists should
abandon their own political independence for a fantasy. a mere
dream of influencing the ruling class to act contrary to their own
nature and in accordance with ours. The “victory to NATO™ social-
ists are, in the circumstances, less repulsive than the “victory to
Milosevic” “Trotskyists™. Both, however, are but different poles of
the decomposition of international socialist politics into the chaotic
confusion faid bare in this war.

The job of consistent socialists, political pioneers of a renewed
mass working class socialist movement, is not to cover for Milo-
sevic and demonise NATO, or play the same role the other way
round. It is here and now to make propaganda for independent
working class politics and to engage in the class struggle. In con-
flicts like that of the Balkans, our responsibility is to tell the truth,
advocate consistent democracy — a democratic Balkan Federation.
organised in a network of self-determining, ethnic-national entities.
This is an essential part of the programme that will help unite the
working class across the national-cthnic boundaries, and teach
them how to drain the blood-filled rivers of hatred. contempt and
cthno-centricity that murderously divides them now.

We are never nationalists. But socialists are always champions
of the nationally oppressed. We advocate their right to self-deter-
mination, up to independence. This does not imply acceptance of
pre-ordained stages — first solve the national questions and then
the social questions. A consistently democratic programme on
the national question is part of the working class socialist pro-
gramme. It is the only way the working class — accepting and
advocating a democratic framework within which the different peo-
ples can live together — can unite. [tis the only basis, translated
into state structures, on which asocialist socicty can be organised.

That is one lesson of the breakdown of Yugoslavia.

In this war, Workers' Liberty has represented independent
working class — soctalist — politics against both the morally and
politically disgraceful proponents of an anti-imperialism of idiots.
the “Victory to Milosevic™ element, and against those who though
the role of socialists was to support and advise Blair and NATO.

We judged the issues from an overall political assessment of
what was going on. We criticised and denounced NATO's politics:
we will go on doing that during the working out of the peace set-
tlement in the Balkans. We saw Kosova as the central issue — 50
we are glad that Milosevic has not won.

In the immediate circumstances, NATO victory is the lesser evil.
But we do not bow down to the immediate circumstances and the
lesser evil. We could not, did not and do not positively support
NATO. We rcject the delusion that somehow we could or can now
persuade NATO to act as an effective-political surrogate for the inde-
pendent working class force which. alas, has vet to recreate itself
and which can only be recreated by socialists consistently advo-
cating working class political answers rather than supporting
ruling class “lesser evils”. We indicted NATO politics. We shall con-
tinue to do so during the working out of the peace settlement in
the Balkans.

For the Kosovars, NATO's victory is better than Milosevic's; for
the Serb people it does not mean the loss of anyvthing sociatists and
democrats can support them in claiming.

“The attempt of the bourgeoisie during its internecine conflict
to oblige bumanity to divide up into only tieo camps is motivated
by a desire to probibit the proletarial from baving its own inde-
pendent ideas. 1his method is as old as bourgeois society: or more
exactly, as class sociely in general. No one is obligated to becone
a Marxist; no one is obligated to swear Dy Lenin's name. But the
whole of the politics of these tweo titans of recolutionary thought
was divected towards this, that the fetishism of tieo camps would
give way to a third, independent. socereign canpy of the profe-
tariat, that camp upon which. in point of fact, the future of
Iinanity depends.”

Leon Trotsky
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The Balkans war: a symposium

Boris Kagarlitsky*

THINK you may have a false view of opposition to NATO’s

bombing here in Russia. The Western media portrays Russians

as pro-Slavic, pro-Serb, pro-Orthodox. But the opinion polls
here suggest that the people do not give a damn about the Serbs
or the Orthodox church. What there is is an anti-Americanism. This
anti-NATO feeling has developed from a very strong anti-American
current that has grown-up here duing the last ten years.

How do you see the issue, both personally and as a repre-
sentative of the left?

Prime Minister Zyuganov shares a kind of geopolitical attitude
— that is, the West is moving closer to Russia, NATO forces are
moving closer to Russian borders. This poses a direct threat to Rus-
sid; Russia has to resist. One possible way to resist is to back the

Serbs, who are fighting the West. From this point of view, of

course, the question of Milosevic and the Albanians looks like an
irrelevance.

This is the popular feeling as well. Ordinary people say: of
course we have sympathy for the Albanians, but it doesn’t matter.
Because they also know that during the Soviet war against the Nazis,
there was a lot of repression against small peoples, but that did not
change the nature of the war. If you are fighting a defensive war
against aggression, the nature of a bad or repressive regime does
not change the nature of the war.

On the left, the position is more complex. There is a debate going
on about Milosevic and his regime. Different views are expressed.
Some, from a traditionalist, or crypto-Stalinist background, view
Milosevic as defending the remains of what they understood to be
the old socialist Yugoslavia.

Others, on the contrary, insist that Milosevic is corrupt and that
his regime has nothing at all to do with socialism. This wing is very
negative about Milosevic’s policy in Kosova and Serbia. However,
they also insist that NATO has strengthened Milosevic's control
inside Serbia and increased the repression in Kosova against the
cthnic Albanians (in other words, giving the ethnic cleansing a sort
of “justification”). This wing believes that even from a narrow
humanitarian approach, NATQO's actions are counterproductive.

In my view, I think the issue is not about whether NATO's
actions are counterproductive or not. The question is: was anything
positive or humanitarian ever desired by the NATO powers? |
think not. They never had any serious desire to protect the ethnic
Albanians. If you read the Rambouillet agreement, you will find that
the agreement deals with the rights of NATO in Kosova and in
Yugoslavia, not with the rights of the Kosovars. NATO is fighting
an aggressive war.

And the way they have handled this war shows that they do not
give a damn about the Kosovars. Their bombing has turned the
whole area into a disaster zone. They have also created a situation
where the refugees will not be able to return even if the West wins
the war — because this area is so devastated. Pushing people back
will be as criminal as pushing them out.

What do think the West’s policy is?
They do not want to invade, not because they do not want to

* Interviews conducted by Mark Osborn
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control Serbia militarily, but because they will lose too much hard-
ware and too many troops. And in the long run they fear loosing
the ground war. The West seems more powerful than it actually

is.

What should the left say about the Kosovars? We cannot
accept what has happened to these people.

Of course we should not accept what has happened to them.
But the question is: once this disaster has happened, what should
be done next?

The Serb police have behaved like pigs in Kosova for years.
And they created the preconditions for rebellion. While 1 do not
think that the KLA is an organisation for the left to support, this
does not matter, because if you are a young Albanian in Kosova,
and you have no job, and you face Serb police repression, every-
day, on the streets, you will join the KLA. And this is despite the
fact that the KLA is probably not much better.

But the West is not interested in the plight of the Albanians at
all. It will not put the refugees back, not even if they win. And the
degree of ecological and social devastation means that they should
not be put back there.

Ironically the right policy now is not to deal with moving peo-
ple back but, rather, how to help the refugees in a new life. The
West started the war, and now the West will have to accept about
two million refugees.

So the left should accept the result of what Milosevic has
done?

Yes. We have to. And I'm sure most of them do not want to
return.

The West is s guilty as Milosevic. Not accepting this means West-
ern intellectuals do not understand that if you face such a war from
the Serbian side there are only two ways to deal with Kosova: push
the people out or to kill thousands and thousands of people in
Kosova to stop a guerrilla war. The West pushed the KLA — not
much militarily, but politically it pushed — to expand its opera-
tions. The KLA anticipated Western help.

Once the war starts, what are the military options available to
the Serbs? If the population is still present, they are very hostile.
If the people remain thousands will die to stop the rebellion. The
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other option is ethnic cleansing. It is awful but at least many
remain alive. Both options are the results of the criminal policy of
the Serb regime. But in the circumstances they have opted for a
“lesser evil ™.

On the West’s side, it has opted for the worst evil. They bomb
from such a4 height because they are afraid to risk the lives of their
pilots. They do not effectively hit military targets: instead they hit
towns and economic targets.

What should the left demand? Some sort of autonomy for the arca;
the right to return must be guaranteed (whether we push them to
return is another matter); the right to move elsewhere if they
choose.

Why do you say “autonomy” rather than independence?

['ll tell you why. The Serbs are not colonisers here. They have
been on this land for many hundreds of years. The cthnic balance
in favour of the ethnic Albanians has shifted dramatically only in
the last 20 years. It is a question of one generation. Before that the
balance was 60% Albanian to 40% Serbian. Now it is 85% Albanian
to 10% Serb.

This shift is a consequence of two factors: cconomic depression
in Kosova itself led to Serb emigration. The Serbs were better edu-
cated and in a better position to get jobs elsewhere in Yugoslavia
where they perhaps had relatives and spoke the language.

Secondly, Albanians moved to Kosova from Albania, which was
even more impoverished than Kosova itself.

And also Serbs say that the policy of the cthnic Albanian lead-
ership, in the pre-Milosevic period, favoured Albanians and pushed
Serbs out. That could be true: we have seen such things clse-
where.

So. then, in the long run, the only solution is a Balkan federation.
Some non-ethnic federation.

Anyway, in the shorter term an independent Kosova will not be
viable.

There are three possible options: it could be taken over by Alba-
nia (even if not formally. in name) which would be no better than
being ruled by Serbs. Why should I support this?

Second option: the Serbs keep it, but are unable to control it in
the same way in which they have been doing. This means some
sort of self-government.

Thirdly: @ NATO protectorate. A formally independent state.
with everything being done by NATO. That would be a real prob-
lem for the other peoples of the region. I'm sure that the Kosovars
do not want a NATO-occupied state — but that is the only mean-
ing of “independence”.

@ Boris Kagarlitsky was jailed under Brezbnee for work on
an oppositional journal. He is an autbor and socialist aclivist
living in Moscouw.

Bruce Kent

HAVE opposed the bombing for a number of reasons. The world

commuupity has, with great difficulty, built a structure, the

United Nations, which has certain laws and rules to deal with
aggression or cruelty. These provisions have been totally ignored.
The major military bloc which survives has taken the faw into its
own hands. This initiative is immensely damaging and destructive
of the whole rule of Taw.

I am totally opposed to the bombing of Yugoslavia. It is crimi-
nal. Tt is a violation of both NATO’s own charter and of the UN's
charter, which states that Britain will not usce force against other
countries except within the framework of the UN.

Morcover, if NATO was acting outside the UN and doing some-
thing which actually worked, there might be a case for acting. But
everything. absolutely everything, has been made worse by their
actions. They have accelerated the expulsion of refugees to an enor-
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mous degree, they have ruined relations with Russia, they have
destabilised a number of countries in the region, they have spent
$100 billion so far in military costs and future reparations — so 1
can see no good coming out of the bombing,.

What would you say about the issue of the Kosovars? The
Stop the Bombing campaign solely concentrates on what the
NATO governments are doing. What about the other side of
the war, the war against the Kosovars?

Every time [ have spoken against the bombing I have also criti-
cised Milosevic's treatment of the Kosovars, But no matter what [
believe should happen to Milosevic, it has nothing to do with
what NATO is now doing. NATO is making muatters worse.

What would 1 do? The number of monitors on the ground should
have been increased, rather than beginning bombing. All the evi-
dence suggests that although the Albanians of Kosovo were very
badly marginalised and oppressed before the bombing, that was
nothing like what has happened to them since the bombing started.
We should have backed the democratic opposition to Milosevic in
Belgrade, and that we did not do.

What about the democratic movement in Kosova itself? One
criticism of the British government is that it is fighting for
the Ramboulliet agreement. And Ramboulliet is pitiful: it
offers the Kosovars far less than they demand, which is inde-
pendence.

I'm not a big supporter of movements for independence — it is
aflag under which a ot of people get killed, We live in an inter-
dependent world, and independence is fargely an illusion —
anywhere. not just in Kosova. No country is reually independent.

If 2 large number of people in Kosovo want autonomy or inde-
pendence, fine. But such rules should be applied consistently
across the world: would this rule apply cqually to the Basques, the
Kurds?

Yes, these groups should have the right to self-determina-
tion too...

Of course. after what has happenced, the Kosovars are entitled
to some sort of separation from Serbia. But under what form?
Under a Balkan federation? As part of the EU? T really do not
know... But their desire now, and the Serb action against them, is
very much to do with the actions of the KLA. And who is funding
the KLA? Perhaps one day we will find out.

No doubt, all guerrilla armies get money and support from
wherever they can. Look at the Kurdish group, the PKK.
They have had political support from Greece. Their money
comes from wherever they can get it. Politically they are
awful. Does this mean the Kurds do not have the right to
freedom and independence? Of course not. The same prin-
ciples apply to the KLA and the Kosovars.

In the world today we are interdependent. Independence inan
absolute sense does not work. But autonomy doces. That's what we
have in Britain where we are governed by all sorts of Taws and reg-
ulations and rules which emanate from outside.

Not for one moment am [ suggesting that the Kosovars should
be under the iron heel of the Serbs, or anvone clse!

But. so often, the cry for independence is a cry for blood,
because it implies civil war. T simply believe that we need to find
ways of living together.

Finally, why do you believe that bombing has started at
this particular point?

Why it started? Well, why did we unravel Yugoslavia as fast as
we did? What were the interests of the Germans in recognising
Croatia? Why is Tudjman not indicted as a war criminal alongside
Miloscvic? There are afot of conspiracy theories flying around. But
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perhips NATO did not want a non-NATO and hostile state within
new NATO borders.

The point about Germany seems a bit off beam: Germany
did not recognise Croatia until December 1991, well into the
Serb-Croat war.

If there is to be recognition of a sovereign state there must be
guarantees on human rights and democratic structures. There
should have been international discussion. None of this happened.

The recognition was impulsive.

vasn't the trigger for the bombing that Milosevic was step-
ping up the ethnic cleansing of ethnic Albanians and that
the West was worried that new waves of refugees would
destabilise the artificial state of Macedonia and also Albania?
They did not want this war. And for many years Milosevic
had been someone the west could do business with.

Yes, Rambouillet did not envisage independence. And interest-
ingly it talked about the “principles of the free market” applving
in Kosova, What was intended here — a litde capitalist outpost?

And Rambouillet also proposed the absolute autonomy of NATO
troops in Serbia. No country in the world would have accepted such
athing. So, why did the West put such demands on Serbia, demands
they knew would fail?

You talk about expulsions, and Lam no expert. Itis true, clearly,
that the Kosovars were treated as second class citizens. However,
that is a different matter to mass expulsions.

And I have seen a German Foreign Office document which says,
yes, there was pressures on the Kosovars, but that there were no
mass expulsions before the bombings.

@ Bruce Kenl is a fororer Catholic bishop and a well-Rnown
British peace aclivist

Daniel Singer

Y now it is quite clear that the US are attemipting 1o institu-
tioralise American hegemony — first in Europe, then in the
world at farge. What is at stake in this, latest, confrontation

is no longer the Kosovars or the lives of Serbs, but the “credibil-
ity of NATO™. The US, through NATO, is attempting to becone the
prosccutor, judge and excecutioner, deciding who can get away with
murder and who should be pursued. Politically, this can become
very important,

However, when attacking American bombing, we have to be very
carcful to distinguish ourselves from Miloscevic and cthnic cleans-
ing. We must declare a plague on both their houses.

What is being presented by Clinton and Blair is the idea that
NATO is fighting for democracy and equal rights. We must insist
that universal laws — which the world is erying out for — cannot
be based on double standards. Laws which say once thing for the
Kurds and one thing for the Kosovars are not universal. And I can
not imagine an international organisation dominated, necessarily,
by the US threatening a Netdunhyu with missiles for refusing to
grant the Palestinians national rights.

You declare a straightforward plague on both houses. But
to what extent is that idea applicable, without gualifica-
tion? Milosevic has killed far more people. His aim is to
destroy Kosova as a society. NATO is attempting to bomb
Milosevic into a deal, that is true. And that deal, something
similar to Rambouillet, is pitiful.

Isi’t Milosevic’s imperialisin the worst imperialism here?

No. First we must destroy the moral case of the bombers, We
must stop them invoking the Holocaust and using the Holocaust
4s 4 weapon to paraiyse opposition to what they are doing. We must
then admit that we are in no position to impose our own solutions.

If you wish to arguce along the following lines: " woman is
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being raped; you are in no position to act; we should call the
policenian, even though we know the policeman to be brutal and
corrupt,” T would reply: yes, but only on the condition that we
believe the policeman will not make matters worse.

NATO s intervention in Kosova has bheen a disaster on three
grounds. It has propped up Milosevic and not brought him down;
it hus weakened all those in the region who are for class solidar-
ity and potentially on our side — these people say they have been
swept aside by the nationalist tide in the wake of the bombing; the
conditions for the Kosovars have become 10 times worse since the
bombing began, despite the fact that Milosevic was preparing
some drive against them.

So. yes, 1 favour punishment for Milosevic. But T refuse to sin-
ele out Milosevic. I insist that if a judgement is to be made it
should be made on Tudjman, the President of Croatia, for similar
crimes, even if they were carried out on a smaller scale. And 1 will
not accept the judgements of people who will not judge impartially.
And NATO leaders declare Saddam and Milosevic as evil while
Suharto and Somoza are members of the “democratic family™,

I sense in your attitude that you want to accept that NATO is act-
ing in the interests of human rights. If that is your purpose, you
will not have me on yvour side.

Well of course [ oppose NATO. But I do not see NATO and
Milosevic as equivalents with equal weight. I am for the
Kosovars. And it is Serb imperialism that is responsible for
the ethnic cleansing. The Serbs have a Kosova colony, not
NATO. Let's discuss the issues. Some of your arguments can
be turned round and used as part of a case for ground
troops to protect the Kosovars.

I 1 wias assuming NATO s intervention was being carried out for
humanitacian reasons that might follow. But [ do not. The great
est danger we have to recognise is that under the disguise of
humanitarianism something extremely dangerous is being pre-
parcd: the institutionalising of the right of intervention. And this
will be carried out against socialists, not just Milosevic's regime.

It is quite true that the world is crving out for a defence mech-
anism against this sort of situation. But the system which is being
designed is to be used to protect the existing socicty. As socialists
we cannot accept that, because we know about the implicd dan-

2ers.

It is interesting that you mention the Holocaust. In Britain
some of the antd-NATO left is attacking the idea that Milo-
sevic is perpetrating a Holocaust in such a way as to talk
down and minimise Milosevic’s crimes.

1 consider that the Holocaust is at once unique and comparable.
That is to say, itis unique in its scientific horror and it is a rceminder
to us all about the fevels people can stoop to. In principle, T am
not opposcd to comparisons.

However, the parallel is being used cynically to paralyse the oppo-
sition to the bombing. It is being used to discredit any critic of the
Sjust war” that is being waged. And the equation of Milosevic and
Hitler is sheer absurdity. The Kosovars deserve our greatest sym-
pathy and support. But the parallel between what has happenced
to them and what happened to the Jews is indecent and immoral.
It is so, especially, because the reason this parallel is being made
is purcly cvnical. Blair and Clinton want to portray their opponents
as pro-Nuzi. I have contempt for all those who use this argument
to score political points.

I know what 1 am talking about. I am a deserter from death. 1
should not have been here: had Tstayed, as a small child in Poland,
my chances of survival were one in a thousand.

No matter what has happened o the Kosovars, what has hap-
pened to them is not comparable to the Holocaust. Equally, if, as
vou say, opponents of the bombing are minimising the scale of the
cthnic cleansing, they discredit themselves.
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Discussing the idea of developing a “third camp” in the
area: clearly we need to make propaganda for workers’
unity and internationalism. However the “active” part of the
third camp here is the Kosovars and their struggle against
Serb forces. What is your attitude to this aspect of the war?

At this stage we have almost reached the point where there are
no good solutions. As socialists we must examine our own guilt
in this story — in the break up and collapse of Yugoslavia and the
triumph of jingoism over class solidarity and universal principles.
Now, after the poison has spread so far, after so mwuch suffering
has taken place and so much hatred exists, some sort of separation
is inevitable. Unfortunately any sort of “solution™ will inevitably
accept elements of ethnic cleansing.

We need to re-examine many basic questions. For example, the
principle of self-determination. Where does it start? Where does
it stop? Self-determination for whom? Only in national frontiers?
Why is it right for the Croatians and not for the Serbs of the Kra-
jina? These issues must be debated.

But in Kosova, now, the problem for me is to stop the war, to
allow the Kosovars to return and wounds to heal. At some point
in the future we will emerge from ethnic politics towards social-
ist politics: class solidarity not ethnicity!

But, now, the cornerstone of any socialist policy is an unam-
biguous answer to the question: who should rule in Kosova?
I do not know if this is the basic principle here. There may be
class considerations. In every concrete situation, socialists must ask
themselves: what is the best way forward? What is the best way
to allow our type of politics to revive? How do we go beyond eth-
nicity? You have attempted to keep me in an area where [ have to
choose between competing national rights. That is not my main
pre-occupation. Perhaps some form of autonomy is best at this
stage. But my consideration is simply to find the best way for
Serbs and Kosovars to live together, if that is possible at all.

In the long run I would like to see some new Yugoslavia where
the people are not divided on ethnic grounds, and the basic divi-
sion is berween the people who work and their exploiters.

® Daniel Singer is a veteran of the rench socialist mouvemnient,
attthor of Whose Millenium? Theirs or Ours?; Is Socialism Doomed?
the Meaning of Mitterand; The Road to Gdansk; and Prelude to Rev-
olution. He is a contributor to Le Monde and the Nation.

Tam Dalyell

YOU have been a prominent opponent of the bombing of
Yugoslavia. Could you explain why you've taken up this
issue?

Firstly, T thought that it was stupid to the point of wickedness
to start bombing in the knowledge that you neither had the will-
ingness nor the capacity to protect those on whose behalf you were
purporting to act. This bombing campaign was begun by people
who knew that they were unable to protect the refugees.

They said that President Milosevic was a tyrant. If they knew
this, why were they so stupid as not to foresee that this is exactly
what would happen?

A lot of people have used these arguments to support the calls
for a ground war-...

Now look, if they had put ground troops in place, at an early
stage, that would have been a different matter. T would not have
supported it, but that would have been a different matter entirely.

But secondly, I think the Serbs have half a case.

Why do you say this?
No-one disputes that Kosova was part of Serbia. When I was

in Bosnia, F'was told: Kosova is different; Kosova is the cradle of Serb
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civilisation. Moreover, T am told, and believe, that a lot of the trou-
ble has been stirred up by people who are not from Kosova at all,
but who are from Albania — the odious lieutenants of Enver Hoxha.

Do you mean the KLA? But the KLA is a mass movement of
Kosovars.

Yes, quite right, I mean the KLA. The KLA have quite ruthlessly
murdered police officers with the precise intention of provoking
retribution. so they could call in NATO.

The big majority of Kosovars are ethnic Albanians...
Well. they are now.

You say it is a “cradle of Serb civilisation”, and it is true that
Serb nationalists have a particular attachment to the area. But
what about the people who actually live there?

That is a judgement you are entitled to make. But there are
52,000 ethnic Albanians living in Belgrade. This is not a simple Serb-
Albanian problem.

They want independence, and so it is their democratic right
to have independence. How do you think the question of the
rights of the Kosovars should be resolved?

I would advocate: Stop the bombing! I would say to you that
the great need to do something does not mean that you should do
something silly! I think bombing is counterproductive. Tam a great
dove and believe that there is no substitute for aid to Macedonia
and poverty-stricken Albania.

Obviously there should be aid to Albania and Macedonia. But
what would you say to people who say: what do you think
should be done about the Kosovars?

In a civil way I would say: do you want the consequences of
a land war?

You haven’t answered the question. But in reply to yours: I
don’t support NATO; Workers’ Liberty is not calling on them
to start a land war. But the idea that NATO is the biggest prob-
lem here is quite wrong. The main enemy is Milosevic’s
regime, not NATO.

Yes, Milosevic's regime is terrible. But there are a lot of terri-
ble regimes around the world. What's the answer — bombing
against every country where there is a terrible regime? There are a
set of horrible alternatives here. AllTam advocating is what I under-
stand is the least horrible.

How would you reply to a critic who complained that
“Stop the bombing” is one-sided — it tells “our” government
to stop bombing, but says nothing about what Milosevic is
doing to the Kosovars? “Stop the bombing” is also Milosevic’s
slogan — he also wants the bombing to end and for a free
hand in Kosova.

Well, yvou may think this reply is a little limp, but what the bomb-
ing has done is to extinguish the chances of the anti-Milosevic
opposition, which was coming along quite nicely up until the start
of the bombing of Yugoslavia. When a country is bombed, the
people rally round. In World War Two, the people of London did.
The people of Hamburg and Dresden did too. If you are bombed,
vou turn all anger on the people who are doing the bombing.

@ Tum Dalyell is Labour MP for Linlithgou.

Hillel Ticktin

HE West has gone into Yugoslavia and the region in order to
preserve the global order. Tdon't think it has gone into assist
the Albanian minority in Yugoslavia, or the Albanian majority
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in Kosova. I think they were afraid that if Milosevic was allowed
to continue, there would be war between the various ethnic
groups and countries in the region. That war would threaten the
global order. They were looking to preserve the area for capital.

What about Milosevic and his war aims?

I think Milosevic was a pragmatic member of the Stalinist elite
of the former Yugoslavia who saw the only salvation in turning to
nationalism.

They found themselves threatened by the working class at a cer-
tain point, or potentially threatened by it. There were a large
number of strikes, a declining standard of living. They turned to
this form of rule. That led automatically to the various sectors of
the elite splintering in conditions where the Stalinist economy was
splintering. What Milosevic did was to preserve the clite, but he
has done this in a way that he did not understand. That is: it has
been preserved in isolated national forms, including his own ¢lite.
Of course what he intended was to preserve Yugoslavia.

What is he fighting for now?

He is still fighting for that elite, the elite in Serbia. If he did not
fight, he would be overthrown. He is threatened by the working
class and also by other sections of the elite. He is virtually compelled
to continue in this way. He is stuck with the logic of his situation.

A lot of the left believe that West had an interest in the
break-up of the old Yugoslav state, pointing, as proof, to the
recognition of Croatia by Germany at the end of 1991. Do
you believe this is true?

I don’t agree with this. I think Yugoslavia was breaking up any-
way. At the time, Bush, the President of the United States, was
opposed to it breaking up because, from his point of view, it is eus-
ier to maintain order in Yugoslavia if it is in one piece.

1 was there during the break-up, in the middle of 1991. As far as
I could see many of those involved, including people around Milo-
sevic, did not expect what actually came.

The recognition of Croatia? I think that the break up was hap-
pening anyway. It is true that Germany’s recognition of Croatia
made it easier, but that is as far as it is possible to go. Idon't think
it is true that imperialism wanted the break-up. Moreover, it is not
even possible to talk of imperialism in this way.

Why?

I don’t think this is an issue where external powers are trying
to establish finance capital in that region or external powers were
trying to establish a form of tribute in that region. That might hap-
pen over time, but in the first instance they were interested in the
transformation of the region towards capitalism. That is as far as
it went.

More recently: the Western powers seem to have thought
long and hard before beginning the bombing. They became
alarmed towards the end of last year and tried to strong-arm
the Kosovar leadership and Milosevic to sign up to Ram-
bouillet. The US State Department handed out a series of
deadlines, which came and went. They were reluctant
because they feared the consequences. Is this how you read
it?

Yes. I think they made a mistake. They expected the bombing
to simply form a part of their game: they would bomb for a few
days and a deal would be struck. They did not understand that this
was ot just a question of Milosevic but of the clite as a whole. The
elite had to stand and fight because they had no alternative.

They seem to have made a stupid miscalculation. After the
way Milosevic has behaved in the past, in Bosnia and else-
where, why would they assume he would not take the
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opportunity to purge the ethnic Albanians of Kosova? Surely
they had no right to believe Milosevic would behave other
than the way he has?

Certainly he has been a ruthless opponent and, certainly, he
belongs as a member to the set of Monsters of the Twentieth Cen-
tury. However, he has co-operated with the Western governments
in the past and, to a certain extent, he has also been a partner. [
think they simply miscalculated, rather than “had no right” to
assume he would act otherwise. In the past he has made deals. In
the past he has massacred the other side, and then struck an agree-
ment. They expected him to back down when they threatened to
use real force.

I suppose you could say that if they were sufficiently intelligent
to understand world history or the world economy they would have
understood the situation. But I believe the bourgeoisie is in decline
and fails to understand the situation. This is a symptom of their
decline.

What do you think about the other aspect of the war: the war
Milosevic and the KLA are fighting? There are a lot on the
left who concentrate their fire on the KLA and who deny the
Kosovars the right to self-determination...

The right to self-determination is a bourgeois concept. Nonthe-
less, I think there is no denying the Kosovars’ right to
self-determination as a bourgeois democratic right. The left demand
is about socialism and the working class.

But what does that mean for socialists, now?

The first thing for socialists to realise is that we have very little
role. There is no socialist movement on the ground. That leaves
us with putting forward our socialist programme. The left must not
degenerate into supporting the nationalism or cither side. That
includes the nationalism of the oppressed Kosovars.

Yes, we're not nationalists. Yes, we should reassert the idea
of working class socialism. Equally the Kosovars are fight-
ing for independence. We should decide what we favour, and
if we do not favour independence, we should say what we
do favour instead. We should say whether we believe the
British government should lift the arms embargo and give
the Kosovars guns to defend themselves...

1 don’t think socialists can give advice to a bourgeois govern-
ment...

This is not advice. Socialists should simply say what we
want to be done.

The workers of the whole region must find a way of uniting. Yes,
call for independence, but also be. very critical of the various
nationalist organisations: the KLA and the Rugova faction. We can-
not support bourgeois nationalist organisations — under any
circumstances.

Finally, in terms of the campaigning against the bombing,
people like Tony Benn have adopted one demand — Stop
the bombing. Of course that is also Milosevic’s demand.
What do you make of this?

I think this position is Stalinist. Obviously I oppose this, and
clearly such political positions give some sort of comfort and sup-
port to the current Serbian elite. Marching alongside Serb flags is
a total disaster for the left.

Of course, however, we cannot accept either side. We cannot
support Albanian or Serb nationalism, even though we recognise
the oppression of one by the other.

® Hillel Ticktin is a lecturer at Glasgow University and edi-
tor of the journal Critique.



A different kind of politician

Monday 15 March

UIST got back from holiday. We've had

an ongoing discussion in the Sheffield

Workers’ Liberty branch about whether
to stand a candidate in the forthcoming
council elections. The local stuggle against
privatisation, the failure of Lubour council-
lors, including the so-called left, to respond
to cither this struggle or the anti-working
class policies of the New Labour Govern-
ment means it makes sense — but
practically it seems like a huge task and
nobody wants to be the candidate.

Wednesday 17 March

Initial meeting to discuss standing on @ joint
platform with other sections of the left. The
Socialist Party have stood at a local level
many times and are keen to stand in an
allinnce. An independent socialist who has
been active in campaigning against cuts in
the welfare state also attends and is com-
mitted to standing. The SWP don’t attend
and have told various people they've no
intention of standing or of working with the
likes of us. There's a disagreement about
how to approach this.

We propose leafletting SWP meetings
to put the case for standing and discussing
with the membership. The Socialist Party are
against doing this, on the basis that talking
to members of another organisation without
their readership’s permission isn't the way
forward for left unity.

Monday 22 March

I attend a picket of the council against pri-
vatisation, organised by striking housing
benefit workers. [t's an opportunity to dis-
cuss the idea of standing with prominent
activists. The idea goes down well, even
with long term Labour Party members. Peo-
ple are interested in having an alternative to
meek support for the Labour councillors
who've been selling us out for vears.

Wednesday 3 1 March

We're definitely standing. Even though
we've got a million other things do we're
going for it. Logic says that I should be the
candidate — yvuk. Meeting with the Social-
ist Party and Shirley (the independent
socialist) to confirm the details. End of all the
theoretical discussion, now we've got to
work out what actually needs doing.

Monday 12 April

OF
A
CANDIDATE

Campaign launch meeting. Goes very well.
A reasonable attendance and a useful dis-
cussion. Also the press turn up. Workers'
Power denounce us for being reformists —
shocker!

Saturday 17 April

Our first go at canvassing. We speak to a
couple of good people and have a few rows.
Two people get shut in a flat with 4 man talk-
ing about devils coming out of the telly.
Make a mental note to impose a “don’t go
inside” rule.

Sunday 18 April

Go canvassing in a mainly Asian area of the
ward. Talk to loads of people about the
war. OQur propoganda based on solidarity
with the Kosovars goes down very well.

Monday 19 April

Attend the first mecting of the Justice for
Anthony Green Campaign, launched aftera
local black I8 year old is run over by the
police. It’s good to be able to combine our
canvassing with building support for this
local campaign. The standing Labour coun-
cillor decides to steer clear on the basis that
his involvement might look like vote grab-
bing — he appears to favour doing nothing
about racist policing in the arca.

Sunday 25 April

We've been canvassing virtually every day,
for an hour each evening and a few hours
at the weekend. The momentum of the
campaign has got going and a fair number
of people are helping out. The best response
was in the area we had expected — a mixed
working class area — especially from
yvoungish people who haven't been involved
in any political activity but are fooking for
an alternative to Blairism.

We've found a few Labour voters and
Labour Party members who are symipathetic
to our ideas but don't want the Liberals to
run the council. If the Liberals do win the
council, the blame will lie squarely on the
shoulders of the Labour councillors who've
decimated local services, forced through
Tory cuts and are now backing wholesale
privaisation.

Wednesday 29 April

The local papers are full of the eletions
now, but it’s been very differcult for us to
get any coverage. They are concentrating on

the battle for control of the council between
Labour and the Liberals. Our canvassing has
shown the only reason the Liberals are any-
where near is because most working class
people don’t vote. A ot of people are say-
ing that all politicians arc the same.
Explaining our involvement in local cam-
paigns helps to get over this.

Saturday 1 May

Our approach in canvassing has been to
concentrate on talking to people about pol-
itics rather than urging them to vote for us.
We realise it would be good to get some
votes, so begin to revisit people who have
responded well to the initial canvass and
feaflet with “remember to vote™ flyers.

Thursday 6 May

Election Day. I'm at work, where the elec-
tion is the main topic of converstijon —
Councillor and Wolfie are my new nick-
names: very witty. Most people are taking
the piss but quite a few have shown a gen-
uinc interest.

At the count in the evening the stand-
ing Labour councillor is looking very
nervous but soon calms down as it becomes
clear he has won easily in the ward. He
nukes a pukey speech about continuing to
do his utmost for the people of the area
the people of the area look forward to that.

We got 80 votes. That's aboutt what we
expected and up on the last time a “social-
ist” candidate stood in the ward. The best
thing is we know who these people are
and can now start to get them involved in
campaigning in the arca.

So all that dreaming about having a rest
once the election was over...

@ Alison Browi is a health worker .

12

WORKERS" LIBERTY JULY 1999



Good Friday, Goodbye?

HE Good Friday (1998) Agreement

is not dead vyet, but if it rises from

its sick bed it will be the greatest
miracle since Jesus Christ called forth
Lazarus, alive again, from his tomb. Signs
of breakdown are everywhere. There is a
small rash of sectarian attacks on
Catholics. These for now are the work of
racist bigots intent on embittering rela-
tions between the Catholic and
Protestant communities and on burying
the Good Friday Agreement. Others are
in process of using even more potent
weapons for the same purpose.

In the European elections on 10 June
(after Workers’ Liberty has gone to
press) Dr Ian Paisley, an opponent of the
Agreement, is certain to win one of the 3
Northern Irish European seats and John
Hulme of the constitutional nationalist
SDLP, who supports the Agreement, will
win another. (Both are sitting Euro-MPs.)

Opinion polls show that roughly the
same proportion — around 70% — as
voted for it in the referendum a year ago
still favour the Agreement. But that refer-
endum percentage was, in the elections
to the Assembly, broken down into its
Catholic and Protestant communal con-
stituents. Pro-Agreement Unionists won
30 seats for barely over half the Unionist
vote, and anti-Agreement Unionists, Pais-
ley’s DUP and others, won 28 seats, for
not much less than half the Unionist
vote.

Trimble’s overall majority depended on
two PUP, paramilitary-linked, Assembly
members. One of Trimble’s Party mem-
bers defected in a crucial vote last
January, making it 29-29.

After a year that started with much-
hyped expectations and then saw the
Agreement falter and go into crisis, there
is Protestant-Unionist disillusionment
with the Good Friday Agreement — and
thus a shift from the Protestants to the
anti-Agreement Unionists in the election
is to be expected. The whole Six Coun-
ties is one constituency for these
elections. Paisley is treating the election
as a second referendum on the Good Fri-
day Agreement. So are other
anti-Agreement Unionist candidates. Pais-
ley’s claim that he was right a year ago
and that Trimble was duped or treacher-
ous will seem plausible now to some
who scorned it them.

The big question, assuming a shift to
the antis, is whether it will be so large as
to destroy Trimble’s moral authority.
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Paisley: will he wreck the Agreement?

That authority rests on his claim to repre-
sent the Unionist majority. It is,
therefore, already weak, if not downright
spurious. Trimble has said he will resign
as First Minister if he loses the Unionist
majority in the Assembly. A sizeable shift
to the antis in the European election
might well lead to defections from Trim-
ble’s party in the Assembly. That would
probably be the coup de grace for the
Good Friday Agreement.

Recently, the ever-balancing British
Government has been leaning on the
Unionists to get them to accept a formula
that would let Sinn Fein/IRA take up, or
start to take up two seats in a new Six
County government, before the IRA has
decommissioned any of its weapons, on a
promise, or a hope that the IRA will start
to get rid of some weapons by next May.
That, if the Euro-elections register a shift
of Unionist votes from the Trimbleites to
the antis, might be a bit of balancing too
far, and bring Trimble tumbling down.

Almost exactly a quarter of a century
ago, in the February 1974 UK elections,
opponents of the Sunningdale Agreement
(under which a power-sharing govern-
ment had been set up in Belfast) won 11
out of 12 Westminsier seats, a spectacu-
lar success that struck a mortal blow at
the power-sharing Unionists, who still
had a majority in Belfast. They were
finally seen off by an Orange General
Strike in May 1974 (sce Workers’ Liberty
19 and see “Another Day” on pages 17-
20).

In the Euro-elections Paisley is trying to

do again what he and others did then —
destroy the moral and political authority
of the more conciliatory Unionists. A suc-
cess or a triumph for the antis will fuel
tensions and conflicts in the upcoming
Orange marching season.

If the Good Friday Agreement disap-
points the hopes of those who backed it,
where will the blame lie? First and fore-
most with the crazy framework which
Northern Ireland is! A Six-County settle-
ment requires its advocates to do an
impossible balancing act between the
island’s natural Protestant minority and a
manufactured, artificial, Six County
Catholic minority (in a decade they may
be the majority there, as in the rest of the
island). The Six County entity is too nar-
row a frame; the Catholic minority there
an unnecessary complication. The Protes-
tant majority areas could far more easily
be accommodated by way of autonomy
in a United Ireland.

Secondarily, the blame will lie with the
London, Dublin and US governments,
who hustled through the Good Friday
Agreement amidst a carnival of hyping
and “spinning”, while leaving unresolved
— because the Agreement would not
have been possible without fudging —
the issues that have since come to the
fore. Decommissioning was already an
issue in the aftermath of the first IRA
ceasefire, from August 1994- February
1996: did they think it would go away?

Thirdly, IRA-Sinn Fein. They too, sign-
ing up to the agreement, could not have
imagined that decommissioning would
¢o away. They still pursue the “guns and
votes” strategy they have had for two
decades, with the emphasis for the
moment on votes. They hoped London,
Dublin and Washington would bounce
the Unionists into powersharing with
them, while the IRA stood ostentatiously
to arms in the background.

On one level, it is an artificial issue:
those who “decommission” can rearm in
the future. IRA disarmament now would
not necessarily mean a great deal should
they decide to rearm. It need not neces-
sarily even mean demobilising “Oglac Na
hEercann” — the Army of Ireland, as the
IRA knows itself. Why don't they do it?
Conversely, the Unionists too know that
rearmament would be possible, after
“decommissioning”; they have paramili-
taries on their side (Trimble in the
Assembly depends on David Irvine and
Billy Hutchinson whose paramilitary alter
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ego, the UVF, is as adamant as the IRA
against decommissioning) — so why do
they make decommissioning the live-or-
die test for the Good Friday Agreement?
Because both sides play politics and

“attach enormous importance to symbols
as a means of binding themselves
together.

It seems obviously true for Trimble to
say his Unionist “majority” would not sur-
vive a decision to share power with
members of a conspicuously unstood-
down IRA-Sinn Fein. Even should he
want to, it is improbably that Gerry

Adams could keep their movement
united around a decision to disarm.

The argument that the Good Friday
Agreement did not bind them strictly to
disarm before the Six County govern-
ment is set up is true, but the implication
that it is unreasonable for the Unionists
to want it is disingenuous. But that was
always one of the greatest problems with
the Good Friday Agreement: it meant rad-
ically different and incompatible things
to those in each of the communities who
bought Blair's promises.

John O’Mahony

Demonstrate against
tuition fees

IT was the first time that tuition fees had
been a major issue in an election — and
the Scottish electorate sent a resounding
message of opposition to Westminster.
Sixty-two per cent voted for candidates
who supported the abolition of fees and
73 out of 129 MSPs are in favour of aboli-
tion.

Dennis Canavan said that his victory
wasn’t just a vote against the selection
procedures used by the Labour Party —
which tried to exclude the Westminster
MP from standing — but was a vote for
socialist policies, like opposition to
tuition fees for students. Fees looked
dead and buried, with only the Labour
Party being in favour of them, and the
issue was set to dominate the negotia-
tions for a coalition government of
Labour and the Liberal Democrats. The
Lib Dems were about to show just what
stern stuff they were made of....

Workers' Liberty spoke to Kenny
Hannah, President of Glasgow Caledon-
ian Students’ Association and member of
the National Executive of NUS Scotland.

RIOR to the election, Jim Wallace,

leader of the Scottish Liberal

Democrats said that the issue of fees
was “non-negotiable”. Within one and a
half weeks this non-negotiable stance had
become “election rhetoric”, as he put it
on Off the Record. Scottish students see
this as a shoddy and shameful sell-out. He
sacrificed opposition to fees for two seats
in the cabinet. He gets to be Minister for
Justice — although it should be Minister
for Injustice the way he’s behaved. He
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also gets to be Deputy Leader, but that’s
just a paper position, it's vacuous.

Even despite the deal struck between
Labour and Wallace there is still hope.
The deal sets up a review. This is the
same mechanism they used to scrap
grants and bring in fees in the first place.

Canavan or Sheridan
will put a Bill for the
abolition of fees to the
Scottish Parliament, and
Sheridan will put an
amendment for full
grants. It then depends
on the Lib Dems.

The Tory government, with the support
of Labour and the Lib Dems, set up the
Dearing Inquiry. This was an obvious
smokescreen to conceal their own plans
to do away with grants. The Labour Gov-
ernment used it to buy time, so that they
didn’t need to reveal their plans before
the general election, and as an excuse for
their scrapping grants and bringing in
fees.

At the time, the Campaign for Free
Education pointed this out and referred
to the Pit Closures Review that the Tories
used to allow public anger at the shutting
of the mines to die down so that the
event could become a fait accompli. The
CFE was right. This latest review is a cow-

ardly way for the Lib Dems to worm out
of their election promise and betray stu-
dents by keeping fees in place. But this
manoeuvre may not be enough. Kenny
explained: “Canavan or Sheridan will put
a Bill for the abolition of fees and Sheri-
dan will put an amendment for full
grants. It then depends on the Lib Dems.
Only Jim Wallace and two others agree
with the deal. The rest are insisting on a
free vote. Eight or nine out of 17 say that
they will vote for abolition regardless of
what the party decides. There are even
still a few dissenting voices in the Labour
Party. John McAllion voted against the
proposal in Westminster and he’s now an
MSP, for example.”

Glasgow Caledonian Students’ Asso-
ciation are organising a march from
Glasgow to Edinburgh for the opening of
the Scottish Parliament as part of a cam-
paign for the abolition of fees, which is
supported by the CFE. This is intended to
launch the campaign to build pressure on
MSPs to carry out the mandate they
received from the Scottish electorate and
scrap fees. Fifty marchers from more than
15 institutions will set oft from George
Square in Glasgow on Monday June 28
and walk 18 miles to Cumbernauld. On
Tuesday evening they will arrive in
Falkirk for a rally with Dennis Canavan
and Tommy Sheridan amongst the speak-
ers. The final leg is to Edinburgh on the
Wednesday, and on the Thursday morn-
ing there will be a march from Waterloo
Place at 9.30 to King'’s Stables Road for a
rally as the Parliament is set to open:
again the speakers will include Canavan
and Sheridan, as well as Kenny Hannah,
the CFE and others. Twenty-nine col-
leges, the majority of Scottish colleges,
are supporting the march, and they are
getting encouraging support from trade
union branches and from colleges outside
of Scotland. This campaign could shore
up and solidify free education support in
Scotland. Already they have made great
gains, shifting the policy of NUS Scotland
in favour of free education and getting
people elected to the Scottish NEC.
Greater gains seem possible in the near
future.

The importance of this campaign
cannot be understated: there is a very
real possibility of inflicting a major defeat
on the Government. The effect of beating
fees in Scotland would be a huge boost to
the campaign in the rest of the UK. Glas-
gow Caledonian is “urging everyone to
get their arses up to Edinburgh on July
17. This isn’t just a Scottish issue. If fees
2o in Scotland then fees in the rest of the
UK will be untenable and that’s a major
headache for Tony Blair. Let’s hope we
see a4 domino effect.
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Labour, the unions and
the myth of social-partnership

WO years on from Labour’s election

landslide, we now need to take stock

of how the relationship between the
Blair Government and the trade union lead-
ership is developing.

Both sides have delivered their side of
the bargain. Blair has made a few cosmetic
changes to the Thatcherite legacy and the
union leaders have done everything in
their power to stop their members press-
ing for real change.

Workers’ Liberty has covered the
Employment Relation Bill in some detail so
it’s only necessary to stress the following
about Labour’s new settlement:

@ It keeps 95% of the Tory legislation on
the statute books

® [t creates new balloting rules for
union recognition which treat workers as
second class citizens who can’t be trusted
within the normal rule of majority voting

@ Most of the progressive but weak mea-
sures, like unpaid paternity/maternity leave
emanate from European law and have been
introduced in Britain in the least generous
way the Government could get away with.

That this half-digested Tory crumb can
be held up as a serious achievement by
the trade union leaders only tells us how
degenerate they are. But the Employment
Relations Bill really is all they've got from
Blair apart from some small changes to the

check-off regulations. Other items on the
TUC wish list, like the right of union safety
reps to issue improvement notices an a
legal right to time off for all workers to
undertake lifelong learning, have been
indefinitely postponed by New Labour in
the interests of not over-burdening small

businesses with too many regulations.

So, with any serious changes to the pro-
foundly anti-trade union framework of UK
law ruled out and @ minimum wage sct at
less than Mrs Blair spends at the hair-
dresser, the union leaders have to make do
with the intangible — soundbites and
more soundbites.

A recent TUC conference on “social part-
nership” gave us the spectacle of Tony
Blair lecturing the trade union movement
on the “meaningless” annual pay round

CWU's votes to scrap anti-union laws!

Althe Communications Workers’ Union
conference this year, delegates reaffirmed
the union’s fight against the anti-upion
laws, agrecing to call for a repeal of all the
laws that prohibit solidarity action, effec-
tive picketing, walkouts and workers’
control over the democratic structures of
their own organisations. We alse agreed to
build the widest possible popular cam-
paign against the anti-union laws and for
workers’ rights.

Have thesc decisions comc oo fate? Tho
Government's Employment Relations Bill
is now in its final stages and there is little
leverage on changing the law this vear.

The leader of our own union, Derek
Hodgson, pushed through a motion “wel-
coming” the Government’s union
proposals, thus setting a miserable stan-
dard for the rest of the trade union
leadership, He derailed attempts by left
activists in the union to increase the pres-
sure for.campaigning for union rights

WORKFERS TTRERTY IT11Y 1999

whilst the legislation was being debated,

Delegates who backed Hodgson last vear
have changed their minds. They have seen
how weak the legislation is and Hodgson’s
manoeuvring has been exposed for what
it is: cover for a Labour Party leadership
that will not deliver on any trade union

Many CWU branches and activists are
members of the United Campaign for the
Repeal of the Anti-Trade Union Laws, With
the OWU vote and the affiliation of the
MSF there is a real chance that this cam-
paign will begin to. grow into. a real
movement. The United Campaign is now
supported by 11 national unions. It is the
only trade union-based campaign that is
capable of taking the fight against the anti-
union laws forward. All left activists in
unions should affiliate their branches,
regions and unions to the campaign,

® UCRATUL; PO Box 17556, London
EC2Y BPA. Tel: 0171-038 7521.

and warning unions that the TUC’s con-
cept of “social partnership” must not be
“used” as a disguise, either to get your foot
in the door and start rowing about recruit-
ment or to go back to your old behaviour
of the bad old days of the 1960s and "70s.

In return for listening to the Prime Minis-
ter upbraid them the TUC leaders got a £5
million grant to promote “partnership” in
the workforce. This £5 million is to be
matched by a further £5 million from the
employers so that the TUC can help
employers implement minimum standards
in the workplace, with the emphasis on
the word minimum.

All talk of social partnership is based on
the illusion that bosses and workers have
common interests and their relationship is
built on mutual co-operation not the
exploitation of wage labour by capital. But
what is distinctive about New Labour and
the TUC’s notion of social partnership is
that, unlike continental models, it is not
based on a minimum of trade union inde-
pendence and a pluralist notion of
collective bargaining. Instead the social
partnership that Monks and Blair want is
premised on an erosion of collective bar-
gaining and Thatcher’s anti-union laws. It is
a form of “partnership” ideology that
threatens to lead to a degeneration of trade
unionism below even that of business
unionism in the US. Though union mem-
bership in the US is haif that of the UK the
level of militancy expressed through
strikes is much greater.

If you want proof of how far the TUC
leadership are prepared to go then just lis-
ten to John Monks’ reply to Blair on the
annual wage norms:

“We recognise that we don’t deliver
secure employment or rewarding jobs by
having nothing more than an annual argu-
ment with employers about pay...
Collective bargaining yes, but matched to a
commitment to joint problem solving
across training, skills and career develop-
ment.”

Meanwhile, outside Congress House and
in the real world. ..

John Monks has two advantages over the
other trade union bureaucrats:

1. He is not elected, and as a result

2. He has no industrial membership to
keep happy by delivering improvements in
their wages and conditions.

The problem for people like Bill Morris,
John Edmonds, Rodney Bickerstafte and
the other key bureaucrats is that they actu-
ally have to lead unions and attempt to
secure gains for their members. Yet the
Government is attacking their members’
wages and conditions through intimidation
like PFL, Best Value and its support for con-
tinued privatisation and de-regulation.

Tom Willis



The contours of the new South Africa

FTER the ANC's political victory in

the second post-apartheid general

election and the electoral marginali-
sation of the National Party. it is worth
reasserting the basics about South Africa.

The economically dominant class

remains the randlords — the monopoly
capitalists whose wealth is based on the
exploitation of the gold and diamond
mines. The continuing brutal oppression
and exploitation of the black proletarian
majority is based on the randlords system
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of racial capitalism, a system which pre-
dates apartheid and has outlived it.

It is also the case that the ANC did
not lead the struggle for freedom, rather
rode it into office. Apartheid was ended
because the randlords and the high com-
mand of the racial capitalist state
considered it unviable in the face of
revolt from black workers and youth.
They took the opportunity of the collapse
of the Stalinist bloc to cut a deal with the
ANC.

The new South Africa is new, but not
new. The formal apparatus of racial
oppression has been removed. Two ¢lec-
tions have taken place under universal
suffrage; pass laws and racial categorisa-
tion of the population are history. Yet the
racial division of wealth is virtually
unchanged bar the growth of a relatively
small black middle class.

Generals who are guilty of organising
apartheid death squads remain free,
white police beatings continue and afl
black people distrust what they see as a
basically unchanged police.

So. what of the black working class,
the force that brought De Klerk to the
ncgotiating table?

They have been betrayved. They still
invest enormous trust in the ANC, but

that trust will melt away. Mandela's
authority has prevented this inevitable
conflict between the black majority and
“their” government. But now Mandela
has gone.

The ANC will find it increasingly dif-
ficult to continue ruling as a2 monolithic
national liberation movement. Mass
unemployment and grinding poverty wiil
provoke growing disillusion with the
“people’s government”.

The key question is whether or not
the working class will emerge as an inde-
pendent force. So far the ANC has been
relatively successtul in enticing not just
opportunists and careerists but all the
organic leaders of the trade unions in its
orbit — and into high government office.
Continued success, however, is not guar-
anteed. There are only so many cosy
posts in the state machine for union offi-
cials. No real basis exists for a labour
aristocracy in South Africa and so we can
expect this working class movement to
start to assert its independence in relation
to the ANC. When that starts to happen
we really will be in the new South Africa,
but so long as the working class remains
in the sway of the ANC everything will
stay the same.

Ann Mack

As we saw it

OUTH African capitalism’s profits are

based on the system which reduces

black people to cheap labour devoid
of rights. If progress depends on the fee-
ble proposals made every so often by
South African big business for some lib-
eralisation, then it will be a very long
time indeed coming. South African capi-
talism needs the racist system

But capital does not always get what
it needs. The black workers are and must
be the driving force of the struggle
against white supremacy; they will con-
duct that struggle by the rhythms and
methods appropriate to their own class
interests combining it with their own
direct class demands, and fighting for a
victory which will merge a democratic
and socialist revolution. But it would be
a mistake to underestimate the flexibility
of capitalism.

That mistake was already made by
many South African leftists in the 1970s,
when they underestimated the new non-
racial unions or condemned them as
economistic and reformist because they

The nature of South African capitalism

thought that the apartheid state could
not possibly allow genuine non-racial
unions to exist for any time at all.

The state did not tolerate the unions
out of generosity. But it was force to let
them develop.

There are a number of possibilities
now other than socialist revolution or
total defeat.

Since the 1970s especially a small
but real middle class has developed in
the black townships.

The overthrow of white supremacy
could be followed by the black middle
class establishing their rule and sup-
pressing the black workers. Or, under
extreme pressure, the white regime
might reform itself drastically and man-
age to stabilise that reformed version by
use of repression.

Both the CP theory of “two stages™
and the scholastic theory of socialist rev-
olution or nothing fail to grasp the
reality of what is happening now or the
range of possible outcomes.

Workers' Liberty, September 1985
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Setting the record straigh

By Bernard Regan and Pat Murphy

Bernard Regan

OUR last Workers’ Liberty contains a report from Pat Murphy
of the NUT Conference. In it he reports on an incident involv-
ing myself and the Industrial Organiser of Workers’ Liberty.
The report is in fact inaccurate. The facts of the matter are these:

Following a debate about the situation in Kosova, outside the
meeting, I was called a “Chetnik” by this individual, whose name
I don’t know. He refused to withdraw this statement which he had
made in front of a number of other individuals from different polit-
ical groups.

In a subsequent private meeting Paul Hampton, an AWL mem-
ber, apologised to me on behalf of Workers' Liberty saying that the
remark was wrong and unjustified — (an apology repeated in pri-
vate by other members of the organisation since). I accepted that
apology and said that since the remark was made by one individ-
ual from Workers’ Liberty 1 did not hold the whole organisation
responsible and did not regard it as something which would stop
me working with Workers’ Liberty at the conference or in the
future. I considered the matter finished with.

I was therefore shocked to read the story, written by Pat Mur-
phy, published in your journal and on your website. Pat Murphy was
neither present when the incident took place nor was he present
when Paul Hampton apologised on behalf of your organisation. How-
ever ] took in good faith that Paul Hampton’s apology was made on
behalf of the organisation and that it therefore was known about
and understood by Workers’ Liberty members to be an end of the
affair.

To reprint the story, however, reopens the whole issue and calls
into question the political sincerity of the “apology” and its worth.
Despite the fact that Pat Murphy says that it was a “private” mat-
ter, publishing the story means that it has ceased to be a “private”
matter and is now public.

To call someone a “Chetnik” is in fact to accuse them of being
a fascist. The Industrial Organiser of Workers’ Liberty understood
this perfectly well and it was clear from Paul Hampton’s apology
that he fully understood what was meant. If Workers® Liberty think
that someone is a “Chetnik” then they have a responsibility to the
rest of the labour movement to denounce them as such as loudly
and widely as possible and to drive such a person out of the work-
ers’ movement. It is not simply a question of putting a label on
someone — no fascist should be tolerated inside the trade union
movement. Either Workers® Liberty should take responsibility for
calling someone a fascist and act accordingly or withdraw the accu-
sation, making it clear to those who read your magazine and website
and the rest of the workers’ movement that you unconditionally
retract this attack and apologise.

This isn’t a matter of name calling or some matter of personal
sensitivity. When supporters of Stalin used the term “social fascist”
about the Social Democratic Party in Germany in the *30s it com-
pletely miseducated their ranks and others on the whole nature of
fascism and the danger it represented. People inside the trade
union movement have already asked me what this is all about. Peo-
ple who don’t know me might also want to know whether I can
be trusted. Part of my work is actually with refugees from Kosovo.
It is a matter of political responsibility. It is not some matter of bour-
geois prejudice about my “good name” it is a matter of political
accuracy as well as my political record and whether it will damage
the relations with others with whom I work. To cite examples of
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Pat Murphy

Bernard Regan

how other people might refer to Workers™ Liberty is not a justifi-
cation for your action in writing and publishing this story. I assume
you defend yourselves against such attacks when they are made. |
do not belong to a political party. I have to defend myself.

At a recent meeting of the Socialist Teachers Alliance members
of Workers’ Liberty agreed with a motion that was adopted which
stated, “The STA: condemns the bombing of Yugoslavia by NATO
and opposes any proposal to extend the war through, for example,
a ground invasion; condemns the treatment of the Kosovar Alba-
nians by the Milosevic regime; supports the right of the Kosovars
to return to Kosova and their right to self-determination including
the right to independence.

“The STA further agrees to encourage support for this position
within the NUT and to oppose the position adopted by the ETUC,
TUC and Education International which have all backed the NATO
actions.”

They disagreed with the proposal that, “The STA (agrees) to
affiliate to the Committee for Peace in the Balkans, to make a dona-
tion and to publicise its initiatives.”

I assume that Workers’ Liberty is in favour of actively oppos-
ing the imperialists. So where does the objection to affiliation to the
Committee for Peace in the Balkans come from? It seems as if the
AWL wants to equate opposition to US and British aggression with
support for Milosevic. But this equation is not justified. One of the
tragedies of the bombing campaign, for example, has been that Neva-
sisnost, the independent trade union organisation in Serbia which
is a major component of the anti-Milosevic forces responsible for
the half million strong demonstration against his regime in 1998,
has now been virtually driven underground by the actions of NATO,
just as the opposition to Saddam Hussein was isolated by the events
of the Guif War and the continuing biockade which has resuited,
by UNICEF calculations, in an increase in mortality rates in Iraq of
90,000 a year.

Imperialism is not interested in defending either the Kosovar
working class or the Serbian working class. Imperialism is hypo-
critically wrapping itself in the humanitarian flag as a cover for its
own ambitions. Socialists should have nothing to do with this cha-
rade.

I will debate you on the subject of Kosova any time you wish
but I ask that you publish a retraction of what was said in the arti-
cle concerning the incident at the NUT Conference.

I ask you to publish this letter in full without amendment.
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A reply to Bernard Regan by
Pat Murphy

“Come down off the cross
We can use the wood”
Tom Waits: Corze On Up To The House (1999)

HO called who what in the corridor outside a meeting is of

little importance. I find the idea that it should produce

written discussion pieces and collective apologies faintly
ridiculous. Bernard, nevertheless, clearly seems upset by the whole
thing, and that is not conducive to effective collaboration between
us in the future. For that reason I would like to make some things
clear:

Of course it is not the view of WL (teachers or otherwise) that
Bernard is literally a “Chetnik”. Given his completely accurate state-
ment that I heard none of this at first hand, I will say nothing more
about it.

To report that this remark was made (whatever it was) is not
to endorse it. It was described in the offending article as “an insult”.
It was compared to the descriptions of us as “Unionists”, “Zionists”
and “pro-imperialists”, remarks with which I self-evidently disagree.
I find absurd the claim that anyone in the labour movement seriously
thinks either that Bernard is a Chetnik or that that is our considered
assessment of him on the basis of the short comment in my article.
If such people exist, [ would be happy to meet and counsel them.

It seems that some of Bernard’s indignation stems from his
own confusion about who the Chetniks were. “To call someone a
Chetnik,” he says, “is in fact to accuse them of being a fascist.” Well
only if you stretch the word “fascist” until is has very little meaning.
The Chetniks were a group of Serb resistance fighters who opposed
the Nazi occupation of that part of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in the
Second World War. On one level they were very much anti-fascist,
or at least anti-Nazi. They were, however, monarchists, recruited from
the pre-war royal army and loyal to the Serb monarchy which ruled
before the occupation. They were overshadowed by Tito’s Partisan
resistance, which also fought the Nazis, but on the basis of a repub-
lican Yugoslavia. To call someone a Chetnik in the context of debate
about the current conflict is to accuse them of being a Serb chau-
vinist. That could be a legitimate, though over-the-top and no doubt
irritating, comment to make in the heat of a row. The idea that
Bernard was accused of being a fascist is bombastic nonsense.

Hence we find ourselves in the odd position of being asked for
an apology for an implied slur that was never made. We find our-
selves lectured about the need to use the term fascist in a correct
and precise way by someone who has himself misunderstood it,
“Workers Liberty,” says Bernard, “should take responsibility for call-
ing someone a fascist and act accordingly.” Well, no doubt we will
when the occasion arises. Meantime, Bernard needs to calm down.
No-one has called him a fascist, or believes him so to be. Let that
reassure all those Kosovan refugees and people in the trade union
movement who read the last Workers™ Liberty. 1 sincerely hope that,
where it makes obvious sense, and that means most of the time,
Bernard and his co-thinkers feel able to work constructively with
comrades from Workers’ Liberty in the NUT. We will, in the next
few months, be working in our branches to ensure that he is elected
as national Vice-President of the union, and that STA policies are well
represented at next vear's conference. We will do all this in the spirit
of uniting in activity where we agree and debating, often sharply,
where we disagree. We expect no more or less from Bernard.

One of the issues on which we quite clearly disagree and
should, therefore, debate properly is the conflict in the Balkans. There
is a part of the left, of which Bernard is only an example, which has
lost its moral bearings in the current war. This dispute arose because
of a disingenuous contribution he made to an important discussion
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on the war at NUT conference. The issue at stake was whether the
left, in attempting to bave the war discussed on the floor of con-
ference, would include support for the right of the Kosovars to
independence. The people who insisted that no such reference be
made were the SWP. Bernard spoke last in the debate and used his
considerable weight in the STA to ensure that the SWP won. He
clearly indicated that it might be tactically better not to call for
Kosovan national rights because it could alienate the Stalinists on
our NEC and in conference. In other words, we needed their oppo-
sition to NATO even if it was based on pro-Serb sentiment. This at
a time when the attempt to physically liquidate the Kosovars was
at its height. Then, in a cynical piece of evasion, Bernard explained
how important it was to understand the difference between self-deter-
mination and independence and implied that the Kosovars might not
want independence. Actually the amendment he was speaking
against supported their right to independence, but in any case he
was responding to an immensely important issue by retreating into
pedantry and abstraction. The result, which he worked hard for, was
that the first trade union conference after the outbreak of war was
offered a “left-wing” policy which said nothing about the central ques-
tion of the conflict — the national rights of the Kosovars. I think that
is a disgrace — a good deal more worrying than the question of
Bernard’s reputation.

S it happens the events at NUT conference have been repeated

up and down the country, and that brings me to the question

of why we voted against STA affiliation to the Committee for
Peace in the Balkans. The comrades from WL who attended the last
STA national meeting were quite right to do that. I have also spo-
ken and voted against support for the Leeds Committee at my
union branch and will continue to do so while the so-called “anti-
war” movement keeps its current character. The plain fact is that
this campaign is not really anti-war at all, and is certainly not anti-
imperialist. It is against NATO’s war and NATO's imperialism but
says nothing about Milosevic’s war and Serb imperialism. Like many
of my comrades, and those of other political organisations, I have
attended anti-war meetings and argued that they should supplement
their “Stop the bombings” slogan with clear, public support for the
central victims in this conflict, the Kosovar Albanians. I wouldn’t
find it so depressing if there had been an argument about how much
priority to give this demand, whether it should have equal billing
with anti-NATO slogans or be subordinate. No, what is appalling is
that the very idea of championing Kosovar rights has been resisted
ferociously throughout.

The lead role has been played by the SWP, whose record in this
matter has been a disgraceful episode in their history. They have
been helped by a more general culture which, it seems to me, is polit-
ically and morally corrupted. It is a culture with no consistent,
positive programme on democratic and national rights, only a crude
anti-imperialism. It is a moral world defined entirely by the need to
negate its enemy rather than mobilise and educate new friends. The
intellectual poverty of this culture has produced some grotesque
spectacles in the course of this debate. 1 have now heard numer-
ous “lefrwingers” deny or question whether massacres have really
occurred in Kosova. The SWP have put great effort into pedantic
articles arguing that this is not strictly speaking genocide. The KLA
is described as drug-running, criminal, Muslim fundamentalist and
CIA-funded all at the same time. This, too, from people who under-
stand all too well the variety of nationalist politics, semi-criminality
and dodgy sources of weapons characteristic of virtually every
national liberation movement. It is, in short, a dishonest, opportunist
moral, intellectual and political worldview some have built for
themselves. We want no part of it. We will give it no succour and
we will continue to relate to it by way of merciless criticism,
because that is the only way in which a serious thinking, critical
socialist movement can be built.
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We need an honest debate on the left

Alan Thornett

HE February edition of Workers’ Liberty carried a transcript

of a debate between Martin Thomas and myself on monetary

and the European Union. In his reply (which concluded the
debate) Martin makes great play of a remark I made during my sum-
mation to the effect that that I regretted accepting the invitation
to the debate given the way the discussion had gone from the floor
of the meeting — which was comprised mostly (though not only)
of AWL members — and that I would not be accepting similar invi-
tations in the future. This remark has been taken up by AWL
members in various ways since that meeting.

My response to this is that political debate is a very good
thing, but it needs a minimum degree of honesty if it is to be of
value.

There are important political difference between the AWL and
Sociatist Qutlook (and myself) on the nature the EU and of EMU.
For example, you appear to see the creation of the EU as a pro-
gressive development in itself, despite the Maastricht Treaty, the
social implications of the introduction of EMU, the democratic
deficit, Schengen and everything else. In this particular meeting
some of your comrades seemed to compare the creation of the EU
favourably with the unification of capitalist states in the progres-
sive period of capitalism in the 19th century prior to the rise of
imperialism. We disagree with such an analysis. We think the EU
is a4 reactionary institution aimed at increasing the exploitation of
the European working class to the advantage of big business. But
such things are a legitimate subject for debate. There can be mis-
understandings — which have to be cleared up — and the different
positions might get caricatured, but it is a useful and legitimate
debate none-the-less,

My problem on that particular night was that there was no pos-
sible room for misunderstanding about the things I was denounced
for from the floor of the meeting. I was denounced for holding
views 1 was known to oppose. Speaker after speaker denounced
me as a “nationalist”, a “little Englander”, and for being “in league
with the Tory right”, in the most sectarian way. One of your com-
rades even said: “I am not saying this as an insult, I am saying it as
a considered and objective political opinion: you are a nationalist,
comrade!” This was not a legitimate and honest debate. Nor was
it a misunderstanding. It was a set-up. All your leading comrades
present knew those allegations to be the opposite to the truth, yet
not one intervened to say so. More than that, this kind of inter-
vention was openly encouraged by Martin Thomas and others. A
Socialist Outlook comrade speaking from the floor and objecting
to this was heckled by your comrades.

Why do I say that the debate was dishonest? I say it because
we (the AWL and Socialist Outlook) worked together in the 1997
Euromarch campaign and these issues were absolutely clear
between us.

We worked together in that campaign on the basis of two
points of political agreement — which were also the basis of the
campaign. The first was the slogan “Single Currency, Not at our
Expense” — which focused on the social effects of the introduc-
tion of EMU. We agreed that there was a clear and valid case
against EMU from a working class perspective (i.c., the defence of
jobs, working conditions, the welfare state, etc., opposition to
racism) and that this was the basis of the campaign. The secondly
was that any campaign must be internationalist in character and
rigorously separated from either the Tory right or those in the labour
movement who seck to defend the pound or British national sov-

WORKERS' LIBERTY TULY 1999

ereignty. And we implemented this at every stage!

The Campaign Against Euro Federalism (CAEF) split with us
because we insisted that our campaign must be separated from
nationalism in any form. We intervened at the CAEF meeting at the
Birmingham G7 summit demonstration to challenge them for shar-
ing a platform with the Tory right. We argued that the Tory right
may oppose EMU as we do but on a totally different agenda to our-
selves. Their’s is a nationalist, pro-Atlanticist, even racist, agenda.
And it is advanced on behalf of, and with the backing of, a section
of the British bourgeoisie. Ours was (and is) an internationalist,
working class campaign based on the building of international
solidarity amongst the working class and oppressed people across
Europe. No Tory would touch it with a barge pole.

This issue came up again at the Cardiff demonstration last year.
When a group of right-wingers arrived with “save the pound” slo-
gans we excluded them from the demonstration on the basis that
they opposed the political basis on which it was called. I asked them
to leave personally, on behalf of the organisers. In the end they
formed their own demonstration separated from ours by several
hundred yards and a cordon of police. No grounds for misunder-
standing there!

My objection at the meeting, therefore, was that given this
background all your leading comrades were fully aware of the
stance we had jointly taken on all this but cynically allowed the
“debate” to go the way it did. Consequently I was met with know-
ing, wilful, distortions of my positions (and Socialist Outlook’s) at
a meeting to which I had been invited as a guest speaker.

Genuine difference on the EU and EMU remain between us of
course.

The AWL argues that we should not be ¢ither for or against
the EU (or for or against the single currency) since the EU is a cap-
italist institution and Britain is a capitalist country and therefore
there is little to chose between them.

But it is not a matter of choosing between the EU or Britain,
it is a matter of what is best for the working class — Europe-wide.
From this perspective opposing the single currency is not a mat-
ter of defending the pound but of defending the working class. The
Maastricht treaty, and its core provision EMU, the single currency,
is the central project of the European bourgeoisic aimed at increas-
ing the exploitation of the working class in Europe. It is difficult
to see how the working class can be defended effectively without
taking it into account.

The Maastricht treaty is designed to ensure the imposition of
a neo-liberal agenda within the EU and to force member states to
cut government spending to meet the requirements of the Stabil-
ity Pact. That means attacks on jobs and welfare. It is one of the
driving forces behind the massive privatisation programmes and
deregulation being carried out across the EU by mostly social
democratic governments, who hold power in 13 of the 15 mem-
bers states.

All these governments are running tight fiscal policies and intro-
ducing extensive marketisation, deregulation and privatisation
programmes. And they are being far more effective, in most cases,
than their right wing predecessors — some spectacularly so. After
two years in office, Jospin (seen as heading one of the most left of
these governments, in France) has sold off more nationalised prop-
erty than all his right-wing predecessors together managed in the
previous 13 years! True Jospin is more pragmatic than Blair, and
his rhetoric is different, but the end result is the same as far as pri-
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vatisation and the neo-liberal agenda is concerned.

Itis always necessary to repeat that the pressures towards these
developments are many and that everything cannot be put at the
door of the EU or EMU. There is a world-wide neo-liberal offensive
which is very much alive and well despite forecasts of its demise
by many, including those writing in the recent one-off edition of
Marxism Today. There is the world-wide economic crisis of over-
production which remains unresolved despite the current spin
being put on it by the representatives of capital. And on top of this
there is the crisis of (and political evolution of) European social
democracy itself — which is rooted in the lack of reforms avail-
able today and the overall success of the neo-liberal offensive.
This crisis has led European social democracy to assume the lead-
ership of the central project of the European bourgeoisie —
European integration through the EU.

To say that the EU and EMU are far from the only factors dri-
ving the neo-liberal agenda forward in Europe, however, does not
diminish the role they are playing in any way or suggest that we
should be neutral as to their effects. What EMU is doing is co-ordi-
nating and systematising the neo-liberal offensive and providing the
best framework for its introduction. It also gives cover to national
governments to introduce austerity programmes or cuts in welfare
since they can argue that they are only meeting their obligations
to the EU.

The most militant sections of the working class across Europe
have been pretty clear about the role of EMU whilst the conditions
were being created for its introduction. That is why the Conver-
gence Criteria, and the various austerity programmes designed to
meet it, created the biggest wave of struggles across Europe for over
20 years. It triggered general strikes, direct action and mass protests
— right across the EU (France, Spain, Belgium, Greece, Germany)

“Debate involves dispute
and contradiction”

Martin Thomas replies

E have argued against the “no to the EU” position

held by Alan and his friends as nationalist for

over 30 years now. Of course we continued to do
so at the London debate! Several AWL speakers stressed
that we were not questioning Alan’s good intentions.
To protest to someone “Your position is nationalist!”
has no bite if you think they will reply: “Yes, of course
it is! I'm a chauvinist and proud of it!”

Debate involves dispute and contradiction! If you
enter a debate, you must be prepared to have your
opponents say that your position is undesirable in
some way or another: nationalist, pro-imperialist,
reformist, ultra-left, whatever. The requirement for a
proper regime of debate on the left is not that we all
promise never to say anything impolite or wounding
about anyone else’s ideas — if we did, there would
never be any debate — but open argument on equal
terms with the widest possible audience.

We freely gave Alan equal speaking timme before an
AWL audience — including new AWL members, friends
and contacts unfamiliar with the Europe debate and
with no or little previous “conditioning” against his
point of view. We gave further speaking time to Alan’s
friends on the floor of the meeting, who were limited
in numbers only by Socialist Outlook not being keen to
expose their members and sympathisers to the debate.
The best way to improve debate would be for Socialist
Cutlook to adopt a similar open regime, and to debate
with us both at meetings attended by members of both
organisations and in the publications of both groups.
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following the mass strikes and huge demonstrations in France at
the end of 1996 (the demonstrations were bigger than in 1968).

Although the AWL has been rewriting the history of this
because it did not fit the script (Martin Thomas has repeatedly
argued that mass demonstrations against the Jupp¢ plan were not
aimed at the cffects of the convergence criteria at all — based on
left leaflets he read whilst on them), most of them clearly did arise
from EMU in one way or another. Whether this was adequately
reflected in the leaflets of the left on the day is a slightly separate
matter. One person who was absolutely clear about it was Juppé
himself, who said repeatedly that his plan was designed to prepare
for EMU. Some of the strikes which followed, like the Greek farm-
ers and seafarers, were absolutely explicit about it.

In any case it is hard to see how we can be neutral when the
European employers reorganise to their own advantage and against
that of the working class. We are not neutral when an individual
employer reorganises against the workforce or when a national gov-
ernment takes measures which increase exploitation of or attack
the working class. Why should we be neutral when this is done
by the European bourgeoisie? We don't say all employers are cap-
italists so we are neutral as to what they do and the employment
conditions they create, so why do we say it about the EU?

Politically EMU represents the biggest single step yet towards
a European super-state — the project favoured by the most pow-
erful sections of the European bourgeoisie when faced with
increasing competition from Japan and North America.

The Single European Act of 1986 was designed precisely to
challenge what was then Japanese pre-eminence in the world
economy. It marked the transition from what had been until then
a mainly econoniic project of a common market or customs union
(aimed largely at avoiding further European wars) towards the
highly political project of the European Union and eventually a
super-state. EMU was the core provision contained in the Maastricht
Treaty of 1992, It would take away the ability of individual nation
states to fix interest rates, the most important fiscal lever available
to them.

Maastricht, therefore, represented not only an attempt by the
European bourgeoisie to compete more effectively with rival
power blocs in the world (where only the biggest and strongest
can survive) but triggered a major attack on the European work-
ing class as austerity measures were introduced to meet the criteria.
The various European welfare systems — now regarded by the Euro-
pean bourgeoisie as a luxury which could no longer be afforded
— were the main target in these attacks.

To return, finally, to the issue of how debates should be con-
ducted and how different sections of the left should relate to one
another, there is a mood for unity on the left, and it is an impor-
tant development. How do we create something new which can
be useful to the working class and start to build a real political alter-
native to Blairism? The AWL is seeking to be a part of this process
and you were party to the recent attempts to get a common slate
on the London region for the European elections. It was a good
initiative which was scuppered by the blind sectarianism of the SLP.

The AWL itself has called a forum to discuss “left unity” on Sat-
urday 19 June and you are inviting others, including Socialist
Outlook, to participate in it. Whether such a forum can make a con-
tribution to the current unity process depends on the extent to
which it is a genuine contribution to the process or simply a
means to a different end for the AWL. Time will tell. And the dif-
ferent sections of the left will make their judgement — including
the section I am a part of. But one thing is clear; if it is to make a
positive contribution the AWL will have to make a break from the
dishonest debating methods and macho posturing displayed at
the forum I was invited to. Such methods are not the best way to
promote and develop the important opportunities which exist at
the present time.
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After the SWP’s collapse into Serb chauvinism
Cliff’s state capitalism in perspective

“A negative slogan unconnected with a definite positive solution will not
sharpen, but dull, consciousness, for such a slogan is a hollow phrase,
mere shouting, meaningless declamation.”
Lenin
“Sects change their doctrines more readily than they change their naines.”
Anon

“In the terminology of the Marxist movement, unprincipled cliques or

groups bave been chardacterized as political bandits. A classic exanmple of

such a group is the group known as the "Lovestoneites’, This group, poisoned
and corrupted the American Communist movement for many yedars by ils
unprincipled and unscrupulous factional struggles. Able and talented peo-
ple they bad no definite principles. The ‘political” progrannme was alwdys
adapted to their primeary ain of ‘solving the organisalion gquestion satis-
Jactorily.”
“Their politics were always determined for them by external pres-
sure,”
James P Cannon

“Without a revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary move-

ment.”
Lenin

Introduction

VEN those who had thought themselves bevond being surprised

or outraged by the Socialist Workers™ Party, experienced a fris-

son of shock and initial disbelief at the role it has played during
the Serb-Kosova-NATO war — that of outright apologist for the mur-
derous Serbian drive in Kosova. Alongside Stalinists who think
Milosevic's Yugoslavia (Serbia) a socialist state, confused pacitists, half-
demented little Englanders and Serb chauvinists, they were the main
organisers of a one-sided pro-Serb “Anti-War” movement under the
slogans: “Stop the Bombing: Stop the War™. Within that movement,
they were, together with the Milosevicite neo-Stalinists, the most
determined opponents of concern with the Kosovar Albantans who
were then being massacred and uprooted. At meetings all over Britain
they fought against committing those present to demanding “Yugosla-
vian (Serbian) army out of Kosova”, even as a subordinate slogan. Using
the style and technique of a 1940s-vintage apologia for the USSR, their
pamphlet Stop the War systematically misrepresented everything to
do with the build-up to war and the fate of the Kosovar Albanians,

They did not dare say it, but their politics could most clearly have
been expressed in the slogan “Victory to Milosevic”. Meanwhile, in
the “small print”, their “thinkers” — Alex Callinicos in Socialist
Worker, for instance — reproduced the bourgeois establishment’s line,
embodied in the Rambouillet agreement: Kosova Albanian indepen-
dence would “destabilise” the region! They had, it seemed,
one-and-the-same underlying argument for backing Milosevic as NATO
had for bombing him! They did not say that what Milosevic was
doing in Kosova was “all right”, or that it “didn’t matter”, but they min-
imised and denied it, sometimes shamefacedly, sometimes boldly. At
the NUT conference their leading teacher argued against bothering
about the Kosovars on the grounds that they were now only “history”
(see WI55). It was not Hitler's Holocaust, they rightly insisted, but
with the obscene intention of making as little as possible of whet it
wes, and of what Milosevic was doing to the Kosovar Albanians.

In a war in which many tens of thousands of Kosovars have been
butchered by the Milosevicites, they turned Socialist Worker into a
Serb war propaganda sheet, on the political, intellectual and moral
level of gung-ho pro-NATO tabloids like the Sun.

The immediate origin of this behaviour is plain and easy to com-
prehend: they let all other political considerations be devoured by one,
negative, idea — “Against NATO’s war”. Where the old pro-USSR Stal-
inists used to side positively with one bloc, that controlled by the USSR
— and today’s neo-Stalinists sided positively with the “socialist™ Milo-

sevic — the SWP arrived at positive support for Milosevic by an
all-defining negativism: against NATO, no matter what!
They backed themselves, spitting incoherent curses at NATQO, into
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How did the SWP wind up in Milosevic’s camp?

the company of the dark-age Serb imperialists, and turned them-
selves into vulgar propagandists for Milosevic!

It is, of course, likely that calculations of organisational advantage
— winning the favour of the stillknumierous Stalinoids in the trade unions
— played a big part in what they did. But that has little political or the-
oretical interest for us. What interests us here is how, from being carly
advocates of the *Third Camp” of the working class and the oppressed,
the SWP has wound up in the nearest thing to the old Stalinist *camp”
in Europe — Milosevic’s. How an organisation that in 50 years has not
reconciled itself to the displicement of three-quarters of a million
Palestinian Arabs in 1948 (coupled with the displacement of over half
a million Jews from Arab countries), which, 50 years on, ludicrously
bases its advocacy of the destruction of Israel on the tragic fate of those
Palestinian Arabs — would up in this war doing vulgar public relations
work for a regime engaged in premeditated mass murder and the
uprooting ot over 90% of the population of Kosova!

This article will argue that the arbitrary, subjective and wildly zig-
zagging politics of the SWP are rooted in, or anvway can be traced
back to, the incoherences and mystifications of its bedrock “position”,
Tony CHff's theory of state capitalism. Not to “state capitalism™ in gen-
eral, but to the arbitrary, subjective, inconsistent and principle-free
approach which dominates this group in every sphere and is to be
found also in its bedrock theory. It has always, as a political forma-
tion, decided its politics arbitrarily, and with an opportunist eye to
organisational advantage. An examination of Cliff's basic “contribu-
tion to Marxism™ is the best way into this subject.”

I will argue that, on the level of Marxist theory, CIff's position
is an inorganic hybrid of post-Trotsky “degenerated workers’ state”
theory and “bureaucratic collectivism”™, and that on the level of the-
ory — not of politics, theory — its implications and perspectives have
most of the faults of post-Trotsky degenerated workers” state theory.

For the SWP's performance in the Balkan war, the words of
Trotsky which we quoted in the last Workers™ Liberty, will bear
repeating: “An individual, a group, a party or a class that is capable
of *objectively” picking its nose while it watches men drunk with
blood, and incited from above, massacring defenceless people, is

This is part theee of a series which first appeared in Workers™ Liberty Nos. 1 &
42, The first A funny tale agreed nupon, the sccond 150 Historiography aid
Myihology.
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condemned by history to rot and become worm-eaten while it is still
alive.”

I. The great riddle of the twentieth century

INSTON Churchill famously said of Stalin’s USSR that it was

a conundrum wrapped up in a paradox inside an enigma. The

one-time Yugoslavian CP leader Anton Ciliga spent many years
as a prisoner of Stalin. An English version of part of his book of mem-
oirs was entitled The Russian Enigma (1940). Its French original was
called Au Pays du Grande Mensonge (From the Couniry of the
Great Lie). The great lie was that the USSR was a socialist society ruled
by the working class. That lie was supported by a vast network of sub-
ordinate lies, misrepresentations, misunderstandings and wishful
thinking. The essence of the situation was expressed like this by
Trotsky in The Revolution Betrayed (1930):

“The means of production belongs to the state. But the state, so
to speak. “belongs’ to the bureaucracy.”

Among anti-Stalinist Marxists there have been three broad group-
ings of description and analysis of the USSR, with different names:
degenerated workers’ state; state capitalism; bureaucratic collec-
tivism. Each of the groupings contains many sub-divisions. Two of
these names are extensions of bourgeois society. The third, bureau-
cratic collectivism, sees Stalinism as a distinct new socio-economic
formation.

These names denote analyses which all claim to be Marxist. All
deal with the same phenomenon. They share many elements of
description and analysis. That means that discussion and argument
between proponents of these categories too easily becomes an incom-
prehensible, arbitrary bandying of words and names. This inherent
tendency to confusion is made worse by the fact that within each of
the “big three™ names for the USSR, many often very different and at
root incompatible theories have sought a home.

Worse still, there is much overlapping of substance between
some variants of supposedly distinct theories, whose proponents
choose to give them different names. In part this arises out of evolu-
tions within different tendencices of analysis that retains a name it
should have shed. Thus, for example, the Workers™ Fight grouping (a
forerunner of Workers™ Liberty) had a variant of degenerated and
deformed workers state theory, which it saw as rooted in Trotsky's
analysis and political attitude to Stalinism, that had, on the level of the-
ory, more in common in most respects — not all — with bureaucratic
collectivist and state capitalist theories: its political conclusions — atti-
tude to Stalinist expansion, for example, as for instance in Afghanistan
in 1979 — often had more in common with those positions than with
the position of most workers’ statists. So, on the level of theory, had
Ted Grant's theory of the degenerated Bonapartist workers’ state.
Tony CILiff's version of state capitalism had so little in common with
other state capitalist theories, and in its underlying structures had so
much in common with bureaucratic collectivism, that Hal Draper
described its author’s name for it as “a matter of terminological taste”
(See WL19). As we will see below, Cliff also shared, on the level of the-
ory if not politics, most of the essential conceptions of post-Trotsky
“orthodox” Trotskyism.

Thus the argument between fabels and name-tags — degenerated
workers’ state, state capitalism, bureaucratic collectivism — has
become an almost incomprehensible babble. How can it be made
sense of, translated into accessible terms? To make sense of it you must
first break the subject of Stalinism down into the elements of the basic
questions and issues to which all the theories in one way or another,
give, or imply, answers. Each “label” — and the many very different
theories and sets of politics that are to be found within each label —
is an, often arbitrary, composite of such elements and answers. The
theories are permutations of the answers to the series of questions
posed by Stalinism. Trotsky put it like this in 1939/40:

“Let us begin by posing the question of the nature of the Soviet
state not on the abstract-sociological plane but on the plane of con-
crete political tasks. Let us concede for the moment that the
bureaucracy is a new “class” and that the present regime in the USSR
is a special system of class exploitation. What new political conclu-
sions follow for us from these definitions? The Fourth International
long ago recognized the necessity of overthrowing the burcaucracy
by means of a revolutionary uprising of the toilers. Nothing else is pro-
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posed or can be proposed by those who proclaim the burcaucracy
to be an exploiting class The goal to be attained by the overthrow of
the bureaucracy is the reestablishment of the rule of the soviets.
Nothing different can be proposed or is proposed by the leftist crit-
ics. The distribution of productive forces among the various branches
of economy and generally the entire content of the plan will be dras-
tically changed when this plan is determined by the interests not of
the bureaucracy but of the producers themselves. But inasmuch as
the question of overthrowing the parasitic oligarchy still remains
linked with that of preserving the nationalised (state) property, we
called the future revolution political. Certain of our critics want,
come what may, to call the future revolution social. Let us grant this
definition. What does it alter in essence? To those tasks of the revo-
lution which we have enumerated it adds nothing whatsoever.”

This approach can be broken down further.

» Who rules? The working class? The bureaucracy for the working
class? A collective state capitalist class? A “bureaucratic collectivist”
class?

e Can the working class rule socially and economically without rul-
ing politically, that is, without democracy?

e Is the bureaucracy merely “parasitic” or is it a fully formed new
exploiting ruling class? Is theve meaning in such a distinction?

» What is the place of Stalinism in bistory? A bistorical blind alley?
» Is USSR society progressive? Regre.
o [s the USSR post-capitalist?

» Is the USSR in transition to socialisim?

» What are the laws of motion of the USSR economy?

e Is the working class in the Stalinist totalitarian states a proletariat
like that of bistorical capitalisim?

« If it is state capitalism, what is the working cluss socialist per-
spective?

o If it is bureaucratic collectivism, what is the working-class social-
ist perspective?

e [f it is progressive, what political conclusions follow?

* Ave we for the defence of the USSR by the international working
class?

o Are we for the expansion of the USSR?

These are only some of the questions that were embedded in the
disputes about names and labels. The whole discussion within the post-
Lenin Bolshevik current, since the "20s, has been an unstable series
of permutations of the varying answers 1o these questions. Let us exam-
ine the elements, in Trotsky himself and in those who tried to build
on Trotsky’s analysis of Stalinism, as did all those in the post-Trotsky
Trotskyist currents, whatever label they used, and whatever permu-
tations of the elements they made. But first some essential preparatory
points.

II. 1917 and Marxist socialism

UNDAMENTAL to Marxist socialism is the idea that socialism is

not possible in backwardness. Advanced capitalism brings into

existence the social and material prerequisites for socialism —
the possibility of an economy which provides abundance for all and
thus eliminates that scarcity for the many, to escape from which rul-
ing classes have throughout history raised themsclves above the mass
of the people. This idea was common to Russian Mensheviks and Bol-
sheviks alike.

During the Russian Revolution of 1917 they differed on whether
the working class should, when the possibility arose, take state power
in a backward society. Those who answered yes — Trotsky since 1905,
and then, in 1917, Lenin and the Bolshevik Party — did so, not in order
to deny the ABC of Marxism: socialism, the Bolsheviks too agreed, was
not possible in the backward Russian conditions. In a 1922 post-
script to an edition of a work of his from 1915, Trotsky wrote:

“The assertion, repecated several times in the Programme of Peace
Lo the effect that the proletarian revolution cannot be victoriously
consummadlted within da national framework may perbaps seem to
some recaders to bave been vefuted Dy the five years' experience of
our Soviet Republic. But such a conclusion would be unfounded.
The fact that the workers’ state bas maintained itself againsi the
entire world in a single, and moreover bacRuward, country testifies
to the colossal power of the proletariat, a power which in other more
advanced, move civilised countries will truly be able to achieve mir-
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acles. But having defended ourselves as a state in the political and
military sense, we bave not arrived al, nor even approached, social-
ist society. The struggle for revolutionary-siate self-defence resulted
in this interval in an extreme decline of productive forces, whereas
sociclism is concetvable only on the basis of their growth and blos-
soming.”

The Russian workers could start; the finish would have to depend
on the German, French, British and other workers in advanced coun-
tries. So would the fate of what the Russian workers had started.
Abnormal circumstances — war, breakdown of the state, the pre-
paredness of the working class and the Bolshevik Party — made it
possible for the Russian proletarian to take power. But socialism
could not be built: the Russian workers' revolution could not even
survive unless it was the first of a chain of revolutions spreading to
the advanced countries of Europe. The revolution would become inter-
national, or capitalism and the bourgeoisie would be restored in
Russia.

On a certain level, the Bolsheviks after 1921, with their New Eco-
nomic Policy, presided over a limited and controlled “restoration” of
capitalism — under a regime in which the working class, through its
Bolshevik party continued to hold political power. Under this "New
Economic Policy” (NEP) in with there was a revival of the bour-
geoisic and of rich, labour-exploiting farmers the Stalinist bureaucracy
raised itself above society, above the working class and above the NEP
small bourgeoisie.

Between 1927 and 1929 they
crushed first the working class and
then the renaissant bourgeoisie. They

the name given to savage bureaucratic rule over a brutally exploited
working class that had less rights than the workers in Britain or
France, in fact — no rights at all.

The totalitarian power of the state over society and especially over
the working class came to be identified with the rule of the working
class over society; prolonged totalitarian state arbitrariness against the
workers and the peasants was equated with the dictatorial rule of the
working class in 1919 fighting against the old “entrenched”™ — in fact
now long extirpated — ruling class and its agents. The goal of state
collectivism replaced all other considerations. To all pre-Stalinist
socialists the class character of economic state collectivism was
understood as being determined by which class exercised political
power. It was axiomatic collective working class power could not
but be democratic. In Stalinised “communism”, these elementary pro-
grammatic ideas of working class socialism were replaced by the
arbitrary ascription of a working class character to the dictatorship
of a “parasitic” or exploiting minority.

The idea that for real socialism the working class has to take over
the achievements of advanced capitalism, that socialism is impossi-
ble except as the historical offspring and legatee of advanced
capitalism, was replaced with the idea that it was the job of social-
ism to develop backward parts of the world until they could catch
up with and compete with advanced capitalism. This became the dom-
inant idea of what “actually existing socialism” — as certain ex-Stalinist
intellectuals, making their peace with capitalism, would put it in the

"70s — was. The idea, rooted in the
most basic notion of Marxism, that
socialism could not happen from

destroyed both the left wing and the
right wing of the Bolshevik Party. As
Trotsky in 1940 summarised what
had happened, the bureaucracy
“made themselves masters of the sur-
plus product” of society.

Not only did the Stalinist
counter-revolution fail to restore pri-
vate property, it ruptured the entire
framework of the NEP, substituting

“On a certain level, the Bolsheviks after
1921, with their New Economic Policy,
presided over a limited and controlled
“restoration” of capitalism — under a
regime in which the working class,
through its Bolshevik party continued
to hold political power.”

backwardness without “all the old
crap” reappearing, as Marx had writ-
ten, was simultaneously denied by
the Stalinists and proved true by the
grotesque bureaucratic parodies of
socialism produced by the Stalinists.
The Marxian idea of socialism itself
was pulped and internally disrupted
in this process. It was poisoned, it is
plain at the end of the twentieth

for it a command economy. With
great savagery and an enormous
destruction of human life, they
forcibly collectivised agriculture. They industrialised at breakneck
speed. They subjected the workers to savage exploitation. The labour
movement was utterly destroved. The “trade unions”, no longer
working class agencies for self-protection, were made into state agen-
cies for controlling the working class. The bureaucracy extended its
tentacles into every nook and cranny of the economy, brooking no
competition at any level, however petty.

What, in class terms, was this system? Lenin in 1920 in the
course of defending trade unions independent of the workers' state,
had called it a *workers’ state with bureaucratic deformations”™. Under
Stalin, it still seemed to be rooted in the October revolution, as its rulers
claimed it was. Indubitably, the working class revolution had cleared
the way for it, overthrowing the old order, and establishing working
class rule, which the burcaucratic Stalinist counter-revolution had, in
turn, by 1930, completely destroyed and replaced by the rule of a
burecaucratic “caste” or class. The key question for those who strug-
gled to understand the USSR was: did the bureaucracy, which
maintained and massively extended the property of the state it col-
lectively “owned”, “represent” a monstrously distorted working class
rule (“degenerated workers’ state”); did the burcaucracy collectively
play the role of the bourgeoisie in history and therefore personify “cap-
ital” and, if it did, did that make the bourgeois-free USSR capitalist?
Or did the burcaucracy rule over a distinctly new form of class soci-
ety (*bureaucratic collectivism™)?

Was there, in fact, continuity between the working-class revo-
lution of 1917 and Stalinism? The Stalinised Communist International
said there was : this was the Russian revolution triumphantly endur-
ing and developing; its norms and practices were from now on the
norms and practices of working class socialism. Old socialist terms
and ideas were adapted to radically new meanings that were often
the opposite of their old meanings. "Democracy”, for example, came
to be used as a name for fascist-like state tyranny. Workers' power was
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century, to such an extent that the
old “socialist” movement would
have to die before authentic working
class socialism could be reborn.

ITL. Trotsky
HERE Trotsky stood is incontrovertibly clear: The revolution in
Russia would — Trotsky had argued from 1905, and after 1917
— either spread to advanced countries, or be destroyed by bour-
geois counter-revolution. Until close to the end of his life, believing that
Stalinist collectivised property was a horrible mutation of the October
revolution, he took it as certainty that outright destruction of “the gains
of the 1917 revolution” would take the form of bourgeois restoration.

The counterrevolution that destroyed the power of the workers
was not a bourgeois counter-revolution, but the rise to power of a type
of collectivist ruling class which maintained state — their state — prop-
erty. Trotsky and his co-thinkers such as Rakovsky chronicled the
bureaucratic counter-revolution and stage by stage elaborated a work-
ing class programme of action against it. From 1933 Trotsky advocated
what he would call after 1936, a new working class revolution against
the bureaucracy. He called that revolution a “political revolution”,
because it would maintain state property; but the measures he advocated
— the working class seizure of power, smashing the bureaucratic state
and replacing it with a democratic Soviet (Council) working class state,
the seizure of the economy out of the hands of the burcaucracy —
amounted to a full social revolution. The term “political revolution” has
been the source of much mystification.

Political power — bureaucratic or working class — was seen as cen
tral in an economy that was statified and politically controlled and not
market regulated. For Trotsky, it was an “interregnum economy”, degen-
erating from the worker’s power of the revolution, but not yet
overthrown by bourgeois forces. It retained the potential of being regen-
erated by way of a new working class “political revolution™. It was not,
in Trotsky’s view — and this is central — a degenerated workers’ state
in stable equilibrium, still less what it became for post-Trotsky workers’
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statists, a “degenerated workers™ state” in irreversible “transition to
socialism™ — but a continually degenerating workers’ state. It could not
survive or go on degenerating indefinitely. If it achieved stability, as for
many decades it did, then a set of new conclusions would be indicated.

Part also of this complex of ideas was the refusal to designate the
ruling burcaucracy a ruling class. Trotsky had chronicled and anatomised
this burcaucratic ruling group as it developed. Far from his refusal to
call it a ruling class expressing softness towards it, or the idea that it
“wasn't so bad”, Trotsky compared it, in 1938, unfavourably with (pre-
Holocaust) Nazisny, from which its political rule differed, he said, only
in its *more unbridled savagery™.

In what, essentially, did the degenerated workers’ state character
of the USSR consist for Trotsky? His thinking evolved through many
stages in the 1930s and in his writings one finds many qualifications,
but, irreducably, the survival and extension of the fully nationalised econ-
omy was decisive. For Trotsky this could not have come into being
without the 1917 revolution. His approach was historical, tracing the
cvolution and degeneration step by step. The qualitative break, he
thought, would come either with the rupturing of the collectivist forms
rooted in the revolution and the restoration of capitalism; or, alterna-
tively, with the rupturing of the bureaucracy’s political power by the
working class, which would then go on to organise a radically differ-
ent collectivist economy. Not theoretical extrapolation, but the test of
war, he would come to say. had to pronounce this system more than
an ephemeral freak of history.

That the bureaucracy had all the negative features of the worst rul-
ing class in history was not disputed. For Trotsky, the bureaucracy was
a parasitic growth on the continuously degenerating forms of collec-
tivised economy rooted in the 1917 revolution.

Where, for Trotsky, did the USSR stand in the Marxist notion of
the historic sequence of class socicties? In the west that had been a dialec-
tical progression from ancient slave society, to feudalism, to capitalism.
After advanced capitalism, Marxists believed, would come socialism.
The USSR was a backward, though developing, annex to world capi-
talism, under threat of engulfment by the more advanced capitalist
world, either by way of military destruction or by the influx of cheaper
goods produced by the vastly more productive system of advanced Euro-
pean capitalism, or a combination of both. The idea of the Stalinist state
as “socialism™ encroaching from the “periphery to the centre”, in com-
petition with advanced capitalism, Trotsky dismissed in its original
Stalinist form — the idea of building “socialism in one country” — as
afoolish totalitarian variant of utopian socialism, fundamentally at odds
with both the root ideas of Marxism and the guiding idea of the Bol-
shevik revolution of 1917, He would have accused those of his comrades
who, later, propounded the idea that the Stalinist state was “in transi-
tion to socialism” of endorsing “socialism in one country”.

For Trotsky the USSR’s economic forms — collectivised economy
and planning, albeit bureaucratic planning — remained post-capitalist,
the bureaucratically distorted product of the 1917 revolution, a promis-
sory note for the post-capitalist organisation of society which the
Russian working class, in partnership with the workers of the advanced
capitalist countries, could develop as a democratically planned econ-
omy. Because of backwardness, however, those forms were filled with
an antagonistic content. In substance, despite the forms of property and
his way of seeing them, the USSR for Trotsky was not post-capitalist
in the context of and in relation to world capitalism, and couldd not be;
the very basics of Marxist socialism, of socialism’s necessary relation-
ship to capitalism in history, ruled it out.

At the radical heart of this contradictory socio-economic formation,
stood the ineradicable antagonism of the bureaucracy with the people,
and, in the first place, the workers. Because of this contradiction, plan-
ning was vitiated. Democracy, without which rational planning was
impossible, was incompatible with burcaucratic rule. Thus the terror-
istic burcaucrats ruled in the dark by way of a system of planning
deprived of popular democratic social monitoring and workers' selt-rule.
In the early days of untrammelled bureaucratic rule, the Stalinist terror
functioned as a crude substitute instrument of control and of monitoring.

IV. Trotsky’s picture of the USSR

ROTSKY was distinguished in the carly 19308 by outright par-
tisanship for the Stalinist regime in foreign policy, upholding
one-pacty rule, and blazing 1920-vintage scorn at its Social Demo-

cratic critics. Trotsky’s place in the very broad spectrum of non-Stal-
inist socialism changed steadily through the 1930s and the change
is indicative of his evolution.

In 1936 in The Revolution Betrayed he came to Karl Kautsky’s
position in his formulation quoted above (the state owned the econ-
omy, but bureaucracy owns the state). Trotsky dotted the outlines
of a plain picture, but refused “yet” to draw clear lines through the
outlined picture. By the mid-1930s, the implacable and unrepentant
defender of the USSR regime against Social Democratic and vulgar-
democratic critics was scornfully castigating the pro-Stalinist Bauerite
social democrats and their ex-Communist International alter ego, the
“Brandlerite” Right Communists, for being apologists and defence
lawyers for Stalin and Stalinism — and enemies of the suppressed
workers of the USSR. Trotsky was essentially consistent.

Paradoxical though it seems, everything in Trotsky’s evolution
here was self-consistent.

Two excerpts from concrete descriptions of USSR society by
Trotsky will show what Trotksy saw as the reality of the degenerated
workers' state. The first is from April 1933 (The Theory of Degen-
eration and the Degeneration of Theory). In USSR history the
period was an interregnum between the convulsions of forced col-
Jfectivisation and the beginning of The Great Terror (December
1934). He links the state with a discussion of inflation and money:
like the state, money has a necessary social function. It is a measure
of value and means of exchange. Like the state, its role will dimin-
ish with social development. It too will finally wither away.

Trotsky examines the nature of Stalinist society from two sides:
the state and the economy. His picture does not at all match with
the historical and theoretical framework that he insists on. The soci-
cty he describes is unmistakably a new form of class society, neither
capitalism nor socialism, or in transition to socialism. It is what will,
at the end of the "30s, be called bureaucratic collectivism.

“The soviets have lost the last remnants of independent signif-
icance and have ceased being soviets. The party does not exist... the
trade unions are completely crushed... under the cover of the strug-
¢le with the right deviation.

“The state not only does not wither away... but... becomes ever
more openly the instrument of bureaucratic coercion... The apparatus
of the trade unions themselves has become the weapon of an ever-
growing pressure on the workers”.

Referring to the “regime of terror against the party and the pro-
letariat”, Trotsky asks: “Where does such a terrible, monstrous,
unbearable exercise of the political regime come from?”. He finally
answers: “The intensification of repression is necessary for the
defence of the privileged positions of the bureaucracy™.

Trotsky describes the reality of bureaucratic arbitrariness and
inflation. “Money regulated by administrative prices fixed for goods
loses its ability to regulate plans. In this field as in others, ‘socialism’
for the bureaucracy consists of freeing its will from any control: party,
Soviet, trade union or money ... Economic planning frees itself from
value control as bureaucratic fancy frees itself from political control.
The rejection of ‘objective causes’... represents the ‘theoretical’ rav-
ings of bureaucratic subjectivism... The Soviet economy today is
neither a monetary nor a planned one. It is an almost purely bureau-
cratic economy. To support unreliable and disproportionate tempos,
a further intensification of pressure on the proletariat became imper-
ative. Industry, freed from the material control of the producer,
took on a supersocial, that is, bureaucratic, character. As a result it
lost the ability to satisfy human wants even to the degree to which
it had been accomplished by the less-developed capitalist industry ...

“From this and from this alone... flows the necessity for the intro-
duction of coercion into all cells of economic life (strengthening of
the power of [factory] managers, laws against absentees, death
penalty for spoliation of collective-farm property by its members, war
measures in sowing campaigns and harvest collections... the [inter-
nal] passport system, political departments in the villages, etc. etc.)...
The dictatorship of the proletariat withers away in the form of
bureaucratic inflation, that is, in the extreme swelling of coercion,
persecutions, and

Continued on page 37
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COMMUNIST INTERNATIONAL

Remaking socialism: part 2

By Boris
In WL55 we printed the first part of Souvaraine’s
history of the Communist International in which he
outlined the collapse of the Second International
when the bulk of its leaders backed their “own”
governments in the First World War. Here he
describes how a new International was shaped out
of opposition to that war. Souvaraine was a
founding member of the French Communist Party.

HE Swiss and Italian socialist parties multiplied attempts to re-

establish contact between international socialists, and

determine a basis of common action against the war. In Sep-
tember 1914, the conference of Lugano confided to the Swiss
party the task of re-establishing relations between the parties which
were formerly linked in brotherhood, but who had now become
belligerents or neutrals. Similar efforts were attempted by Troelstra.
The Socialist Party of America suggested the reunion of a Congress
at Washington undertaking at the same time its organisation and
its cost. These prospects failed in consequence of the hostility of
the French and Belgian parties.

The Swiss party attempted to assemble at Zurich the socialists
of neutral countries. This resulted in another failure. At the same
time the Italian Party sent Morgari to France, charged with the mis-
sion to request the International Socialist Bureau to meet. The 19
April 1915, Morgari had, at the headquarters of the Socialist Party
in Paris, an interview with Vandervelde, the President of the I1SB,
and with the leaders of the party. He found himself up against the
systematic refusal of the French and Belgium Socialist-patriots.
Renaudel declared that the International was the hostage for right
and justice (sic). And in reply to Morgari, who stated that, in spite
of opposition, the socialists who were faithful to socialism would
find means of meeting, Vandervelde said, “We will prevent it.”

It was thus apparent that all attempts to reconstitute the Inter-
national from the elements which had betrayed it would be useless
and sterile.

All that could be done was to call together the parties and the
fractions which had remained socialist and internationalist. On 15
May 1915, the congress of Bologna decided to convoke an inter-
national conference in spite of the hostility of the official parties.
On 11 June, a preliminary session took place at Berne, at which the
nature and the object of the conference were established: it was
agreed that this initiative on the part of the Italian and the Swiss
parties was not taken with the intention of forming a new Inter-
national. At this epoch only Lenin and the Bolsheviks had sufficient
insight to discern the necessity of founding a third international.
But their influence was not yet felt. Their help, however, was pre-
cious in the organisation of the conference.

From the 6 to 8 September the Conference was held at Zim-
merwald which was the first manifestation of the life of the
renascent international and which uttered the great call for peace.
A few days before the meeting, Morgari had made a supreme
attempt among French socialists to obtain their participation in the
conference, or at least that they should send a delegate without man-
date or vote who would exercise, as Morgari put it, the duties of
“an honest spy”, at the same time assuring them that only German
“minority socialists” would be present. He only met with a fresh
refusal, including that of Pressemane.

The conference, at which only Bourderon and Merrheim rep-
resented French socialism and syndicalism, issued a manifesto
denouncing imperialism as the cause of the war, disclosed the real
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objects of the war on the part of the two capitalist coalitions (thefts
of territory, grabbing of 0il and mineral wealth, the conquest of mar-
kets and of ports, pillage and spoliation, the subjection of other races
to bourgeois oligarchies) all this hypocritically baptised under the
name of national defence; and called upon the proletarians of all
countries to take united action on the basis of the class struggle,
in order to impose peace.

The “majority socialists™ of France and of Germany attacked
the Zimmerwaldians with hatred and fury, covered them with
insults and sarcasms, after first having attempted a conspiracy of
silence. But the international and pacifist idea had made a start, and
nothing could stop it. Not all the accumulated blame heaped upon
it could prevent the awakening of the proletariat.

From 24 to 30 April 1916, a second Zimmerwaldian conference
was held at Kienthal. Three French deputies, Brizon, Blanc, and Raf-
fin Dugens, represented French socialism, passports having been
refused to militant organised workers. The Kienthal Conference con-
firmed and solidified the Zimmerwaldian resolutions. It insisted on
the fact that real peace could only come about as a4 consequence
of socialism, and invited the proletariat to fight resolutely against
the capitalist regime. But, while attacking the International Social-
ist Bureau, it did not go as far as to announce the necessity of
breaking with it. At the same time as future action was decided on,
a divergence of views made itself felt; among the Zimmerwaldians
two tendencies appeared.

The left, whose interpreter was Lenin, looked upon the break
up of the socialist-patriots as inevitable, and foresaw the necessity
of founding the Third International.

The right held that joint action was still possible with repen-
tant traitors.

The left was revolutionary. The right was merely pacifist.
Events have irrefutably proved that the left were right in the posi-
tion they took up: it was revolutions which ended the war, and it
is quite clear that the world war will break out again if world rev-
olution does not forestall it.

Although the left was in a minority at Kienthal it forced its views
upon the third Zimmerwaldian Conference, which met at Stock-
holm in 1917. The resolution which was then passed called upon
the workers of the world to join in the permanent struggle for the
liberation of humanity. Two months later, the circumstances favour-
ing, and their will inciting, the Bolshevists, forming the largest
clement of the Zimmerwaldian left, passed from theory to practice,
and undertook the realisation of their programme.

The Bolshevist revolution has helped us to interpret socialist
parties and men. The war had been the touchstone of their GOOD
WILL: the revolution was the touchstone of their WILL. The formal
organisation of the Third International — it being practically in exis-
tence — is an inevitable consequence of this revolutionary WILL.

By taking the initiative of organising at Moscow the First Con-
gress of the Third International, with the assent and the active help
of the members of the commission elected by the Zimmerwaldian
conferences, the Bolshevist Party accomplished a necessary task in
agreement with all those international socialists who believe in the
necessity of a proletarian revolution and who desire it.

What does it matter that men who subscribed to the action
taken at Zimmerwald and at Kienthal are today opposed to the Third
International, in which they fail to recognise the logical conse-
quences of the ideas which they expressed in the past? At a given
moment they did reflect the spirit of the advanced guard of social-
ism, others translate today its revolutionary and liberating




COMMUNIST INTERNATIO

aspirations; men pass away, ideas remain, become clarified, and find
new interpreters.

On 2 March 1919, at Moscow, the Congress of the Commu-
nist Parties (named  thus to distinguish them from the reformist
socialists) decided to constitute themselves into the Third Inter-
national, and founded the “Communist International”™, the official
name of this new organisation.

This Congress turther decided:

That the definite constitution of the Communist International
would be the work of the next Congress (the present formation
being only provisional).

That the direction of the Cl is confided to an Executive Com-
mittee composed of a representative of each affiliated party.

That the parties adhering to the CI before the Second Congress
takes place have a right to a seat on the Executive Committee. Thus
the First Congress of the Communist International was careful not
to impose too rigid conditions on the parties whose affiliations they
invited, and reserved the definite foundation of the Third Interna-
tional for this purpose, with the co-operation of all the adherent
groups.

The Communist International, its
programme and forces

E do not presume to give a complete exposition of, or to

study deeply, the problem of the International, but only to

emphasise its essential points, and rapidly to translate in con-
cise form the ideas proclaimed by the Communist International.
These are defined with vigour and clearness in the manifesto and
in the resolutions of the First Congress.

The CI declares that the hour of the “final struggle” between
proletariat and bourgeoisie, as expressed by the Communist Man-
ifesto of 1848, has arrived.

It assigns to us the following task: “To gather up the revolu-
tionary experience of the working classes, to rid the movement of
the unhealthy blend of opportunism and social-patriotism, to unite
the forces of all the truly revolutionary parties of the world prole-
tarians, and thus to pave the way for and to hasten the Communist
revolution all over the world.”

It imputes the responsibility for the war to the capitalist regime
and to the conscious will of the governing classes of Russia, Ger-
many, Austria, England, France, Italy, and the United States, a
responsibility which is amply proved by the Russian diplomatic
archives.

The CI sees in the consequences of the war surprising reve-
lations of the contradictions of the capitalist regime, the
condemnation, without appeal, of the theory denoting “the pro-
gressive steps of capitalism towards socialism”, upheld by the
reformists. These latter contested the Marxist theory of the “pau-
perisation of the masses” as being the provocative cause of
revolution; war amply demonstrates this pauperisation, this mate-
rial impoverishment to which physiological poverty must be added.

Besides this, the state ownership of the economic life inevitably
accomplishes its ends. It remains to be seen who will be master of
state-owned production, the bourgeois or the proletarian state. If
the working class does not wish to pay tribute to the capitalist
clique, it must “seize hold of economic life, even though it be dis-
organised and destroyed, in order to ensure its being rebuilt on a
socialist basis™.

In order to “shorten the time of crisis through which we are
passing” we must establish, “the dictatorship of the proletariat
which does not look backward, nor does it take count of heredi-
tary privilege or right of property, which, contemplating solely the
salvation of the starving masses, mobilises to that end by every
means in its power, decrees the necessity of work for each indi-
vidual, institutes discipline as an urgent need of the workers, in order
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not only to heal in a few vears the horrible wounds made by the
war, but finally to raise humanity to great and undreamed of
heights.™

The Communist International repudiates as a snare so-called
bourgeois “democracy”. Facts prove that, in all fundamental ques-
tions on which the destiny of man depends, it is a financial oligarchy
which rules, by virtue of, “the weapons of falsehood, demagogy,
persecution, calumny, corruption and terror, which centuries of
slavery have placed at their disposal and which the privileges of cap-
italist technique have multiplied.”

Bourgeois democracy has but one aim — to disarm the
exploited by giving them the illusion that they dispose of legal meth-
ods by which they can impose their claims.

The Communist parties should endeavour to create that pro-
letarian democracy which would abolish classes in abolishing
economic privileges; their political expression must be soviets, that
is to say Workers’ and Soldiers’ Councils, a new type of proletar
ian organisation which will be self-governing These sovicts represent
political power; the organisations of industry and of production
being vested in professional syndicates that are in direct touch with
the technical organs of power of the soviets. Such are the princi-
pal outlines of the Communist International defined in detail by the
voted resolutions.

In short, these are the terms of the Manifesto itself:

“If the war of 1870 dealt a blow to the First International by
the revelation that behind its revolutionary and social programme
there was no organised force of the masses, the war of 1914 has
killed the Second International by demonstrating that over and
above the powerful administration of the workers were parties sub-
servient to bourgeois control.

“If the First International foresaw and prepared the way for
approaching developments, if the Second International collected
and organised the proletarian millions, the Third International is the
International of the action of the masses and of revolutionary real-
isation.”

The principles, the programme and the appeals of the Com-
munist International have been systematically hidden from the
masses by bourgeois speakers and their press and by social oppor-
tunists.

In France the facts are still unknown to the masses, and the
prominence of the opportunists is due to this ignorance. But where
facts were known and advertised the socialist workers™ organisa-
tions joined the Third International, which gathered together the
elite of the proletariat of the world.

In the space of a few months, in spite of obstacles opposed to
the delivery of the message, in spite of the difficulties placed in the
way of its propagandists, the Third International is grouping the
whole of the organisations of the revolutionary proletariat. And the
rallving of those who are still waiting to affiliate is only delayed
because the masses are deceived by their leaders.

In France, the active forces of the workers’ syndicates, and of
the Socialist Party, are already affiliated to the Third International,
and these forces grow daily in numbers. We have reason to believe
that the hour is not far distant when their influence will pervade
the whole organisation.

“We recognise one another,” said the Communists assembled
at Moscow, “as the continuators of the direct efforts, and of the
heroic martyrdoms accepted by a long series of revolutionary gen-
erations, from Babeuf down to Karl Liebknecht and Rosa
Luxemburg.” May those workers and socialists who recognise one
another as the continuators of the work undertaken at the com-
mencement of the last century by the first militant Communists
march under the banner of the Communist International, and
recognise as their rallying point the purple standard on which
shine the sickle and the hammer crossed, the emblem of the Soviet
Socialist Republic of Russia.

WORKERS' LIBERTY JULY 1999



HIDDEN HISTORY

Secret diplomacy in wartime

By Raymond Challinor

N his well-known work History of the Second World War, the

distinguished military authority Captain Liddell Hart wrote, on

page 510: “In June 1943, Molotov met Ribbentrop at Kirovgrad,
which was then within the German lines, for a discussion about
the possibilities of ending the war. According to German officers
who attended as technical advisers, Ribbentrop proposed as a
condition of peace that Russia’s future frontier should run along
the Dneiper, while Molotov would not consider anything less than
the restoration of her original frontier.” On this disagreement —
basically, a Kremlin insistence of a return to the old imperialist fron-
tiers of Tsarism — the negotiations foundered. For months the
Eastern Front had been quiescent. Once the talks failed, the bat-
tle of Kursk, the biggest tank battle of all time, ensued.

But the background to Molotov-Ribbentrop discussions needs
analysing. The early Nazi dreams of quick victory had vanished on
the vast Russian steppes. Moscow, Leningrad and Stalingrad had
not been captured. On the Volga, the entire German 6th army —
the victors over the French and British troops in 1940 — had been
cither killed or captured. A commitment of resources, both of
men and materials, much more than Hitler ever envisaged now
appeared essential. Yet, the same was true of the Soviet Union. Its
losses had been immense, the sufferings of its peoples indescrib-
able. Was there no way of ending the agony?

To both sides, two salient facts stood out. Such was the
destruction, whichever ultimately emerged as the victor, would
have won only a pyrrhic victory. The fruits would have been oblit-
erated in the fighting. Far from being the conquering hero, strutting
about with pride, the winner would lie prostrate on the ground,
groaning and nursing its wounds, incapable of asserting itself as a
world power. Many American and British politicians cherished this
prospect, though few would be as indiscreet as Harry Truman. The
New York Times of 24 July 1941 reported him as saying: “If we
see that Germany is winning the war, we ought to help Russia, and
if Russia is winning we ought to help Germany, and in that way
kill as many as possible.”

The real winner, of course, would be neither the Third Reich
nor the Soviet Union but the United States. Keeping out of the mur-
derous mayhem, the USA had waxed stronger while other countries
grew weaker.

The spectre of Pax Americana may well have prompted the
Kirovgrad negotiations. Yet there could also be other considera-
tions. May not Hitler have felt like a world boxing champion,
perhaps able to defeat one contender to his title but definitely not
two, fighting him together? Victory only became possible if he
reached an agreement with one or other of his enemies — those
in the East or those in the West. Could not another possible expla-
nation have been that Ribbentrop entered negotiations not to
secure peace but merely to sow discord between the Allies? And
might Stalin not have thought, if doubts about the Soviet Union’s
determination to continue the fight disturbed the West, that the
United States and Britain would seek, as an encouragement, to bok
ster up Russia’s resolve to continue to resist, with extra aid —
perhaps more military equipment or, better still, a Second Front?
Hidden threats and blackmail are not unknown in imperialist wars.

To the best of my knowledge, the only detailed examination
of the Russo-German peace moves was Professor H. W. Koch’s arti-
cle which appeared in the Journal of Contemporary History in
July 1975. This suggests that the talks extended over three years,
embracing numerous people on both sides. Interestingly, some of

WORKERS™ LIBERTY JULY 1999

Stalin and von Ribbentrop look on as Molotov signs the non-
aggression pact.

these who participated had been involved in the earlier negotia-
tions that led to the Molotov-Ribbentrop non-aggression pact of
August 1939. A key figure among these was Dr Peter Eleist, of the
German Foreign Office. He mentions the 1943 talks as well as the
1939 pact in his book Zwischen Hitler und Stalin (Bonn, 1950).

Diplomatic manoeuvring undoubtedly had political conse-
quences. A German Communist Party refugee, Wolfgang Leonhard,
worked in Moscow during the Second World War. He was
employed on a German language publication intended to foster
resistance to Nazism. In his memoirs, Child of the Revolution, he
describes how a League of German Officers was formed in wartime
Moscow. General von Seylitz became its president. Then he goes
on to say how Free Germany, the journal for which he worked,
waus suddenly presented with a leading article entitled “Armistice
— the Need of the Hour”: “it was not primarily addressed to those
generals and other officers who had taken an attitude in opposi-
tion to Hitler; on the contrary, it was virtually an offer of armistice,
however indirectly made, to the officials of Hitler’s government”
(pp.256-7).

At the last moment, the content of this article was changed.
The call for an armistice was deleted. Nevertheless, there is no
doubt, as the highest possible authority attests, that attempts to
secure at least a limited peace continued. Significantly, Stalin stated
that many overtures for peace had come from Germany. It desired
peace with the Soviet Union so it could defeat the West. Alterna-
tively, he said, it desired peace with the West so that it could
destroy Russia: “The Germans would like to obtain peace with
Britain and USA on the condition that the latter would break with
the Soviet Union; or, on the contrary, that they would like to
obtain peace with the Soviet Union on the condition that it broke
with the USA and Britain.”

This quote from Stalin appeared on the cover of a pamphlet
published by Russia Today, a British Communist Party front organ-
isation. The pamphlet, written by George Audit, was entitled The
Polish Conspiracy: Full Story of the Polish-Goebbels Plot to Save
Hitler, April 11-April 30 1943. It dealt with the Katyn massacre
of 10,000 Polish army officers. While this atrocity had been per-
petrated by the Red Army, the Russian Foreign Office refused to
acknowledge the fact, arguing it was a lie manufactured by the Nazi
propaganda machine. The Kremlin made it clear Russia would
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regard it as a distinctly unfriendly act for Britain to accept the Ger-
man version of Katyn. By placing Stalin’s quotation on the front
cover at a time when the Molotov-Ribbentrop peace negotiations
were underway, the pamphlet uttered a none-too-subtle hint about
the possible dire consequences of truthfulness.

Bowing to pressure, the British government failed to denounce
the Soviet crime any more than the Russian press denounced the
murderous and savage crimes perpetrated by General von Seylitz
and his fellow Nazi officers in the course of their invasion of Rus-
sia. Far from calling for their prosecution as war criminals, the
British continued as obedient tools of the Kremlin bosses and
their propaganda machine. Truth remains the first casualty of war.

Suppression of information remains another means of decep-
tion. Undoubtedly, while the general public of all the belligerents
remained ignorant, the German-Russian negotiations were widely
known about among the top Allied personnel outside the British
government. Robert Bruce-Lockhart, an individual prominent in
British intelligence operations against the Soviets for almost 30
years, refers to them in volume two of his diaries, published by
MacMillan. His entry forl2 July 1942 reports a conversation with
Dr Edvard Benes, the Czechoslovian prime minister. He reported
that the Soviet Union’s grave military position, the fact that the Red
Army appeared close to collapse, had compelled Moscow to make
peace overtures. As the fortunes of war later changed to the dis-
advantage of the Nazis, pressures for peace, culminating in the
Kirovgrad negotiations, acquired a greater urgency for Berlin.

Though deprived of the most vital facts, British socialist jour-
nals, such as the New Leader, Left and, to a lesser extent, Tribune,
could still discern the general drift of events and draw tentative polit-
ical conclusions from them. The dismal concensus reached was that
the Soviet Union did not strive for a socialist or even mildly pro-
gressive peace; it wanted to see the maintainence the old capitalist
order. In October 1943, Left pointed out that Frefs Deutschland,
organ of the Free German Committee, published from Moscow,
flew a German flag on its masthead: not the red banner of Karl
Liebinecht and Rosa Luxemburg, nor the black, red and gold flag
of the Weimar Republic; no — the red, white and black of Impe-
rial Germany, the beloved symbol of Alfred Hugenberg, the
Stahlheim, the Reichwahr and the Junkers!

This indicated that all the Allies wanted was a few cosmetic
changes, not a root-and-branch destruction of Nazi society. Enfold-
ing in ltaly, as Allied soldiers laboriously fought their way up the
mountalos of the Appenines, were the same principles that the
Allies intended to apply to Germany as well as Italy. Italian busi-
nessmen, the loyal backers of Mussolini for 20 years, retained their

power and influence, as did the senile King Victor Emmanuel, who
had welcomed Il Duce to power in 1922. General Badogli, respon-
sible for gassing the civilian population in the 1935 Italian invasion
of Abysinnia, was selected as the Allies’ choice to head the new
government in Rome.

In its quest for a German equivalent for Badoglio, it may be
the Churchill government hoped the Wehrmacht might be beguiled
by the pampering of captured top-ranking German officers. The
Daily Herald (18 May 1943) reported captured German generals
had been installed in a beautiful English country house. They were
able to strole freely around its 1,000 acres. “Apart from the fact that
they will be confined to the mansion and its garden, the German
generals will have a normal life,” the newspaper declared.

in the peace talks of 1944, which resulted in an unnamed

Nazi army officer being given free passage from Berlin to
London, remains unclear. His visit was reported in the British press,
the New Leader, as well as historically in F. L. Carstein’s interest-
ing book The German Workers Against the Nazis (Scolar Press,
London, 1995). However, if this German guest did visit his captive
colleagues, he would have seen from their five-star treatment Britain
harboured no animosity or ill-will to Nazi generals. His main pur-
pose, however, appears to have been to investigate if 4 basis for
ending the war existed. His visit was mentioned in British news-
papers of the time as well as being in the German archives.

Yet, undoubtedly, after this episode, at various levels, surrep-
titious contacts continued. In his memoirs, Justice not Vengence
(p.50), Simon Wiesenthal mentions a secret meeting that occurred
in 1944 when German industrialists sought to reach an accommo-
dation with the Allies. Among those present were the coal baron
Emil Kirdorf, the steel magnate Pritz Thyssen, Georg von Schitzler
of IG Farben, Gustav Krupp von Bohlen and Halbach, and the
Cologne banker Kurt von Schroeder. All of them, having been the
first to turn to Hitler in 1933, were now also among the first to turn
away from him. Even if Nazism were to survive — which all of those
at the conference hoped — it would be Nazism without Hitler.

Similarly, in roughly the same period, Allen Dulles, the US
intelligence chief located in Ziirich, recounts the numerous fran-
tic efforts of the Italian business community to reach agreement with
the Americans. The British even appointed senior officers, with expe-
rience in the City of London, to liaise with Italian capitalists once
Sicily had fallen.

One of the most intriguing had been that established with
General Reinhard Gehlen, head of Wehrmacht intelligence on the

W HETHER or not any of these German generals were involved
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Russian front. In his Memoirs (p.119) he states that MIG sent him
a copy of the document appraising him of its secret assessment of
the situation on the Eastern Front. It was a confidential memo-
morandum that had gone to Churchill in February 1945. It might
seem an extraordinary move to provide an enemy with information
which could be of value in the prosecution of the conflict. Gehlem
gives the following explanation: “It is the dusty of every sophisti-
cated intelligence service to keep open a channel of communication
with the enemy’s intelligence service.”

It remains a matter of speculation what Gehlen gave MIG in
return for the Churchill document. With his deep knowledge of
developments inside the Soviet Union, he would be aware of the
wild disorder, the mass opposition that existed to the re-imposition
of Russian rule in the Baltic States and the Ukraine. He would be in
a position to put the Allies in touch with valuable contacts. Exten-
sive resistance movements existed that had no prospect of survival
unless they received resources from elsewhere. Apparently these
were supplied by London once Hitler had been eliminated.

OR a long time, successive British governments sought to

keep quiet about their private efforts to undermine the Soviet

Union. A young British conscript, subsequently an Oxford
undergraduate, wrote about his own role in these cloak-and-dag-
ger operations in an Oxford University student magazine, Isis, and
was prosecuted under the Official Secrets Act. Soon afterward
this form of subversion came to an abrupt stop. Soviet agents had
penetrated the organisation and, as Tom Bower describes in his
book The Red Flag, it was destroyed completely.

Gehlen merely remained a representative of a political trend,
an example of an inflential section of the Nazi leadership who
sought a new orientation once it accepted downfall of the Third
Reich. These political waifs and strays now sought to sell them-
selves, for as much as possible, to the West. For the Anglo-American
alliance, they had much of value to offer. Their personnel in key
positions helped to man vital German state posts. They also pro-
vided the official screen behind which German industrialists, men
who had financed the Nazis, could assume new democratic robes.

Of course, this was only one aspect of the drama. The Allied
governments understood the ruling classes, if they were to survive,
needed a new image. This led to the manufacture, mysteriously at
the same time, of Christian Democratic parties encompassing the
whole of Western Europe. An insignificant scribe like Pietro de
Gasperi, one of 800 employed in the Vatican, suddenly found him-
self catapulted into being the Christian Democratic Prime Minister
of Italy.

Yet, still there remained the unpleasant task of controlling the
unruly multitude. The angry mass of the workers wanted to cre-
ate a new society. They needed to be persuaded to forego such
romantic conceptions. Nevertheless some awkward workers stayed
unconvinced. Other kinds of brutal medicine remained necessary.
Both in Germany and Italy the police stayed unpurged and unal-
tered: basically the Allies kept Hitler’s and Mussolini’s repressive
apparatus in place.

In January 1946 Ignazio Silone visited London as a honoured
guest of the Labour Party. He pleaded in vain with the Attlee gov-
ernment, then one of the powers involved in the military
occupation, to stop the persecution of the Italian left. Sixty thou-
sand resistance fighters had had their homes blown up by armed
fascist gangs, aided by the same police who had served Mussolini.
Naturally, the Labour government did not respond. It equally
remained unmoved by the Yugoslav request for the return Ante
Pavelic. The Yugoslavs even gave the number of the street in
Innebruck, part of the British occupation zone, where he was hid-
ing. Yet this monster, the head of the hated Croatian Ustashe,
who kept by his office desk a wastepaper basket full of Serbian eye-
balls, never had to stand trial as a war criminal
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Just as scientists like Verner von Braun were scooped up by
the Allies because of their specialised knowledge, there must be
the suspicion that the likes of Pavelic were protected because
they, too, had specialised knowledge. Had, in the immediate
post-war period, the Western allies been confronted by a workers’
revolution or a conflict with the Soviet Union, then their exper-
tise in mass murder would have come in useful.

The above consideration of the Second World War, as well as
the analysis contained in my short book The Struggle for Hearts
and Minds, leads me to draw certain general conclusions:

First, that, if war is a continuation of politics by other means,
then it behoves the rulers not to continue the conflict a moment
longer than necessary. To fight once one’s objectives could be
achieved, and therefore to cause needless destruction, would be
be an act of senseless vandalism.

Second, that war is fought, to put it in Hegelian terms, to
achieve its dialectical opposite: one fights war to establish peace.
Conflict arises because the protagonists have clashing concep-
tions of the peace they want to establish.

Third, that in this process of trying to re-establish normal pol-
itics, neutral countries play a vital part. It is here that friend meets
foe. In particular businessmen and journalists on opposing sides
can chat, perhaps have a convivial meal together, where views can
be swapped. Their observations could then be passed back to
their respective embassies.

War results not from the evil of this or that individual or coun-
try. It results from the developments of world capitalism. While
there are periods of harmonious growth, where the expansion of
one does not harm another, yet there are also period where the
struggle for scarce nourishing profit pits one against the other. It
becomes the law of the jungle, the survival of the fittest. Individ-
ual financiers and gigantic corporations take their conflict from the
market place to the battlefield. Whichever side wins in war, the
workers are the losers — they fall at the front whoevers profits rise.

Bastilles

The Bastille, long the prime
symbol of monarchical tyranny,
Jell on 14 July 1789, at the
beginning of the French Revolu-
tion. The people of Paris then
dismantled the prison, stone by

stone, until there was nothing
left of it.

The Berlin Wall

Two hundred years on from the day

They levelled down the wall

Of the glowering, empty, grim Bastille,

There comes to us by long relay

This plainest truth of all:

The class which lives by what it steals,

Yet rules Elysé, Bank and Dail

Proves Tyranny does not depend upon a prison wall.

The bourgeoisie soon learned to kill

New Freedom in its caul:

The monied Tyrants rule today,

Class law, recast, enslaves us still,

It did not die or fall;

And Liberty’s fight goes on, I say,

It ceases not at all:

And Freedont won is more, much more, than the absence of a wall.
Sean Matgamna
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Constance Markievicz and the other
women who fought in the Easter Rising
struggled to be accepted on equal terms by
the Irish labour movement and among
nationalists. Their experience holds many
lessons for today’s socialists and feminists.

tury. A feature of this rule soon became the persecution of the

native Catholic population. A Catholic revolt in 1641 was fol-
lowed eight years later by Cromwell’s re-conquest of Ireland, in
which Catholics were forcefully driven off their land. This was fur-
ther reinforced in 1695, when penal laws began to be introduced
to strengthen Protestant rule.

The first uprising which aimed to establish an Irish republic
took place in 1798, uniting Catholics with some Protestants under
the banner of the United Irishmen. This was followed two years later
by the union of Ireland with Britain under direct rule from a sin-
gle Parliament, at Westminster.

The famine of 1845-49 saw millions of Irish people starve to
death, or leave the country to escape starvation. Thirty years later,
a “land war” raged between tenants and farmers'. The Irish National
Land League, which fought for the rights of the tenants and against
evictions had, by the end of the 1870s, 200,000 members organ-
ised in 1,000 branches”.

In the 1890s, a movement began to revitalise Gaelic culture.
In 1893, Douglas Hyde founded the Gaelic League’. With organi-
sations such as the Celtic Literary Society and the Irish National
League both barring women from membership — Maud Gonne
applied to join both and was refused’ — the Gaelic League was the
first nationalist society to accept women as members on the same
terms as men’.

In 1900, Maud Gonne set up Inghinidhe (or Inine) na hEire-
ann (meaning “the daughters of Erin”). The motivation for the
group’s establishment can be seen in Maud Gonne’s description of
the first meeting as “a meeting of all the girls who, like myself,
resented being excluded, as women, from national organisations”®.
The organisation grew rapidly, establishing branches in Limerick
(1901) and Cork (1902)".

Maud Gonne was the daughter of a British Army officer who
had been involved in the Irish National Land League in the 1880s,
believing that “the Irish masses would rally around the cause of
national freedom only if they believed it would guarantee them per-
manent possession of the farms they tilled”. She became convinced
of the importance of mobilising women into the struggle for Irish
independence, since “without the participation of her women,
Mother Ireland was going into battle with one arm tied behind her
back™.

It was a meeting of Inine na hEireann which planned the pub-
lication of a newspaper specifically aimed at women. Bean na
bhEireann (meaning “women of Ireland”), the first women's news-

ENGLISH rule in Ireland was established in the early 17th cen-
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paper in Ireland, was launched in November 1908. With Helena
Moloney as editor, the paper’s expressed aim was “to be a women’s
paper, advocating militancy, Irish separatism and feminism’”".

1908 also saw the launch of the Irish Women'’s Franchise
League, set up by Hanna and Francis Sheehy-Skeffington to campaign
in Ireland for women’s suffrage. In 1912 it began publication of the
Irish Citizen, a suffrage weekly. Until, and indeed after, the appear-
ance of the Irish Citizen, suffragist women were regular
contributors to the columns of Bean na bEireann.

Bean na bEireann provided a forum for debate between var-
ious of the newly emerging women’s groups. Writers put forward
arguments over priorities for Irish women: which was more impor-
tant, national independence or winning the vote for women?

Suffragists felt that women should not simply champion the
cause of Irish independence if in an independent Ireland they
remained disenfranchised second-class citizens, “mere camp-fol-
lowers and parasites of public life”"*. Conversely, nationalist women
believed that women’s suffrage whilst Ireland remained under
British rule would not liberate Irish women, but would simply
provide women with a say in a parliament whose legitimacy they
did not recognise. Republican women appealed to supporters of
women’s suffrage to join their struggle against British rule:

“Hitch your wagon to a star. Do not work for the right to
share in the government of that nation that holds Ireland enslaved,
but work to procure for our sex the rights of free citizenship in an
independent Ireland.”"

For some republican women, it was also becoming clearer that
there were other issues besides votes for women and freedom
from British rule, in particular the appalling conditions of poverty
endured by the Irish majority. It was perhaps not convincing that
this could be entirely blamed on British rule. By 1910, Constance
Markievicz was beginning to address these questions, and to become
more attracted to socialism:

“What was the best way to tackle the problems of huge unem-
ployment, exhausted workers, wages at starvation level and
wretched accommodation? Nationalism alone might not be the
answer, since in England the same conditions existed although to
a much lesser extent.”"

The appeal of socialism and of the labour movement for Irish
women has to be seen in the light of the attitudes of labour move-
ment leaders to questions of women’s liberation, in comparison with
other sections of the nationalist movement.

The Irish — or Home Rule — Party had been reunited in 1900
after a split precipitated by allegations of adultery against its leader
Charles Stuart Parnell”. A Party of Irish members of the Westmin-
ster Parliament, it was anti-feminist, attracting criticism on this
score from Francis Sheehy-Skeffington'® and others. In 1912, hold-
ing the balance of power in Parliament on this issue, Irish Party MPs
defeated the Conciliation Bill — legislation which would have
granted limited suffrage to women, with a property qualification."”
In July 1912, Prime Minister Asquith — “that large obstacle to
women’s suffrage in England™® — visited Dublin, and the Irish
Women's Franchise League organised protests. At one of these, at
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a meeting addressed by Irish Party leader John Redmond, feminist
protectors were attacked by stewards and Home Rule supporters'”.

Sinn Fein (meaning “we ourselves”) had been founded in 1908
by Arther Griffith, uniting the various clubs in the cause of Irish
independence, and hoping also to accommodate republicans®. It
appeared that Sinn Fein did not oppose the demands of women in
the way that the Irish Party did, and indeed that nationalist women
found it a fairly accessible movement in which to be involved. How-
ever, what support it gave to women’s rights could perhaps be
considered inadequate:

“Sinn Fein was not actively anti-feminist; in fact it was a fond
tenet recently among nationalist women that in the nationalist
movement women were treated with an equal seriousness and ‘a
greater courtesy’ than the men... Sinn Fein women were elected
frequently to the executive. Nonetheless, support for women's
rights, which at this time centred on getting the vote, was never
one of Sinn Fein’s priorities.”

Arthur Griffith himself had little time for the feminist cause.
He also showed great hostility to the labour movement — he “was
virulent in his opposition to Larkin and labour generally, and was
hardly more accommodating on women'’s issues’”*. He had
opposed higher wages for factory workers, claiming that this
would hold back the growth of Irish industry*. At the time of the
Dublin Lockout in 1913, Griffith called for the strikers to be bay-
oneted, and Sinn Fein denounced the SS “Hare”, which brought food
aid from the British labour movement to the locked out Irish work-
ers, because its cargo was made up of non-Irish goods™.

It was in James Connolly and Jim Larkin, that the Irish labour
movement possessed the two leaders who gave the most com-
mitment and vocal support to women’s aspirations of all male
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political figures.

Connolly was born of Irish parents in Edinburgh in 1868*. After
involvement in the British Marxist movement in the early 1890s,
he moved to Ireland and established the Irish Socialist Republican
Party in 1896 *. In his analysis of capitalism, Connolly described
women'’s position: “The worker is the slave of capitalist society,
the female worker is the slave of that slave.”

He seems to have been widely recognised as a champion of
women’s rights. Francis and Hanna Sheehy-Skeffington, founders
of the Irish Women’s Franchise League, described Connolly in the
Irish Citizen as “the soundest and most thoroughgoing feminist
among all the Irish labour men”*. Connolly argued forcefully in sup-
port of women'’s rights, and urged the labour movement to actively
take up this support.

“None so fitted to break the chains as they who wear them,
none so well equipped to decide what is a fetter. In its march
towards freedom, the working class of Ireland must cheer on the
efforts of those women who, feeling on their souls and bodies the
fetters of the ages, have arisen to strike them off.”*

In practice too, Connolly was known for his support of work-
ing class women’s struggles. He led a strike movement of Belfast
mill-girls in 1911, protesting at the system of petty fines imposed
by employers to drive down wages™.

Jim Larkin was a trade union organiser who, having begun his
union activity in Liverpool, moved on to Belfast and then Dublin.
Larkin advocated women'’s rights, and, like Connolly, included in
political practice work to organise women. Together with his sis-
ter Delia, Larkin established the Irish Women Workers” Union in
September 1911°.

How did the attitudes of the various political movements to
women, located within the dynamic of the struggles taking place,
affect the relationship between the labour movement and the fem-
inist movement? Connolly believed that these factors were bringing
feminism and labour closer together towards a common cause. He
wrote in 1915 that:

“The politicians’ breach of faith with the women, a breach of
which all parties were equally culpable, the long-continued strug-
gle, the ever-spreading wave of martyrdom of the militant women
of Great Britain and Ireland, and the spread amongst the active spir-
its of the labour movement of an appreciation of the genuineness
of the women’s longings for freedom, as of their courage in fight-
ing for it, produced an almost incalculable effect for good upon the
relations between the two movements.”™

It is interesting to note that Connolly, in referring to “politi-
cians”, clearly excludes the labour movement and its leaders from
the meaning of this term. He appears to be drawing a line between
bourgeois politicians — upon whom women could not rely — and
the movement of the workers. Most significantly, though, Connolly
identifies struggle as the arena in which labour and feminism find
common ground. Unity between women and male workers is
something which is not theorised into existence, but develops
from mutual experience of the processes of struggle. This experi-
ence includes on both sides “martyrdom”, “courage”, “fighting” —
difficult and laudable qualities which engender respect and under-
standing between different movements which demonstrate these
qualities.

The events of the Dublin Lockout of 1913 are a good vantage
point from which to assess the tensions between feminism and
labour. From 1907 onwards, Jim Larkin had been building the
Irish Transport and General Workers’ Union. By 1913, the union
had 10,000 members, and had achieved significant increases in the
standard of living for workers in Dublin®.

On 2 September 1913, over 400 firms — working together
through the Employers’ Federation — announced a general lock-
out of their workers. Employees were issued with a statement to
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sign, pledging themselves to resign membership of the Irish Trans-
port and General Workers’ Union (or never to join it) and to obey
all instructions from their bosses™. In opposition to the employ-
ers’ actions, support for the union seemed to be uncompromising,
not only from its own members, but from members of 28 other
trade unions®.

Food provision for the locked-out workers was organised in
Liberty Hall, the headquarters of the union. Constance Markievicz
was appointed to administer the huge operation. Women from the
suffrage movement were actively involved, and it is reported that
they maintained their profile as suffrage campaigners during their
volunteer work, wearing the badges of the Irish Women’s Franchise
League™.

It would be mistaken, however, to imply that women’s involve-
ment in the Lockout was restricted to the traditional, “feminine”
role of cook. Fox reports that on 13 September 1913, a women
workers’ demonstration marched to Inchicore, site of a tram garage
which was a Larkin stronghold, held up tramway traffic”. It seems
also that women took an active part in mass pickets and demon-
strations.

As the locked-out workers and their families suffered deeper
financial hardship, concern was heightened about the welfare of
their children. In late October, social worker and feminist Dora
Montefiori suggested that children who were suffering a great
deal might be sent to stay with families in England*. However, the
Catholic Church reacted by denouncing the plan for fear of the chil-
dren’s religion being undermined. Archbishop Walsh attacked the
mothering qualities of women who were prepared to allow their
children to be cared for in England whilst they fought on against
the employers:

“In a rather hysterical outburst he asked the mothers of the
children if they had ‘abandoned their faith’. He answered his
rhetorical question with a ‘surely not’, and claimed that ‘they can
no longer be held worthy of the name of Catholic mothers if they
so forget that duty as to send away their children to be cared for
in a strange land...”"

The Church organised to physically prevent the children leav-
ing Ireland. Priests seized children from the Corporation Baths
where they were being washed in preparation for their departure.
Each evening, priests led many Catholics in pickets of Dublin
Quays™.

During the Lockout, Jim Larkin travelled to England, Scotland
and Wales to campaign for support from the British labour move-
ment for the Dublin workers. Donations of food and money were
generous — more than £100,000 was raised for the fund® — but
a special conference of the Trades Union Congress voted down a
proposal for sympathetic strike action.

Many analysts at the time and since have blamed this decision
for the eventual defeat of the locked-out workers.

“As James Connolly put it bitterly at the time: where the
British working class organisation could have delivered a decisive
blow at the employers, they held their hand, contenting themselves
with giving aid in money and food, where they could not possibly
deal a comparable blow at the ruling class.”"

The role played by the women who were active during the
Lockout did not go unappreciated by the labour movement lead-
ers. In 1916, Constance Markievicz was made an Honorary Member
of the Irish Transport and General Workers” Union, when the
union and the Irish Citizen Army presented her with an address
commending her relief efforts during the Lockout*.

Involvement in the Lockout proved to be an educational
process for the women themselves. Levenson claims that:

“It was during this struggle that Constance [Markievicz] learned
from James Connolly that national freedom would be worthless
without the overthrow of the exploiting class.”

And those women who disagreed over the relative priorities
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of nationalism and women'’s suffrage, were able to work together
in support of labour.

“The labour movement was proving to be a meeting-ground
for women who, though always amicable, were divided on the issue
of whether national independence or the franchise should come
first.”

Constance Markievicz was by this time living in Surrey House
in Dublin, which she used as an organisational base for cam-
paigners in the labour, suffrage and republican movements™.
Despite conflicts, there was a common ground developing between
these three movements which enabled them to work together so
closely.

Simply “working together” might not necessarily overcome dif-
ferences of political opinion. However, such united action could
not have happened without political discussion and the develop-
ment of the political ideas of those involved. Farrell, for example,
considers the effect on Constance Markievicz of her involvement
and interest in the labour movement:

“It was an interest that brought her to serve soup in Liberty
Hall during the dark days of the 1913 strike and mixed a strong
socialist strain into her synthesis of nationalism and feminism.” "

A further development during the Lockout was the formation
of the Irish Citizen Army, “a workers’ militia to defend the work-
ing class against the police” ™. The proposal to form a Citizen Army
was put forward by James Connolly at a strike meeting in Beres-
ford Place, Dublin, in November 1913 .

Part of the motivation would surely have been the workers’
experience of police brutality, notably a baton charge in Sackville
Street after Jim Larkin had delivered a brief speech from a window
of the Imperial Hotel on Sunday 31 August. Around 500 people
were treated in hospital for their injuries™. A further influence was
that, in the North Eastern county of Ulster, an armed body called
the Ulster Volunteer Force was being built, with the aim of armed
resistance to any move to create a Home Rule Parliament in Ire-
land. By this time, it already had around 50,000 members®'. Connolly
asked: “Why should we not train and drill our men in Dublin as they
are doing in Ulster?”*

The Irish Citizen Army was to be organised by Captain Jack
White. It was properly established on Sunday 23 November, when
Captain White enlisted men and women to the Army, and began
to organise drilling and training.*

Two days later, the Irish National Volunteers was formed, led
by Eoin MacNeill, and prompted by the Irish Republican Brother-
hood. The Volunteers drew their membership from the more
“moderate” nationalists of Sinn Fein and the Gaelic Leagues™. The
National Volunteers was a straightforwardly nationalist force,
designed to defend the Home Rule Bill, and without the labour
movement association of the Irish Citizen Army. Growing rapidly
at first, it was later to split over support for Britain in the First World
War.

The third stated objective of the Volunteers was “To unite...
Irishmen of every creed and of every party and class””. Thus
excluded, women who sought involvement in the Volunteers
formed a separate women’s branch, Cumann na mBan (meaning
“women’s society”) As Haverty outlines, it appears that even hav-
ing shown this level of commitment, the women were not afforded
equal treatment:

“The Volunteers... had a macho ethos... The members of
Cumann na mBan at this stage tended to be sisters, wives, sweet-
hearts, etc. of the Volunteers, and the Volunteers stated in no
uncertain terms that their role was what they themselves saw it as,
by and large — an auxiliary branch. They could be helpmeets,
nurses, messengers, fund-raisers for arms and equipment, but they
would have no voice.”

Francis Sheehy-Skeftington protested the exclusion of women
from the Volunteers, and at the same time warned against its mil-
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itarist ethos. In an open letter to Thomas MacDonagh of the Vol-
unteers™, Sheehy-Skeffington expressed his deeply-felt repugnance
at killing, and appealed that the aims of the Volunteers — with
which he was entirely in sympathy — could perhaps be fought for
without recourse to militarism.

Sheehy-Skeffington did not make these two points separately,
but drew a link between the exclusion of women and the dangerous
(in his view) inclination towards militarism:

“It is in the highest degree significant that women are left out.
Why are they left out? Consider carefully why; and when you have
found and clearly expressed the reason why women cannot be
asked to enrol in this movement, you will be close to the reactionary
element in the movement itself.”™

Although he does not say so explicitly, but rather by sugges-
tion, Sheehy-Skeffington appears to imply that a military approach
in itself prevents the involvement of women. His conviction of a
definitive link between the exclusion of women and the commit-
ment to military struggle of the Irish

“Socialists believe that the question of force is of very minor
importance; the really important question is of the principles upon
which is based the movement that may or may not need the use
of force to realise its object.”!

When Britain declared war on Germany on 4 August 1914, John
Redmond, the leader of the Irish Party in Westminster, immediately
announced the support of Ireland for Britain®. Although many
have claimed that the majority of Irish people did indeed support
Redmond in his stance on the war, there was still opposition
within the republican movement. Shortly after the outbreak of war,
Maud Gonne wrote that:

“This war is an inconceivable madness which has taken hold
of Europe. It is unlike any other war that has ever been... Could
the women, who are after all the guardians of the race, end it?”*

With Redmond’s declaration of support for Britain, the Irish
National Volunteers split. The majority followed Redmond, while
a minority of around 16,000 opposed the war. Led by Eoin Mac-

i’ Neill, and now known as the Irish

National Volunteers should be ques-
tioned.

It is useful to consider com-
parisons in this respect between
the Irish National Volunteers and
the Irish Citizen Army. In the Citi-
zen Army, women and men drilled
together, and took first aid classes
together. Inine na hEireann women
joined the Citizen Army, including

in their ranks Nellie Gifford, actions.”

“Women are not... essentially more
peaceable, less dogmatic, uninfected by
blood-thirsty political ideologies.
Women have been actively involved in
every possible variant of both
nationalism and Unionism... Women
have supported and carried out violent

Volunteers, they began to work
more closely with the Irish Citizen
Army®.

For some, for example Jim Larkin
and James Connolly, the engage-
ment of Britain in war with
Germany was an opportunity to
strike a blow for Irish indepen-
dence. Connolly believed that the
time was right for an armed upris-
ing, in particular in view of the

Madeleine Ffrench-Mullen, Kath-
leen Lynn, Constance Markievicz and Rosie Hackett™. It would be
disingenuous to suggest that equal numbers of men and women
took part in the Citizen Army on equal terms. However, the con-
trast of its attitudes and regulations towards women with those of
the Volunteers illustrate that Sheehy-Skeffington’s rhetorical ques-
tioning about the exclusion of women simply does not apply to
the Citizen Army as it does to the Volunteers. We may consider a
significant factor in this the roots of the Citizen Army in the labour
movement.

Although we can argue that it was (and remains) the case that
military action was considered a “male” pursuit, and that the Vol-
unteers’ programme does indeed exclude women, those such as
Constance Markievicz, Dr Kathleen Lynn, Helena Moloney and
Maragaret Skinnider — all of whom took an active role in the
Easter Rising — showed that women can indeed be involved in mil-
itary action. Taking a longer historical view of Irish women'’s
involvement in military aspects of struggle in Ireland, Gerardine
Meaney contends that:

“Women are not... essentially more peaceable, less dogmatic,
uninfected by blood-thirsty political ideologies. Women have been
actively involved in every possible variant of both nationalism and
Unionism... Women have supported and carried out violent actions.
They have gained and lost from their involvement. If patriarchal
history has portrayed us as bystanders to the political process, it
has lied.”®

There are perhaps broader issues to consider in the question
of the role of military action, or “physical force” republicanism. Fran-
cis Sheehy-Skeffington’s argument expresses his intense opposition
to killing, but does not appear to discuss the question as to whether
military action may be necessary for the achievement of the repub-
licans’ aspirations — beyond a hope that it might not be. A converse
criticism may be levelled at a strand of Irish nationalism which may
be considered to have organised around physical force as a prin-
ciple, disregarding wide differences of political principle between
members. James Connolly criticised this approach, writing in 1899
that:
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weakness of the labour movement
across Europe on the question of the war.

“Grievously disappointed by the failure of the European labour
movements to stop World War One or even to resist it, he turned
his attention to organising an Irish nationalist revolt against British
rule. He saw this work as part of an international movement against
imperialism.”*

By late 1915, the Military Council of the Irish Republican
Brotherhood (IRB) was also planning an uprising. The IRB had been
founded in 1858, led by James Stephens and John O’Mahony, and
was also known by the name of its American branch, the Fenians™.
The IRB was a highly secretive organisation which excluded
women® .

In early 1916, the IRB’s Military Council invited James Connolly
to join its preparations for an uprising. This may have seemed an
unlikely alliance, since the IRB was not a socialist organisation, and
did not share Connolly’s commitment to social issues of the living
conditions of working class people or of the emancipation of
women. However, Connolly remained convinced that an armed
uprising was a vitally important strategy to pursue, and joined the
IRB’s Military Council in its preparations.

The Rising began on Easter Monday 1916. The insurgents
published a Proclamation®, which was read out on the steps of the
General Post Office, which had been seized as the headquarters
of the rebellion. There are several interesting aspects to the word-
ing of the Proclamation. It is addressed to “Irishmen and
Irishwomen”, and claims “the allegiance of every Irishman and Irish-
woman”. Further, the Proclamation declares the intention to
establish a national Government for the Republic of Ireland, “rep-
resentative of the whole people of Ireland and elected by the
suffrages of all her men and women”. It promises “religious and
civil liberty, equal rights and equal opportunities to all its citi-
zens”.

In addition to the General Post Office, the insurgents, includ-
ing members of both the Irish Volunteers and the Irish Citizen Army,
occupied Boland’s Bakery (led by Eamon de Valera), the Four
Courts (Edward Daly), Jacob’s biscuit factory (Thomas MacDonagh),
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TLLIAM Butler Yeats, who died 60 years ago, carly in 1939, was

for a while in the 1930s a “card-carrying” fascist. But Ireland's’

fascists were atypical — the Fine Gael party of today, the 26
Counties’ second largest political party and, arguably, the more liberal
of the two big parties, is their lineal descendant. And, in Yeats there
was much of what Marx and Engels called “reactionary socialism” —
someone who yearned for a half-imaginary past in recoil form the hor-
rors of capitalism. In his youth, around 1890, Yeats used to attend
William Morris’s Hammersmith Socialist Society. He wrote that “social-
ism is good work”, adding “though it is not my work™. In a BBC radio
broadcast in the mid-'30s, he still referred to William Morris as his
“chief of men”. Yeats was a member of the underground secret soci-
ety, the Irish Republican Brotherhood. His memoirs recall an incident
during a counter-demonstration against some British Empire festival,
at the end of the 19th century, in which he escaped from the police
in a horse and cart driven by James Connolly. He had perhaps
dreamed that an independent Ireland would be a splendid place of
poets and scholars and highmindedness. The pre-World War One real-
ity of huxtering, venal and hypocritical Home Rule politicians,
narrow-souled farmers and a lumpen bourgeoisie repelled him. During
the Dublin Labour War of 1913-14, Yeats sided with the workers and
their union, which the Dublin bosses were set on destroying. He

September 1913

What need you, being come to sense,

But fumble in a greasy till

And add the halfpence to the pence

And prayer to shivering prayer until

You have dried the marrow from the bone?
For men were born to pray and save:
Romantic Ireland’s dead and gone,

It’s with O’Leary in the grave.

Yet they were of a different kind,

The names that stilled your childish play,
They have gone about the world like wind,
But little time had they to pray

For whom the hangman’s rope was spun,
And what, God help us, could they save?
Romantic Ireland’s dead and gone,

It’s with O’Leary in the grave.

‘Was it for this the wild geese spread
The grey wing upon every tide;

For this that all the blood was shed,
For this Edward Fitzgerald died,
And Robert Emmet and Wolfe Tone,
All that delirium of the brave?
Romantic Ireland’s dead and gone,
It’s with O’Leary in the grave.

Yet could we turn the years again,

And call those exiles as they were

In all their loneliness and pain,

You'd cry, “Some woman’s yellow hair
Has maddened every mother’s son”:
They weighed so lightly what they gave.
But let them be, they're dead and gone,
They’re with O’Leary in the grave.

* Footnote: Even if the idea seems a contraction in terms, O’Duffy was not an
entirely bad fascist! O’Duffy had led a big contingent of Irish would-be warriors
for Christ to fight for Franco during the Spanish Civil War. They did not, to put
it gently, cover themselves with glory, and were sent home early. Frank Ryan,
Ireland’s leading Stalinist Republican, after Peadar O'Donnell, took a contingent
to fight for the Spanish Republic and they acquitted themselves very well; half
of them left their bones in Spain. When Ryan was captured by the Francoites, he
faced the prospect of being shot. Ryan had been O'Duffy’s political opponent in
the civil war, 1922-3, and through the 1920s, in the street fights with fists and
guns of the early mid "30s and in the Spanish Civil War, yet immediately Ryan's

The ambivalent politics of Yeats

wrote an article supporting them in Jim Larkin’s frish Worker. His
poem “September 19137 is usually explained as an expression of
Yeat’s anger that the Dublin bourgeoisie, offered a priceless collection
of paintings, was too mean and mean-spirited to supply an art gallery
for them. This poem, which bitterly contrasts the wretched Irish
bourgeoisie, whose police were beating workers to death on Dublin’s
streets, with the heroic tradition of revolutionary nationalism is, [
think, an expression of Yeats's feelings about their war on the long-
starved Dublin workers.
As a senator in the 1920s, he opposed Catholic encroachments

on such civil rights as the right of divorce (abolished in 1925). Like a
tragically confused hero out of one of his own creations, Yeats sought
an orderly world in which culture, which he understood as necessar-
ily a cultured elite, could flourish, while the elite discharged their
responsibilities to “the poor”. Yeats wound up backing the Blue-Shirt
movement, which represented the interests of hard-faced big farmers
and ranchers, and was led by Eoin O’Dufty*, a former Chief of Police,
who notoriously was not very bright! His comments on Eva Gore-
Booth’s “Dim Utopia” (she was at one time secretary of the Salford
Trades Council) is ill-advised. Yeats was the greatest English-language
poet of the 20th century.

Paddy Dollard

In memory of Eva Gore-Booth
and Con Markiewicz

The light of evening, Lissadell,

Great windows open to the south,
Two girls in silk kimonos, both
Beautiful, one a gazelle.

But a raving autumn shears

Blossom from the summer’s wreath;
The older is condemned to death,
Pardoned, drags out lonely years
Conspiring among the ignorant.

I know not what the younger dreams —
Some vague Utopia — and she seems,
When withered old and skeleton gaunt,
An image of such politics.

Many a time I think to seek

One or the other out and speak

Of that old Georgian mansion, mix
Pictures of the mind, recall

That table and the talk of youth,

Two girls in silk kimonos, both
Beautiful, one a gazelle.

Dear shadows, now you know it all,
All the folly of a fight

With a common wrong or right.
The innocent and the beautiful
Have no enemy but time;

Arise and bid me strike a match
And strike another till time catch;
Should the conflagration climb,
Run till all the sages know.

We the great gazebo built,

They convicted us of guilt;

Bid me strike a match and blow.

plight became known in Dublin, O’Duffy turned up at Ryan’s family home and
offered to do anything he could, and anything they asked of him, to help save
Ryan’s life. This was an entirely private act, not, as today it might be, a stunt. He
appealed for Ryan’s life to the Francoites; for various reasons Ryan was spared.
Frank Ryan wasn't “typical” either. In the period of the Stalin-Hitler pact he got
to Germany and there, an honoured guest of the government until he died in
1944, served simultancously as an analyst of Irish affairs for the Germans and an
unofficial representative of the Dublin government to the Germans! There is a
Republican song lamenting Ryan “who died in Hitler's cruel jail”...
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the South Dublin Union (Eamonn Ceannt) and St. Stephen’s Green
(Michael Mallin and Constance Markievicz)®”. Of the 120 Irish Cit-
izen Army personnel at St. Stephen’s Green, 15 were women ™.

They met initially with some opposition from the civilian pop-
ulation of Dublin. In particular, a group of women whose husbands
had enlisted with the British Army for the duration of the First World
War, and who were paid “separation allowances” to compensate,
were afraid that they would lose those allowances. Known as the
“separation women”, they were “vituperative in their hostility to
the rebellion™™.

The British responded with fierce military force. Gunboats
were stationed on the River Liffey. and bombarded the buildings
which had been occupied. After the headquarters at the General
Post Office had been set on fire, running desperately short of food
and supplies, and knowing they would suffer further loss with no
chance of victory, the rebels surrendered on 29 April.

The picture of the involvement of women in the Rising is as
follows, In the Citizen Army, there were two women commissioned
— Constance Markievicz and Dr Kathleen Lynn, medical officer.
Nine women were involved in the attempted capture of Dublin Cas-
tle. Thirty-four women took part in the occupation of the General
Post Office. A party of Cumann na mBan women were stationed
in Jacob’s. During the Rising, 77 women were arrested and five
women interned.™

For women involved in the Rising, as well as the aspiration for
national frecdom, there was the added motivation of the struggle
for women’s liberation.

“For many women involved in the Easter uprising and subse-
quent civil struggles, visions of women's rights and women's place
in the new Irish republic made their commitment to the cause all
the stronger.”™

In the aftermath of the Rising, 16 men — including James Con-
nolly — were executed by the British. These executions began to
turn the tide of opinion towards the rebels. Constance Markievicz
was sentenced to death, but had her sentence commuted to life
imprisonment “solely on the grounds of her sex”.™

It has been claimed that after the Rising, with many of the lead-
ing men killed in action or executed. and others interned or
perhaps demoralised, that it was women who continued the exis-
tence of the nationalist struggle:

“For nearly a year after the rising it was the women who were
the national movement... now again it was left to the women of
Irish-Ireland to keep the movement going. ™™

Ireland at the beginning of this century was a country ruled
— and exploited — by Britain. From the 1890s onwards, there

began the growth of three important new trends — Gaelic revival-
ism, socialism and trade unionism, and the campaign for women's
suffrage. For many, involvement in one issue led to consideration
of others. Many women — and men — who were attracted to the
idea that their country should be free from British rule soon began
to ask themselves deeper questions about what they wanted their
“independent” Ireland to be like, and responded with demands that
it be free from sexism, from poverty and exploitation. Similarly,
some women who first became involved in campaigns for the
vote would begin to question the sort of society in which they
wanted an equal share.

“My first realisation of tyranny came from some chance words
spoken in favour of women’s suffrage... That was my first bite, you
may say, at the apple of freedom, and soon I got on to the other
freedoms, freedom to the nation, freedom to the worker. ™™

For these women, an approach was needed that transcended
*single issues”, that offered a more complete picture of the better
society to which they aspired. Indeed, without that *more com-
plete picture”, it was inevitable that tensions and disagreements
would arise over priorities, as we have scen did occur over the rel
ative weight which Irish women should give to questions of
national independence and of women's suffrage.

For Constance Markievicz and others, the approach which
resolved these issues was socialism. One reason for this is that the
Irish labour movement had amongst its leaders men who far sur-
passed other male political figures in their support for women's
rights. We should be wary of painting the Irish labour movement
as a paragon of virtue on the question of women. Indeed, it would
surely be impossible for any movement functioning within a soci-
cty in which women'’s unequal treatment is such a strong feature
to be devoid of all traces of sexism.

However, much of the evidence suggests that some women
were able to find a place in the labour movement in which they
could fight assertively for their demands as part of the fight in the
cause of labour. If a stronger commitment to building a work-
ing-class women's movement alongside -— and as part of — the
fabour movement, had been present yet greater involvement and
representation may have been achieved.

Arrival at a socialist viewpoint would not be something that
women would simply “think” their way to, however. They need
to be caught up in a struggle. It was not a simple path that all Irish
women followed. It is not the case that the majority of Irish women
or Irish men followed this path. Perhaps we can only speculate as
to how different Ireland’s history may have been if more had.
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T°S 1943. We're at a socialist mecting. I won't tell vou

whose meeting it is just yet. Four years into the Second

World War. For two years the Nazis have been systemati-
cally killing Jews. They've organised the slaughter into a
modern industry. Trains from all over Europe deliver cattle
truck-loads of Jews to the death factories. Of those who sur-
vive the journey some — all children under 12 — are killed
immediately. The others are worked and starved and beaten
near to death. Then they're gassed.

British imperialism, at war with Germany, decides to do
what Jewish groups have been asking for. They bomb the rail
approach to Auschwitz. And more — they systematically bomb
railway lines across Germany.

Back to our meeting. The speaker stands up, to considerable
applause from the assembled comrades.

“Comrades. There is one thing above all else that we must
say tonight. Stop bombing German railways! Stop this bloody
war!”

Cheers from the front row.

“It’s a war about British imperialism. Britain and her ally
America are responsible.

“The British ruling class are a disgusting bunch of hyp-
ocrites. Churchill: no way! Britain helped boost and stabilise
Hitler in the ‘30s. If Britain had taken in enough Jewish
refugees before the war, there would be fewer Jews on main-
land Europe. Britain, even now, is stopping the Jews getting
into Palestine, killing and interning those who do. Britain is the
same — and worse — than the Nazis!”

A neatly orchestrated spontaneous chant of “Churchill, no
way!” arises from the floor.

“And why are they really bombing? Not because they want
to save anyone from the gas chambers! Because the railway
lines are important to their military campaign. The humanitar-
ian motive is just a mask. How do we know the Jews are really
being killed? It could just be bourgeois war propaganda. Hitler
isn’t Genghis Khan — to say so is an insult to every one of the
victims of that genocidal Mongolian monster. There was only
one Genghis Khan!

“Of course the ruling class say Hitler is a genocidal maniac.
They would say that, wouldn’t they? Before Britain declared
war on Germany, Hitler hadn’t attacked a single Jew. British
imperialism has killed a lot more people than Hitler has — it’s
Britain and America that are responsible for what Hitler’s doing
to the Jews.

“And these imperialist governments are killing German civil-
ians. Last week, the bombers ‘accidentally’ killed 50 Jews. The
week before, 100. Some saviours! They are destroying the Ger-
man economy, bombing Germany back to the Stone Age.

“Socialists must say to the Jews — Don’t be tools of British
imperialism! Wait for the German opposition to stop Hitler and
join us in a principled campaign. Unite around the slogans:
Stop the Bombings! Stop the War!”

Rapturous applause. One hundred and seventy copies of top-
selling pamphlet Stop the War sold to the eager punters.
Several young people join the party.

Who organised this marvellous meeting?

Take your pick... Might it be the CPGB? The Anti-Anti Nazi
League? The Socialist Workers™ Party? The League of Unprinci-
pled Bandits Against (One) Imperialism? The Socialist Labour

Learn from history? No! repeat it

By Lucy Clement

Party? The Who-Cares-If-It-Helps-Build-The-Party Party?

Moving on, we have contributions from the floor. Just a few,
mind — wouldn’t like to encourage debate.

A comrade stands up. He addresses the meeting, broadly
accepting the policy of the first speaker. But he likes to think
he’s the sophisticated type. So he dresses his policy up. “Stop
bombing rail lines”, he says, but “Save the Jews” too. “Bombing
kills Jews too!”, “Bombs will only help Hitler”, “Leave Hitler to
the German opposition”, “Yanks out”, “Socialism is the only
answer”, “Britain keep out of Europe”. All the possibilities
nicely covered. Oxymorons R-US?

And he was from... the Socialist Party? Fuckwits for Interna-
tional Socialism? Armchair Generals for Pleasant Wars?
Workers’ Power? Incoherents Against Compromise? Morons
for Marxism?

NOUGH fun. It's now November 1939. This is a real meet-

ing, or near enough. On 1 September 1939 the German

Army invaded Poland from the West. On 3 September
Britain declared war on Germany. Two weeks later, Stalin sent
his army in from the east. The German and Russian soldiers
met as the friendly allies the Stalin-Hitler pact (August 1939)
had made them, and divided Poland between thmselves.

Our meeting is that of a small political party, which for four
to five years has been frantically agitating against Hitler and Hit-
lerism, advocating an alliance of the USSR and the British
Empire against Nazism and German imperialism.

But now they’ve changed sides.

“Who started this war? Britain! Britain declared war first:
Britain is the war-monger! Hitler, now that he is an ally of the
USSR, only wants peace.

“Germany is a victim of the Versailles Treaty, dictated in
1919 by the imperialist victors of World War One. Now, those
imperialists make war to destroy Germany.

“They don't give a damn about Poland! They should make
peace!

“We must organise the broadest possible peace movement
against this war.

“Poland? What Poland? Poland is already done for, finished.
There is nothing left to fight about!”

This is a meeting of the Communist Party of Great Britain.
The story about the Poles being finished, so what was there to
fight about, comes from the historian Brian Pearse (Labour
Review, April-May 1959), a member of the CPGB at the time.

Karl Marx famously commented that history tends to repeat
itself: the first time as tragedy, the second as farce.

The Whitehall Theatre would be proud to present the British
“Left”.

HE ultra-left German pre-Hitler’s victory Stalinists argued
that the Nazis and the Social Democrats were the same —
that is, if the Social Democrats weren’t worse. Trotsky

argued back.

A woman stands facing two men. The first, she has just dis-
covered, is slowly poisoning her. If she doesn’t stop him, in
time, she will die. The second has a gun at her head and is
squeezing the trigger. She cannot beat off both simultaneously.
She has to choose which of them she will go for first.

Which one will she choose?
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violence. The dictatorship of the proletariat is not dissolved in a class-
less society, but degenerates into the omnipotence of burcaucracy over
society”.

Six years fater (June 1939) he wrote in The Bonapartist Philos-
ophy of the State.

Trotsky depicts Stalinism as a system more akin to Dark Age feu-
dalism or to the rigidifying Roman Empire of about 300 AD than to
cither socialism or capitalism, or anything in between.

“The realities of soviet life today can indeed be hardly reconciled
even with the shreds of old theory. Workers are bound to the facto-
ries; peasants are bound to the coliective farms. [Internal] Passports
have been introduced. .. It is a capital crime to come late to work. Pun-
ishable as treason is not only any criticism of Stalin but even the mere
failure to fulfil the natural duty to get down on all fours before the
‘Leader’. The frontiers are guarded by an impenetrable wall of border
patrols and police dogs on a scale heretofore unknown anywhere. ..
Foreigners [in fact, communists, and cspecially communist refugees
from capitalist police states] who had previously managed to get into
the country are being systematically exterminated.

“The... sovict constitution, "the most democratic in the world',
amounts to this, that every citizen is required at an appointed time to
cast his ballot for the one and only candidate handpicked by Stalin or
his agents. The press, the radio, all the organs of propaganda, agita-
tion and national education are completely in the hands of the ruling
clique... How many have been shot, thrown into jails and concentra-
tion camps, or exiled to Siberia, we do not definitely know. But
undoubtedly hundreds of thousands of party members have shared the
fate of millions of non-party people”. Though the “official edict” is that
“socialism has been realised”. Stalinism has “brought the state to a pitch
of wild intensity unprecedented in the history of mankind”.

Trotsky pictures the life of the “ruling caste”™. In addition to pub-
licly acknowledged salaries, “they receive secret salaries from the
treasuries of the Central Committee or local committees; they have at
their disposal automobiles... excellent apartments, summer homes,

sanatoria, and hospitals. To suit their needs or their vanity all sorts of

‘soviet palaces’ are erected”. Trotsky shows that the burcaucrats can
pass on to their children, if not property in the means of production.
then status and future membership in the elite: the ruling caste “almost
monopolise the highest institutions of learning”.

Trotsky summarises: “The Bonapartist apparatus of the state is thus

an organ for defending the bureaucratic thieves and plunderers of

national wealth”. And Stalin is “the spokesman of privileged parasites.
In the land that has gone through the proletarian revolution, it is
impossible to foster inequality, create an aristocracy, and accumulate
privileges save by bringing down on the masses tloods of lies and ever
mMore Monstrous repressions”.

Is this strange social system, in which 170 millions of people live,
which is neither capitalist nor socialist, a new forn of society? But what
sort of society?

V 1933: Trotsky discusses state capitalism
EOPLE and groups linked to Trotsky's Left Opposition in the late
1920s and early 1930s, denied that the USSR was a working class
state and called it state capitalism or what would fater be called

burcaucatic collectivism. Inside the USSR, the Democratic Centralists,
allies and factional comrades of the Trotskyists in the opposition to Stal-
inism, were state capitalist. Trotsky polemicised against them.

Let us examine Trotsky's polemics against an early "30s ex-Comr-
munist International proponent of a theory that Russia was state
capitalist, Hugo Urbahns, and against Lucien Laurat, a proponent of a
“bureaucratic collectivist” view. Trotsky separated from Urbahns and
the biggest Left Opposition group outside the USSR, the German
Leninbund, in 1929 because the Leninbund opposed Russia in the Chi-
nese-Russian conflict over the Chinese Eastern Railway. In 1933, in The
Class Nature of the Soviet State, Trotsky dealt in detail with Usbabns
attempt, from within a broadly Left Opposition framework, to inter-
pret the USSR as “state capitalist™. State Capitalism as the proper
classification of the USSR then meant something very difterent, for
everybody concerned, from what it came to mean in Trotskyist circles
in the 1940s, in the work of, seriatim, CLR James, Dunayevskaya,
Chaileau and CIiff, those theorists of “state-capitalism™ whom readers
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will know best.

Trotsky, secure in his own concrete analyses and political
responses to Stalinism, and in the working class programme of action
against it which he and the Left Opposition had elaborated in the pre-
vious ten years, in 1933 rejects all “theoretical and terminological
experiments” (all that difter with his own theoretical and terminological
experiments — which consist in stretching old terms and existing the-
ory to incorporate new phenomena). He regards attempts other than
his own to summarise and conceptualise the USSR's social relationships
— which he himself has and will continue to describe honestly — as
mere playing with “terminology™. His concern is. by holding the Stal-
inist phenomenon in the old framework and the revolutionary
perspectives that go with it, to limit the theoretical and intellectual dis-
ruption caused by the realities of Stalinism. Trotsky’s insistence on
doing this until the eve of his death will only complicate and make
worse the intellectual and theoretical havoc amongst revolutionary
socialists that he is trying to avoid.

Debating with the state capitalism Hugo Urbahns, Trotsky wel-
comes Urbahns “descent™ “from his [earlier| terminological exercise
in the sphere of the political superstructure down to the economic
foundation™. In 1939 he will "welcome™ Bruno Rizzi's “clarity” too.

What Urbabhns calls “state capitalism™. and Trotsky discusses in
1933, is remarkably like what Bruno Rizzi will call “bureaucratic col-
lectivism™, the discussion of which in 1939 will be the occasion for
Trotsky's tentative and incomplete shifting of the entire conceptual
framework in which he has so far seen Stalinism. In 1933, by contrast,
nothing shifts. “State capitalism”, as discussed by Trotsky. is Urbahns’
term for the manifold forms of initiative by existing bourgeois states
— Italy, Germany, the USA — to superintend, stimulate and “organ-
ise” the sick capitalist economy, thereby playing a role in economic
affairs not know in modern capitalism until World War 1. It was part
of the inter-war drift to the neo-mercantilism that divided the world
into more or less walled-off imperialist trading blocs. In this world trend
Urhahins seeks an explanation for Stalin’s USSR.

Trotsky agrees with Urbahns that the trend is real and very impor-
tant. “Monopoly capitalism has long since outgrown the private
ownership of the means of production and the boundaries of the
national state. Paralysed, however, by its own organisations. the work-
ing class was unable to free in time the productive forces of society
from their capitalist fetters. Hence arises the protracted epoch of eco-
nomic and political convuisions... The bourgeois governments are
obliged to pacify the mutiny of their own productive forces with a
police club. This is what constitutes the so-called planned economy.
In so far as the state attempts to harness and discipline capitalist anar-
chy, it may be called conditionally “state capitalism’.”

Trotsky recalls that the broad use of this term, in 1933, differs from
the original Marxist meaning of it: “only the independent cconomic
enterprises of the state itself™. Now it signifies “all the varieties of state
intervention into the economy: the French use the word etatisme (sta-
tification) in this sense”™. Urbahns, according to Trotsky, pronounces
this “state capitalism” to be “a necessary and, moreover, a progressive
stage of the development of society. in the same sense as trusts are
progressive compared with the disparate enterprises”. But Trotsky
thinks Urbahns appraisal of such capitalist planning a “fundamental
error”. During the historical epoch of capitalist upswing, “state capi-
talism™ — state enterprises — might act “to Iead society forward and
facilitate the future economic labour of the proletarian dictatorship™.
The present capitalist “planned economy™ is “reactionary through
and through™.

Describing the drive for national self-sufficiency by, for example,
in newly Hitlerised Germany, he writes that “state capitalism drives
to tear the economy away from the worldwide division of labour; to
adapt the productive forees to the Procrustean bed of the national state;
to constrict production artificially in some branches and to create just
as artificially other branches by means of enormous. unprofitable
expenditures. The economic policies of the present state — beginning
with tariff walls upon the ancient Chinese pattern and ending with the
episodes of forbidding the use of machinery under Hitler's “planned
economy’ — attain an unstable regulation at the cost of causing the
national cconomy to decline, bringing chaos into world relations, and
completely disrupting the monetary system that will be very much
needed for socialist planning. The present state capitalism neither pre-
pares nor lightens the future work of the socialist state but, on the
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contrary, creates for it colossal additional difficulties.”

This description of the destructive work of state capitalism in eco-
nomics is also an anticipatory full summary description of the “statism”
of Stalinism, and of its real relationship to socialism. Everything said
here is 100% true of Stalinism. Trotsky regarded the Stalinist drive to
cut international economic links, as distinct from controlling them
through the state monopoly of free trade, as downright reactionary.

Trotsky concludes: “It remains a deep secret what concrete eco-
nomic content Urbahns himself puts into his understanding of the
Soviet ‘state capitalism’.”

At noted, this exchange is important in that it essentially covers
the same ground as the 1939 dispute about “bureaucratic collec-
tivism”, and in terms of world trends has exactly the same factual basis
as the later covering of the same ground, at the start of World War
Two. We will see the later Trotsky better in this light.

Trotsky will in 1939 submit the hypothetical idea of world
bureaucratic collectivism to the same criticism, but with an impor-
tant variant.

“Even if we grant that Stalinism and fascism from opposite poles
will some day arrive at one and the same type of exploititive society
(“bureaucratic collectivism” according to Bruno R’s terminology)
this still will not lead humanity out of the blind alley... Even if the var-

ious fascist governments did succeed in establishing a system of

planned economy at home then... the struggle between the totalitarian
states for world domination would be continued and even intensified.
Wars would devour the fruits of planned economy and destroy the
bases of civilisation...”

But where the 1939 criticism assumes, or concedes, that the var-
ious planned economies produce net progress — “fruits” — in their
own countries, except that that progress is annulled by war and
international conflict, the 1933 criticism focuses on denouncing the
evil effects of the “planning” in each country. In The Revolution
Betrayed and frequently elsewhere, Trotsky contrasts the reactionary
economic effects of capitalist partial-statism with the alleged pro-
gressive results of Stalinist total-statism. Yet elsewhere again he
denounces, and rightly, the excessiveness of Stalinist-statism... “The
monstrous centralisation of the entire industry and commerce from
top to bottom... was determined not by the needs of socialism but
by the greed of the bureaucracy to have everything without excep-
tion in its hands. This repugnant and by no means necessary violence
against the economy...” (p.146.) The unresolved contradiction here
arises from Trotsky's decision in the early 1930s, once his predictions
of speedy collapse of Stalin’s forced collectivising and breakneck
industrialising “left course” have been confounded, to attribute the
successes of industrialisation to the allegedly proletarian property
forms.

The Trotsky of 1933 then discusses variations of what will later
be called the theory of “burcaucratic collectivism”.*

VI. 1933: Trotsky discusses
“bureaucratic collectivism”

HIS discussion too is very is important for “tracing” Trotsky’s evo-

lution. In 1933, the experience of full-blown “industrial” Stalinism

has been so short that Trotsky's belief that it will, be one way or
another, only an interregnum, is reasonable. Trotsky therefore treats
“bureaucratic collectivism” as a notion derived from anarchism and
discusses and judges the new phenomenon of Stalinism essentially in
terms of the old frame of bourgeois-proletarian class alternatives —
the frame which Stalinism is in the process of breaking.

He discusses the view of the Social Democrat, ex-Communist
Lucien Laurat that the USSR is “neither proletarian nor bourgeois” but
“represents an absolutely new type of class organisation, because the
bureaucracy not only rules over the proletariat politically but also
exploits it economically, devouring that surplus value that hitherto

« The term bureaucratic collectivism predates Stafinism. 1t occurred before the First World
War in polemical exchanges between the British Marxists — of the SDF/British Socialist
Party, forerunner of the Communist Party of Great Britain — and the Catholic writer Hilire
BeHoce, who continued a tradition going back to Herbert Spencer of branding socialism
as the new “servile state™. Burcaucratic collectivism was contrasted with “democratic col
ectivism”, that is, working-class socialism, conceived as democratic self-rule; in parallel,

alists dismissed as “state capitalism”™ municipal state enterprises glorified by middle-
class reformists, including Fabians, as socialism by instalments.

fell to the lot of the bourgeoisie”. Laurat invokes Karl Marx’s Capi-
tal, but his, says Trotsky, is a “superficial and purely descriptive
‘sociology’.”

Contemptuously, Trotsky equates the Social Democratic “com-
pilator” Laurat with “the Russo-Polish revolutionist Makhaisky” who
“with much more fire and splendour” had, over 30 years previously,
“define[d] ‘the dictatorship of the proletariat’ as a scaffold for the com-
manding posts of an exploiting bureaucracy”. Makhaisky “only
‘deepened’ sociologically and economically the anarchistic preju-
dices against state socialism”.

Trotsky does not here pause to distinguish between the subject
under discussion, the USSR in its Stalinist degeneration, which Trot-
sky will soon recognise as having been totalitarian “for several years”,
and the dictatorship of the proletariat in Lenin’s time. But that is just
what is at issue between himself and Laurat. Trotsky does not dis-
tinguish between the USSR under Stalin and the “state socialism” —
the regime of a profoundly democratic workers’ state — in dispute
between Marxists and anarchists. It is still an argument about old the-
ories and perspectives.

Marxist politicians and historians had interpreted and tried to
shape history. The tragic task of those of Trotsky’s generation who
survived to the "30s was to rework Marxism in the light of Stalinism
and define both Stalinism and their own place in history and in Marx-
ist theory. It was less unreasonable for Trotsky to hold back from doing
this in 1933 than it would increasingly come to be — glaringly and
increasingly at odds with the facts that Trotsky himself dealt with —
as the years wore on.

Trotsky argues with Laurat not about facts, but about the inter-
pretation of agreed facts. Laurat’s argument about the bureaucracy's
“uncontrolled appropriation of an absolutely disproportionate part
of the national income” is, says Trotsky, based on “undubitable facts”;
but it “does not... change the social physiognomy of the bureau-
cracy”. There is a parasitic burcaucracy in every regime. The fascist
bureaucracy, “straddles the boss’s neck, tears from his mouth at time
the juiciest pieces”, is still only a bourgeois hireling. Thus too with
the Stalinist bureaucracy. “It devours, wastes and embezzles a con-
siderable proportion of the national income. Its management costs
the proletariat very dearly. In the Soviet society, it occupies an
extremely privileged position not only in the sense of having politi-
cal and administrative prerogatives but also in the sense of possessing
enormous material advantages. Still, the biggest apartments, the juici-
est steaks and even Rolls Royces are not enough to transform the
bureaucracy into an independent ruling class”.

The supposed ruling class, the USSR working class, is not here
merely interfered with, as the German ruling class sometimes is by
the fascist gangsters who preserve its social rule; it is in every detail
of its life the dragooned and slave-driven source of the surplus prod-
uct, in an economy organised by the bureaucracy and controlled by
the bureaucracy. This is a bureaucracy that fills all the roles ever played
by any ruling class, and therefore unlike any auxiliary bureaucracy of
any previous ruling class. This bureaucracy is, at the very least, the
bureaucratic analogue of all previous ruling.

Later Trotsky estimates that the bureaucracy takes half the
national income, and that it thereby pauperises the workers. Is not
the bureaucracy the ruling class where there is no other elite? In truth,
when he answers “no”, Trotsky here is close to mere pettifogging.

There is no other ruling group, no other elite, no competitor for
the bureaucracy’s place in the social hierarchy. Against this fact, the
political and juridical fiction of the working class as ruling class and
the supposed roots of the nationalised economy in the revolution are,
on the level of theory and “perspectives”, raised by Trotsky to over-
whelming preponderance. Meanwhile in practice he draws the
necessary revolutionary working-class political conclusions from the
USSR working class’s real position, and the real — not juridical and
formal — relations in the society. With the turn to “political revolu-
tion” he will, in outline at least, draw all the practical conclusions for
the anti-bureaucratic struggle; these as Trotsky will say again and again,
would not differ seriously were Trotsky to identify the bureaucracy
as a new ruling class. For Trotsky, the rest is a matter of defending
the theory and the perspective and of warding off conclusions he can
still argue are premature and unnecessary.

The bureaucracy, he insists practices “not... class exploitation,
in the scientific sense of the word, but... social parasitism”.




 INDEPTH

Thus though Trotsky rejects the Stalinist programme of “social-
ism in one country”, he is nonetheless drawn into its fogic, at one
remove, by way of his recognition of the USSR as a working class state.
degenerated: he accepts its development (“for now”) as — not, as the
Stalinists said. the development of socialism — but the construction
of a society with a socialist tendency.

Trotsky does not dispute Laurant’s facts. Instead he appeals to
theoretical generalities. “A class is defined not by its participation in
the distribution of the national income alone, but by its independent
role in the general structure of the economy and by its independent
roots in the economic foundation of society. Each class (the feudal
nobility, the peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie, the capitalist bour-
geoisic and the proletariat) works out its own special forms of
property. The bureaucracy lacks all these social traits. Tt has no inde-
pendent position in the process of production and distribution. It has
no independent property roots. Its functions relate basically to the
political technique of class rule. The existence of a bureaucracy. in
all its variety of forms and differences in specific weight, charac-
terises every class regime. Its power is of a4 reflected character. The
bureaucracy is indissolubly bound up with a ruling economic class,
feeding itself upon the social roots of the latter, maintaining itself and
falling together with it”.

But the issue here is whether the Stalinist bureaucracy has
become something qualitatively more than previous burcaucracics.
Here ‘Trotsky assumes — in effect, simply by using the common
word, “bureaucracy” — that it has not, though he acknowledges
elsewhere (Revolution Betrayed) that it has.

The question at issue in the USSR of 1933 is of a bureaucracy that
is sole ruler and monopolist in the organisation of this society, com-
bining all the roles of all previous ruling classes. It is sole custodian
of the surplus product and organiser of production. On the other side
the nominal ruling class, the working class, is designated the ruling
class because it is a priori identified with a form of property — yet
is it a class which plays the role of all previous subordinate, exploited
classes, combining characteristics of staves, serfs and proletarians. By
a series of class struggles which Trotsky fought in and chronicled, the
bureaucracy has subjugated the proletariat and worked out the “spe-
cial property relations” which Trotsky denies it possesses, namely
nationalised property in a totalitarian state which is the bureaucracy’s
own property.

On the issues as posed by the development of the USSR and by
history, Trotsky still only brings to bear the general precepts of Marx-
ism, that is, generalities derived from past history. The “necessity” or
otherwise of the burcaucracy’s role in the economy has to be derived
from an account of the society as it is; but Trotsky derives it from the
general theory of previous societies, using that general theory against
the facts he himself has recorded. Such arguments from Trotsky will
become additional layers of scholastic dogmatic obfuscation, coun-
terposed to the proper method of Marxism, fong after it ceases to be
reasonable to do as Trotsky does here in 1933 and regard the USSR
as a freakish short-term variant of previous forms.

Between his concrete analyses and descriptions of USSR reality
and his programme of working class action against Stalinism, worked
out since 1923, on the one side, and his theorising about it, on the
other, there is a great gap. After about 1933 Trotsky puts “theory” on
hold. Having declared in 1933 for what he will call “political revolu-
tion™ — this will be developed and hardened in the next 3 years —
Trotsky entered a theoretical limbo: everything is fixed and frozen on
the level of basic theory, while dramatic events unfold on the level
of real history, Trotsky. expecting either bourgeois counter-revolu-
tion or a new working-class revolution, believes that nothing will
change Dasically as long as nationalised economy remains.

Even when in The Revolution Betrayed (1936) he articulates a
summary description of the USSR remarkable for its clarity and stark
truth (“The state owns the economy, but the bureaucracy, so to
speak, owns the state.™) he draws no conclusions and unconvincingly
argues against those who begin to — Carter, Craipeau, Burnham. They
are only parallel things: Trotsky's genceralising theory is about the past,
his analyses and programme of action in the USSR about now. So it
will be with Trotsky, despite many shifts within that frame until Sep-
tember 1939, In 1939 in a great rush, Trotsky's long restrained need
to theorise and reconceptualise the facts will jump over his head and
appear before him as a nightmare possible future.
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VIL Perspectives: before World War Two
HAT, according to Trotsky, were the possible perspectives for
the Stalinised USSR? Despite the impressive early economic
successes in crude industrialisation. it was a system charac-

terised by convulsive social disintegration, bureaucratic arbitrariness
and precipitate decline. Trotsky understood and said (Revolution
Betrayed, 1936) that though the bureaucratic economy could assim-
ilate western technology, it could not, in a society without freedom
of speech, research or initiative, develop its own self-sustaining
advanced technology. It was an inherently unstable and untenable sys-
tem.

The contradiction between bureaucratic rule and the democra-
tic imperatives of planning was, he thought, increasingly sharp and
unmitigable. He thought the Moscow Trials (1936, "37. '38) and the
great purges were the beginning of the “death agony of Stalinism”.
Elements of the bureaucracy were crystallising out into a nascent bour-
geoisie — what Trotsky called the “faction of Butenko™, after a
Stalinist functionary who defected to Mussolini. It was a system in stark
and accelerating decline from October. that could end only in either
bourgeois restoration or in a new working class “political” revolution.

It was. it is clear from what he wrote, — in for example [n
Defence of Marxisim — only because he rejected the idea that the Russ-.
fan system at the end of the "30s was a stable form of collectivist
society, that Trotsky rejected the idea that the bureaucracy. though
it had all of the worst features of a fascist ruling class, was a fully formed
stable ruling class with a necessary role in the economy. It lacked the
historic legitimacy bestowed on past ruling classes because they
were necessary to that stage of the development of the means of pro-
duction in humankind’s evolution from ape to social self-control in
socialism. The Stalinist system could not Jast, said Trotsky.

Far from having realised socialism. as the idiotic lies of the Stal-
inist rulers contended; or, as post-Trotsky Trotskyism — and in his
own way, as we will see. the “state capitalist™ Tony Cliff — contended,
being in transition to socialism, the USSR under the burcaucratic dic-
tatorship was evolving naturally towards catastrophic breakdown.
Only a new working class revolution could prevent the restoration
of capitalism. The time span Trotsky projected was very short (Cin a
few months or vears™).

His refusal to draw conclusions about the ruling bureaucracy as
a ruling class was fundamentally and explicitly tied to and dependent
on this timescale. In turn Trotsky linked this time scale to empirical
tests: if the USSR survived the war.

[t was not until the last 11 months of his life that Trotsky pub-
licly developed the theoretical possibility — a tremendous break
with the past — that the USSR might prove to be not a freak forma-
tion between capitalism and a degenerated workers state but a
socio-economic formation “in itself” — a relatively stable system, a
socio-cconomic formation different from capitalism and socialism;
cither the barbarous alternative to socialism after the capitalist epoch,
or a historical cul-de-sac. This was in The USSR and War (Septem-
ber 1939) and Again And Once More on the Class Natiwre of the USSR
(October 1939).

“Let me recall for the sake of illustration, the question of Ther-
midor. [Counter revolution: the reference is to an even in the
French Revolution]. For a long time we asserted that Thermidor
in the USSR was only being prepared but bad not yel been con-
sunnnated. Later, investing the analogy to Thermidor with a
more precise and well deliberated character, we came to the con-
clusion that Thermidor bad already taken place long ago. This
open vectification of our own mistake did not introduce the slight-
est consternalion in our ranks.

“Why? Becdause the essence of the processes in the Soviel
Union was appraised identically by all of us, as we jointly stud-
fed day by day the growth of reaction. For us it was only a
question of rendering more precise a bistorical analogy, noth-
ing more. [ bhope that still today despite the attempt of some
comrades to uncover differences on the question of the ‘defence
of the USSR™ — with which we shall deal presently — we shall
succeed by means of siinply rendering our own ideas imore pre-
cise Lo preserve unaiintity on the basis of the program of the
Fourth International.... Here Trotsky plainly means: if we have to
conclude that the USSR is after all a new form of class society, it
will be an organic conclusion from what we have done and are
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doing. By way of concrete description and the elaboration of the
concrete revolutionary tasks posed by the reality of Stalinism.

“Our critics have morve than once argued that the present
Soviet bureaucracy bears very little resemblance to either the
bourgeots or labor bureaucracy in capitalist society; that to a
Jfar greater degree than fascist bureaucracy it represents a new
and much more powerful social formation. This is quite correct
and we bave never closed our eyes to it. But if we consider the
Soviet bureaucracy a ‘class’ then we are compelled to state
immediately that this class does not at all resemble any of those
propertied classes known Lo us in past; our gain consequently
is not great. We frequently call the bureaucracy a caste, under-
scoring thereby its shut-in character, iis arbitrary rule... But even
this definition does not of course possess a strictly scientific chear-
acter. Its relative superiority lies in this... the make-shift
character of the term... The old sociological terminology did not
and could not prepare a name for a new social event which is
in process of evolution (degeneration) and which assumed sta-
ble forms. All of us howewver, continue to call the Soviet
bureaucracy a bureaucracy, not being unmindful of its bistorical
peculiarities, In our opinion this should suffice for the time being.

“Scientifically and politically — and not purely termino-
logically — the bureaucracy represent a temporary growth on
a social organism: or bas this growth already been transformed
into a bistorically indispensable organ? Social excrescences cdn
be the product of an ‘accidental’ (i.e., temporary and extraor-
dinary) enmeshing of bistorical circumstances. A social organ
(and such is every class, including an exploiting class) can
take shape only as a result of the deeply rooted inner needs of
production itself. If we do not answer this question, then the
entire confroversy will degenerate inlo sterile toying with words.

. bureaucratism, as a system, |has] become the worst brake
on the technical and cultural development of the country. This
was veiled for a certain time Dy the fact that the Soviet econ-
omy was occupied for two decades with transplanting and
assimilating the technology and organization of production in
advanced capitalist countries... But the bigher the economy rose,
the movre complex its requirements became, all the more unbeci-
able became the obstacle of the bureaucratic regime... Thus
before the bureaucracy could succeed in excluding from itself
a “ruling class”, it came inio irreconcilable contradiction with
the demands of development. The explanation for this is to be
Sound precisely in the fact that the bureaucracy is not the
bearer of a new system of economy peculiar to itself and impos-
sible without itself, but is a parasitic growth on a worker’
state. ..

The crisis of capitalism is central to Trotsky’s way of assess-
ing Stalinism. “The disintegration of capitalism bas reached
extreme limits, likewise the disintegration of the old ruling
class. The further existence of this system is impossible. The
productive forces must be organized in accovdance with a plan.
But who will accomplish this task — the proletariat or a new
ruling class of ‘commissars’ — politicians, administrators and
technicians?...

“The second world war bas begun. It attests incontrovert-
ibly to the fact that society can no longer live on the basis of
capitalism. Thereby it subjects the proletariat to a new and
perbaps decisive test.

The war is the great test: “If this war provokRes, as we firmly
believe, a proletarian revolution, it must inevitably lead to the
overthrow of the bureaucracy in the USSR and regeneration of
Soviet democracy on a far bigher economic and cultural basis
than in 1918. In that case the question as to whether the Stal-
inist bureaucracy was a ‘class’ or a growth on the workers’ state
will be automeatically solved. To every single person it will
become clear that in the process of the development of the
world revolution the Soviet bureaucracy was only an episodic
relapse. If, bowewver, it is conceded theat the present war will pro-
voke nol, revolution but a decline of the proletariat, then there
remains another alternative: the further decay of monopoly cap-
italism, its further fusion with the state and the replacement of
democracy wherever it still remained by a tolalitarian regime. ..
This would be, according to all indications, a regime of decline,
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signalizing the eclipse of civilisation. ..

“Then it would be necessary in retrospect to establish that
in its fundamental traits the present USSR was the precursor of
a new exploiting regime on an international scale. ..

“The historic alterncative, carried to the end, is as follows:
either the Stalin regime is an abhorrent relapse in the process
of transforming bourgeois society into a socialist society, or the
Stalin regime is the first stage of a new exploiting society. If the
second prognosis proves to be correct, then, of course, the
buredaucracy will become a new exploiting class. ..

“Bruno bas caught on to the fact that the tendencies of col-
lectivization assume as a resull of the political prostration of
the working class the form of ‘burcaucratic collectivism.” The
phenomenon in itself is incontestable. Bul where are its limits
and what is its bistorical weight?. ..

For Trotsky, the Stalinist USSR is inconceivable apart from
October 1917. “The Kremliin oligarchy... has the opportunity of
directing economy as da body only owing (o the fact that the work-
ing class of Russia accomplished the greatest overturn of property
relations in bistory. This difference must not be lost sight of.

“The October Revolution was not an accident. It was fore-
cast long in advance. Evenis confirmed this forecast, beccause
Marxists never believed that an isolated workers’ state in Rus-
sia could maintain itself indefinitely... Degeneration mist
inescapably end at a certain stage in downfall.

“A totalitarian regime, whether of Stalinist or fascist type,
by its very essence can only be a temporary transitional regime. ..
If contrary to all probabilities the October Revolution fails dur-
ing the course of the present war, or immediately theredfter, to

Jind its continuation in any of the advanced countries; and if,

on the contrary, the proletariat is thrown back everywhere and
on all fronts — then we should doubilessly bave to pose the gites-
tion of revising our conception of the present epoch and its
driving force. In that case it would be a question not of slap-
ping a copybook label on the USSR or the Stalinist gang but of
re-evaluating the world historical perspective for the next
decades if not centuries: Have we entered the epoch of social rev-
olution and socialist society, or on the contrary the epoch of the
declining society of totalitarian bureaucracy?

“The twofold error of schematists like Hugo Urbabns and
Bruno R. consists, first, in that they proclaim this latter regime
as baving been already finally installed; secondly, in that they
declare it a prolonged transitional state of society between cap-
italism and socialism. ..

Trotsky explains what he “defended” and does not defend.
“We defend the USSR as we defend the colonies, as we solve all
our problems, not by supporting some imperialist governments
against others, but by the method of international class strig
gle in the colonies as well as in the metropolitan centers.

“We are not a government party; we are the party of irrec-
oncilable opposition, not only in capitalist countries but also
in the USSR. Our tasks, among them the ‘defence of the USSR,’
we redlize not through the medium of bourgeois governments
and not even through the government of the USSR, but exclu-
sively through the education of the masses through agitation,
through explaining to the workers what they should defend cnd
what they should overthrow. Such a ‘defence’ cannot give imnne-
diate miraculous results. But we do not even pretend to be
miracle workers. ..

“The primary political criterion for us is not the transfor-
mation of property relations in this or another ared, however
important these may be in themselves, but rather the change in
the consciousness and organization of the world proletariat, the
raising of their capacity for defending conquests and accom-
plishing new ones. ..

“We must build onur policy by taking as our starting point
the real relations and contradictions... Our ‘defence of the
USSR’ will naturally differ, as hedaven does from ecarth, from the
official defense which is now being conducted under the slogean:
‘For the fatherland! For Stalin!” Our defence of the USSR is cdi-
ried on under the slogan: ‘For socialism! For the World
Revolution! Against Stalin!’.




Some Trotskyists froze Trotsky’'s thinking on Stalinism, right up
until the collapse of the Stalinist bloc

Trotsky finds that he has to answer the charge that his pro-
visional endorsement of the theory of burcaucratic collectivism
has alarmed dogmatists on his own side of the escalating factional
struggle in the SWP(USA).

“Some comvrades evidently were surprised that 1 spoke in
my article (‘The USSR in War’') of the system of ‘bureciicratic
collectivism’ as a theoretical possibility. They discovered in
this even a complete revision of Marxism. This is an appcreit
misunderstanding. The Marxist comprehension of bistorical
necessity bas nothing in commion with fatalism. Socialism is
not realizable "by itself” but as a resulit of the struggle of living
Jorces, classes and their parties. The proletariats decisive aduvan-
tage in this struggle resides in the fact that it vepresents historical
progress, while the bourgeoisie incarnctes reaction and decline.
Precisely in this is the source of our conviction in victory. Bl
we have full vight to ask ourselves: What character will soci-
ety take if the forces of reaction conqier?

“‘Marxists bave formulated an incalculable number of

times the alternative: either socialisin or return to barbarisni.
After the Italian ‘experience’ we repeated thousands of times:
either communism or fascism. The real passdage to socialism
cannol fuail to appear incomparably more complicated, more
heterogeneous, more contradictory than was foreseen in the
general bistorical scheme. Marx spoke aboul the dictatorship
of the proletariat and its future withering away dut said noth-
ing about bureaucratic degeneration of the dictatorship. We
bhawve observed and analyzed for the first time in experience such
d degeneration. Is this revision of Marxism?...

“What social and political forms can the new ‘barbarism’
take, if we admit theoretically that mankind should not be able
to elevate itself to socialism? We bave the possibility of express-
ing ourselves on this subject more concretely than Marx.
Fascism on one band, degeneration of the Soviet state on the
other, owutline the social and political forms of a neo-bar-
barism. ..

“Uf we are to speak of a revision of Marx, it is in reality the
revision of those comrades 1who project a new type of stte,
‘non-bourgeois” and “non-worker”. Because the alternative
developed by me leads them to drauw their thoughts 1D to their
logical conclusion, some of these critics, frightened by the con-
clusions of their own theory accuse me. .. of revising Mdavxism.”

Nonctheless, the charge of “revisionism”, fuclled by igno-
rance, malice and theoretical poverty will reverberate down the
decades!
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VIIIL The results of World War Two

FTER its survival and vast imperialist expansion following Trot-

sky's death, the USSR could no longer be described in the terms

Trotsky had used and for the reasons he had given, as a degen-
erated workers' state, nor the Stalinist bureaucracy as a parasitic
growth and not a social organ, as a caste and not a ruling class. When
the Stalinist state proved capable of replicating itself in societies
where there never was a proletarian revolution; where, as in China,
the bureaucracy repressed the proletariat before and during the
burcaucratic revolution, and not 10 years after a proletarian revolu-
tion, as in the USSR, Trotsky's workers’ state theory died. Anybody
who wanted to go on using Trotsky’s name for the USSR, or its clones
had to find another set of reasons. “Workers’ state” theory had either
to disappear or to put a new and radically different analysis into Trot-
sky’s verbiage: the “Orthodox” could now maintain “Trotsky’s”
position only by the most thoroughgoing “revision” of the whole of
revolutionary Marxist theory, elaborating a radically new set of the-
ories within Trotsky's familiar old terms.

In the very long term — 50 years —Stalinism proved an unviable
system and a historical blind alley, but far from collapsing “in a few
months or years™ before capitalism or working class revolution, as Trot-
sky was sure it would, Stalinism survived and seemed as late as the
carly '80s, to friend and foe alike, to be 4 viable system: it seemed in
some respects better equipped than capitalism to win the long Stal-
inist-capitalist competition. It was still expanding (into Afghanistan)
at the beginning of the 1980s.

In 1940, in Stalin, Trotsky had defined the bureaucratic counter-
revolution after 1928 as the bureaucracy making itself “sole master
of the social surplus product”, what. in capitalism, Marxists name “sur-
plus value™. Trotsky thereby arrived at a clear description of the
bureaucracy as exploiters of the working class. He still, before the
USSR was submitted to the test of the looming war, hesitated to
name what he described with an appropriate name, though he ren-
dered the old name, degenerated workers’ state, nonsensical.

Once the survival and expansion of Stalinism in World War Two
had destroyed, root and branch, Trotsky’s theory that the USSR was
adeformed workers’ state. what then, for Trotskyists? It was not pos-
sible rationally to go on arguing, as Trotsky had, in essence to postpone
giving the indicated answer, that it was too soon to decide! He him-
self had set the temporal and empirical tests to reconceptualise the
given USSR as a new form of class society. At the end his refusal to
do so rested on the one central argument: it should be left to the test
of war. By the time war had put the system to the test, Trotsky was
dead. But his tentative reconceptualisation in September-October
1939 had cut through the cable binding Trotskyism to the Stalinist
USSR and the idea that so long as nationalised property survived, the
USSR was a degencerated workers’ state rooted in October.

Instead of developing from Trotsky, the orthodox held on to the
letter of Trotsky. They abandoned his methods of analysis. Post-Trot-
sky neo-Trotskyists froze Trotsky's interim and increasingly tentative
degenerated workers” state theory. They substituted the name for Trot-
sky's method of analysing evolving USSR reality. They substituted
analogy for class analysis.

From 1937, Trotsky had, for the sake of argument, separated the
idea that the USSR was progressive — because it developed the
means of production while world capitalism in the great slump and
after was in marked decline — from the characterisation of Russia as
aworkers’ state. He had asked more than once (in reply to Burnham,
Carter and Yvan Craipeau, for example, in 1937): are we not, what-
ever its class character, compelled to see it as progressive? The
post-Trotsky Trotskyists built new workers’ state theories on this.

If, in terms of Trotsky's 193940 reasoning. no theory of the
USSR as a workers' state was possible after World War Two, except
a Stalinist one, this idea — the USSR is progressive no matter what
— was transmuted by his followers into the idea that the survival of
the USSR proved it was a workers’ state, thus turning Trotsky inside
out; and further, that the creation of Stalinist states elsewhere by the
Russian Army or by autonomous Stalinist forces which created soci-
eties modelled on the USSR, such as Tito's and Mao's, meant that they
too, by analogy, had to be classified as workers’ states — “deformed
workers’ states”. Thus did Trotsky's followers, committing political
suicide, hold to the fetter and form of his defunct old conclusions.

For Trotskyism. history was repeating itself. USSR Trotskyism in
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1929 was faced with the fact that the expected bourgeois counter-
revolution did not happen, but instead the bureaucracy uprooted the
feeble shoots of bourgeois counter-revolution, destroyed the labour
movement and emerged as “master of the surplus product”. Now, with
the emergence after World War Two of a new exeternal bureau-
cratic Russian Empire, something analogous happened on a vast
international scale. The bureaucracy not only survived the war, but
as, in the crisis of 1928 and after, it vastly expanded its spheres of oper-
ation; this time, way beyond the borders of the USSR. Stalinism was
replicated in other countries by way of peasant movements that
could by no twisting of language properly be construed as working
class, as rooted in the working class or as making a workers’ revolu-
tion.

The bureaucracy in the USSR and now elsewhere continued to
develop the means of production in its own savage, murderous and
immensely wasteful way. The new bureaucratic formations in China,
Yugoslavia, etc., could not, as Trotsky had insisted was the case in
the USSR — it was central to his analysis and to his theory of the
degenerated workers’ state — be said to be in conflict and contra-
diction with the collectivist property. They created it: collectivised
property could not now be identified even obliquely with 1917, and
even residually as a form of working class property. The old basic
notion of socialism, that political power was decisive, which had been
set aside, pro tem, as Trotsky grappled with the USSR’s contadic-
tariness, logically now should have come into its own. Trotsky in 1936
had posed the issue clearly. In fact “totalitarian economism” swept
all before it (see The Fate of the Russian Revolution).

Within the verbiage of Trotsky, which they turned into a sac-
erdotal language, as remote from life as any sacerdotal jargon frozen
in time ever was, they radically altered Trotsky’s ideas. Why did the
post-Trotsky Trotskyists freeze ideas derived by Trotsky from con-
tinued analysis of the Russian reality? Because of the superficial and
disorienting formal resemblance of Stalinist society to “socialism” —
nationalised economy and the elimination of both the capitalist
mode of economic activity, and the bourgeoisie which personified
it. Because attempts to analyse the world afresh threatened to col-
lapse what they saw as the whole Marxist system. Though Trotsky,
when he tentatively reconceptualised the USSR as it was in 1939, had
shown them how to escape from this trap, they let themselves
remain imprisoned by Trotsky’s “totalitarian economism” — “full”
nationalisation is a workers’ state — and the idea he developed with
increasing prominence after 1937 — as the idea of the USSR as any
sort of workers” state became less and less tenable — that the prop-
erty forms in the USSR were, in face of the semi-collapse of capitalism,
progressive even if Russia was not a workers’ state of any sort. They
added a new adjective, “deformed”, for, e.g., China, to Trotsky’s now
utterly defunct workers’ state designation.

Where Trotsky had argued convincingly that if the USSR could
be defined as a stable social formation and not a freak short-term once-
only formation created for a short time by the swirling cross-currents
of history, then it would have to be seen as a new form of socio-eco-
nomic formation, the post-Trotsky Trotskyists, faced with hard facts,
chose to break with Trotsky’s reasoning. The post-Trotsky Trotsky-
ists insisted that states that arose by 4 conquering army subjugating
the working class — in Yugoslavia and China for example — were
working class dictatorships. Any state modelled on the USSR, in
which the bourgeoisie was destroyed and replaced by a Stalinist
bureaucracy, was a workers’ state, irrespective of the workers.

The Stalinist USSR had, said Trotsky’s self-designated “best dis-
ciples”, miraculously changed the direction of its social and class
evolution, as Trotsky had seen them in the last years of his life. Stal-
inism in the USSR and in the USSR’s clones across an additional
sixth of the world, was now “in transition to socialism”.

In this way, Trotsky’s ideas, proclaimed as “official” orthodox
Trotskyism, were turned on their head, inside out and upside down.
Socialism in one country — or “socialism in a number of backward
countries”, was proclaimed to be the vindication of the “permanent
revolution” of Trotsky. The Stalinists had in spite of themselves
been forced to carry out Trotsky's programme. Leaders of the neo-
Trotskyist “Fourth International”, Pierre Frank, for example,
proclaimed Mao and Ho Chi Minh and Tito, unconsciously to be Trot-
sky’s political legatees, not Stalinists!

The evolution of the “official”, “orthodox” Trotskyism shows that
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the complex of problems — the nature of statified economy, of the
ruling ¢lite, of this system’s place in history and of its relationship
to capitalism was capable of a very wide variety of answers and of
many permutations and combinations of the elements that made up
the answers. There was a great freedom and scope for whatever
answer sympathy, mood, impression or revulsion indicated to you.
The post-Trotsky Trotskyist workers’ state label was only a way of
calling these states post-capitalist and progressive.

Because of the importance of the foregoing, it is worthwhile to
schematically nail down exactly what was changed in “mainstream”
“offical Trotskyism”. It was, we will see, also incorporated in Cliff’s
state capitalism.

1. The idea used by Trotsky from 1937, against demands to
abandon the workers’ state idea, that workers’ state or not, the
nationalised economy of the USSR was progressive, was now used
to wipe out most of the pre-1940 Trotskyism. For eastern Europe in
the 1940s, China or North Vietnam in the 50s or Cuba in the '60s,
Stalinist statism was, it would be argued — by Ernest Mandel, for
example — progressive because it shielded the economy from the
world market and the dictates of the untrammelled law of value,
which would have kept those states as mere suppliers of raw mate-
rial to the advanced countries and hindered their economic
development. Stalinist planning, which Trotsky had from the begin-
ning called chaos and anarchy, multiplied by the subjectivism and
ignorance of the totalitarian bureaucracy, was now allotted an enor-
mously progressive historical role.

More: for these ideas to make any sense at all capitalism had to
be seen as Trotsky saw it in the '30s, as a system in historical reflux
and terminal decline. Trotsky’s picture of capitalism in the '30s was
one-sided and exaggerated even then, but world capitalism was
indeed in tremendous decline in the *30s. The idea that Stalinism was
progressive in the USSR and was the only way to develop backward
countries was propounded now in a world where capitalism was
experiencing a long, long economic expansion, and in which whole
new areas of the world were drawn into fully capitalist relations. The
verdict of history does not support the idea that Stalinist state slave-
driving was the most effective way of developing backward countries.

2. The Stalinists’ basic programmatic idea, “socialism in one coun-
try”, was in its fundamental assumptions incorporated into
post-Trotsky Trotskyism. The USSR’s claim to great economic progress
was accepted. The new “Trotskyism” — codified at the 3rd World
Congress in 1951, which was in fact the first congress of a political
current new in “Trotskyism” — minimised such things as the con-
tribution of slave labour and an atomised, driven working class to
Stalinist progress. Trotsky’s early political objection to “socialism in
one country”, that it implied no revolution other than that of 1917
for the whole historical period that it would take the USSR to “catch
up” was deemed to be outmoded by the fact of new “revolutions”
(Yugoslavia, China, etc.), the expansion of the USSR post World War
Two and the status of the USSR as one of the world’s nuclear-armed
great powers.

Stalin had, they now decided, built a historically viable socio-
economic formation that could compete with capitalism, and with
increasing success, for as long as the workers’ revolution was delayed
in the advanced capitalist countries. And the old arguments against
“socialism in one country”? It was, they (Ernest Mandel, for exam-
ple) said, no longer one country, but a cluster of countries! Most,
though not all, of them — Czechoslovakia and East Germany — were
backward: yet they were now seen as evolving toward socialism.
Socialism was — “for now” — evolving not out of advanced capitalism
and as its spawn and replica, but as capitalism’s competitor, mov-
ing “from the periphery to the centre”.

Conflicts with the capitalist states would force even the big Stal-
inist partics in Europe — France, Italy — to take power. Trotsky’s
fear of bureaucratic counter-revolution was also outmoded: the
bureaucracy was committed to nationalised property. Russian and
its allies were strong against international capitalism; so were the lib-
eration movements in the colonies. Stalinism was stabilised,
expanding and developing economically — “in transition to social-
ism”.

The “actually existing revolution” was a matter of “one, two,
many socialisms in one country”. None of this — even if they were
deformed and degenerated workers’ states — made sense in terms
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of the Marxism of Marx, Lenin and Trotsky. On an international
scale, it bore more than a passing resemblance to the vision of
Michael Bakunin in the First International and after about the effec-
tive movement for revolution coming from the social fringes and the
social depths — not from the proletariat of advanced capitalism, on
the basis of the best achievements of that capitalism, but now on an
international scale from the “wretched of the earth” on the edges of
capitalism.

A “political” revolution — now usually detined as something far
more shallow than Trotsky had defined it — was, of course still nec-
essary in the USSR. But China? When it decided in 1955 that China
was a workers’ state, the SWP/USA said yes; the Mandel-Pablo group,
no until 1969. Yugoslavia? No. Vietnam? No. Cuba? No. The result
was chronic instability and a rabbit-like fecundity in generating com-
peting groups.

3. For all practical purposes Stalinism was, without acknowl-
edgement, accepted as the next, or probably the next, progressive
stage in backward countries, in the space pre-1917 socialists had given
to the bourgeois revolution in backward countries. The inescapable
tendency of support for Third World revolutionary Stalinists was to
write Third World Stalinist revolutions into Trotskyism as a neces-
sary, or anyway probably inescapable, first stage. The different
tendencies varied in their crassness about this and in their propor-
tion of delusion (Maoism, Castroism is zzof Stalinist) to crassness. The
expansion of Stalinism in any new area was accepted as historically
progressive as against any other possibility except working class
power.

4. The new post-Trotsky workers’ state theory was in its essen-
tials identical to the ideas of Trotsky’s make-weight antagonist in 1939,
Bruno Rizzi, who held that both Stalinism and fascism were all part
of a great historically progressive — though unfortunately harsh
and brutal — burcaucratic and collectivist world wide revolution.
They had much in common with the perspectives of the Rizzi-ite
James Burnham (who had in 1939 argued against Trotsky that capi-

talism had more or less been restored in the USSR: see The Fafe of

the Russian Revolution) in his very widely circulated 1941 book,
The Managerial Revolution. The neo-Trotskyists pasted Trotsky’s
terminology, like a well-known label slapped on a bottle of bootleg
whisky, over their version of Bruno Rizzi's and 1941-James Burnham’s
theory, and applied it to Stalinism. They themselves had defined the
new Stalinist states of Eastern Europe as fascistic and reactionary, at
their second World Congress (April and May 1948). They were
under no iflusions about what they were: in late 19489 they just
reclassified them. *Workers™ state” came to indicate neither work-
ing class self-rule, nor, as in Trotsky's degenerated workers' state,
some supposed remnant of a workers’ revolution, but that Stalinism
WS progressive.

5. Even in their own terms, Pablo-Mandel never produced a
coherent theory to cover all the Stalinist states. They retained a vari-
ant of Trotsky’s programme for the USSR and its direct clones; but
it was diluted, qualified by all the changes above, and essentially an
afterthought, something for the future: the USSR, etc were pro-
gressive and progressing; were stable and in a new bureaucratic
equilibrium; the bureaucrats’ USSR, as both model and source of mate-
rial help, was not, or not consistently, hindering other Stalinist
revolutions, but helping them, if only by acting as a counterweight
to the USA.

In sum, the post-Trotsky Trotskyists answered the questions
posed by the Stalinist conundrum in this way. Stalinism, though it
could be better and needed stern remodelling by the working class,
was progressive; it was post-capitalist, in transition to socialism; it
was the “wave of the future” at least in the backward countries (and
for Michel Pablo in the early 30s everywhere, perhaps for “centuries
of degenerated workers’ states”, as he tentatively put it); it was to
be supported against capitalism, even though its triumph would
extirpate liberty and every vestige of a labour movement, lock the
proletarians of capitalism in a totalitarian vice, and drive them like
slaves.

The post-Trotsky “orthodox” Trotskyists accommodated to the
survival and expansion of Stalinism by turning all of Trotsky's ideas
and perspectives into their opposite. Like a civilian population fool-
ing an invader, they turned all the road signs in the wrong direction.
Except the invader was already inside their heads in the form of false
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ideas about Russia. They turned the signs around to fool themselves!
If Stalin had emptied the old forms and old words and terms of
socialism of their old content, refilling the old socialist wine bottles
with poison and corrosive acid, the post-Trotsky Trotskyists imported
the basic Stalinist counterfeits of socialism into the camp of the
rearguard of Bolshevism. It was the ultimate ideological triumph of
Stalinism.

IX. The other Trotskyists: the Workers’ Party

UT there were other Trotskyists — those who had in "39-40

opposed Trotsky. Before we discuss the theory of state capital-

ism Tony Cliff developed in 1948, we need to discuss the other
Trotskyists (Max Shachtman, etc.) who in the last year of Trotsky’s
life and throughout the 1940s, logically and systematically developed
in their analysis of world politics what was, on the evidence of Trot-
sky’s last articles, and despite the fierce polemics he had hurled at
their troublesome heads (collected in the one-sided and misrepre-
sentational 1942 book, In Defence of Marxism) the real logic of
Trotsky's position. Explicitly, they followed through on his political
innovations of September-October 1939 and in the last six months of
his life when he wrote “The USSR in War” and “Again and Once
More” and the “*Communist International and the GPU”, accepting for
the first time the theoretical possibility that the USSR could be seen
as it was and as it had been for a decade as a new form of class soci-
ety, “bureaucratic colletivism”.”

From the split in the SWP (April 1940), or a bit before it, Trot-
sky resumed the trajectory of the ideas he had been following in “The
USSR in War™ and “Again...” The violent polemics against Shachtman
and Burnham — which his “disciples” will fraudulently turn into his
legacy, by suppressing for 30 years much that he wrote at the same
time and after — are, if his work from the Revolution Betrayed
(1936) to his death is depicted as a straight line, only a short violent
blip. At the end. in an article dated 17 August 1940, 3 days before he
was struck down, Trotsky described the leaders of the Communist
International parties as people aspiring to be in their countries what
the Russian bureaucrats are in theirs. Even during the faction fight,
Trotsky’s more public writings on Poland and Finland are closer to
what Shachtman was saying than to what Cannon and Goldman were
saying.

Those who in 1939-early "40s fought Trotsky in the name of a
democratic response to the USSR invasion of Finland and what they
saw as the better extrapolations from his own ideas (sce Fate of the
Russian Revolution) elaborated during the "40s a viewpoint radically
different from that of the official Trotskyists, with whom they inter-
acted continuously until the end of the decade, and later.

Yet the tendency that formed the Workers” Party in April 1940
was thrust before its time half-formed into independent existence.
Some of its members — James Burnham (who ceased to be a mem-
ber almost immediately), Joseph Carter, Hal Draper and others had
long been at odds with Trotsky over the idea that Russia was any sort
of workers’ state. Before the dispute about how to respond to the Stal-
inist invasion of Poland and Finland, they had had no political
differences with Trotsky. The USSR, whatever it was, was progressive
vis a vis capitalism, they said, and therefore it should be defended.
Trotsky, while asserting that the USSR was a degenerated workers
state, virtually conceded after 1937 that the precise class character
could be left in abevance provided there was agreement on such polit-
ical questions.

The most important of the Workers' Party leaders, Shachtman,
and Martin Abern, agreed with Trotsky's degenerated workers’ state
framework. The sharpest presentation of the anti-workers’ state posi-
tion in the 1939 dispute was made by Trotsky himself, using the
unknown “Bruno Rizzi” and his unknown work as a theatrical mask
that allowed Trotsky himself to play more than one role. Rizzi's gen-

* In October 1939 he defended himself from the charge that such an idea was a “revi-
sion” of Marxism. His much misquoted charge in the subsequent faction fight of
“revisionism” was directed not at the idea of “burcaucratic collectivism”, but at the posi-
tion that the USSR was a society with no ruling class. Max Shachtman was a workers'
statist with undisguised “doubts™ (as was Trotsky!). In October Trotsky argued in effect,
that the burcaucratic collectivists in the party, Joseph Carter, Hal Draper and others were
as good Marxists as anyone else.
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eral ideas are not summarised or discussed by Trotsky at all, only his
view that the USSR is a new form of class society. This, literally, was
Trotsky debating with himself, and, against “Bruno Rizzi”, arguing with
what he saw as the only viable alternative to the workers’ state posi-
tion.”

While his orthodox disciples counterposed Trotsky’s concrete
interim conclusions as dogma to Trotsky’s method, which, in his
hands, had led him by August 1940 quite a way beyond the “Ortho-
dox” positions of late 1939 and early 1940, the heretics adopted both
Trotsky’s spirit and his methods. What Trotsky wrote in “The Com-
munist International and the GPU” — that the CPs were incipient
Stalinist state bureaucracies — would come to be seen by the “dis-
ciples” as one of the greatest heresies of the Workers’
Party/Independent Socialist League. Nothing but the reconceptu-
alisation of the USSR as it was, which Trotsky had indicated, and
roughed out, could save them from this fate. For the “disciples”,
nothing did save them.

What the split bestowed on the Workers® Party was the free-
dom to follow the impulses that had led them to recoil from
Trotsky’s subordination of the right to live of the Finnish labour
movement, to the USSR and its defence™, and thus the freedom to
follow Trotsky’s own trajectory unhindered by religosity towards
Trotsky’s conclusions.

In 1941 they decided that the USSR was a new form of class
society, burcratic collectivism. They did not mistake the literal
transcription and litany-like repetition of Trotsky’s words for their
proper work of translating and adopting revolutionary socialist pol-
itics to reality.

The Workers’ Party saved itself and rational revolutionary pol-
itics. They kept out of the hole Trotsky's too-faithful followers dug
themselves into after Trotsky’s death. The precondition for what
they did was that they organised themselves as a democratic col-
lective, ™ with freedom to explore, discuss and argue politics and
Marxist theory.

It fell to the Workers’ Party to draw the conclusions about the
USSR Trotsky had indicated. I am not arguing here that nobody but
Trotsky ever had an idea on these questions — Carter, Draper and
others preceded him. I do say that the record proves that the Work-
ers’ Party absorbed and developed the ideas and trajectory of
Trotsky’s last period — which the “disciples” suppressed in them-
selves, just as for decades they buried the articles in which they were
expressed. This entire dimension of Trotsky’s thinking on the level
of theory fell to the inheritance of the Workers’ Party, which devel-
oped and augmented it.

Before the USSR was tested in war, the Workers’ Party made
the reconceptualisation Trotsky had refused to make — “yet”. They
made it on the only lines possible, and these had already been
marked out by Trotsky (and by others from other tendencies before
Trotsky) — bureaucratic collectivism. This meant that they made
the changes as a development within the weighty Bolshevik tradi-
tion, and within Trotsky’s defence and development of Bolshevism:
in short, to repeat, they developed Trotsky in the direction Stalin’s
assassin had stopped him developing. To do so of course, they
themselves had to analyse and think and synthesise, that is, act as
living Marxists. Elements in the Workers’ Party thought things
through unevenly. Shachtman kept as close as he could to Trotsky
for most of the "40s. For a while, he argued that the bureaucratic
collectivist USSR remained progressive and should be defended. Oth-
ers argued that it was reactionary and should not be defended.™**

But these were free and open debates by people liberated
from the compulsion to defend “Trotsky’s line”. The Workers’
Party heretics analysed the world around them. The difference
between them and the “orthdox” as it is preserved in the files of
their weekly papers (Militant and Labor Action) and monthly mag-

azines (New International and Fourth International) of the 40s,
is extraordinary. The intellectual and political decline that quickly
set in amongst the “orthodox”, self-condemned to the role of ratio-
nalising scholastics about and, increasingly, apologists for, the
USSR, (often by a shameful silence about many aspects of the USSR)
is as startling as it is terrifying and tragic: — it is like watching a
strong and vigorous person crouching and cringing before an alter,
anxiously muttering and mumbling and fiddling with a string of
rosary beads. These were serious revolutionaries, some of them
amongst the very best of those in the USA who responded to the
call of the Russian Revolution. Yet the logic of their position vis a
vis Stalinism compelled them to submit to the all-shaping totalitarian
economism (nationalisation is a workers’ state) for Russia, and
then to extend it to other countries. It made them glory in the march
of Stalin’s army to the centre of Germany, raping, pillaging and
enslaving all the peoples they imprisoned within the widening cir-
cle of military steel and concrete that marked the farthest extend
of Stalin’s Empire.

In contrast, the Workers’ Party analysed and commented freely
about the world as it was. Where nations were being overrun and
enslaved, they could say so in plain English and respond with clear
Communist politics. They could modify their ideas in response to
unfolding evidence. The majority of them when they adopted
bureaucratic collectivism as a definition had defined the USSR as
Trotsky had, as a freak formation; Russia’s survival, expansion and
fater Yugoslav, Chinese, ctc., replications, forced them to modify
that. Those who had at first seen bureaucratic collectivism as pro-
gressive were forced to abandon that: indeed, to face the fact that
it was always nonsense. As eager as the disciples that World War
Two should generate revolution, they nonetheless could look at the
realities in a way that the orthodox could not.

The basic difference came to be that between two sharply dis-
tinct ways of approaching the world. One was a formation that was
increasingly religious in its ways — reason in thrall to dogma:
dogma outside reason, not subject to review by reason; theory and
theorising that served preconceived and unimpeachable prior con-
clusions; real observation of the world as it was subverted by
commitment to a preordained view of what was and was not, and
what would be; a habit of relating to the here and now by way of
reading back from an unrealised future, etc.

The other was a tendency that retained and used the capacity
to reasons critically even about its own dearest hopes, wishes and
preconceptions — and about itself. Politically, the Workers’ Party
remained a living tendency; the other slowly died, destroying many
of the key ideas of the 1940 Trotskyism as it floundered about.

For example: the idea that for socialists the working class is the
subject to history and, further, that working-class self-awareness and
general understanding, and working class organisation in a revo-
lutionary party are basic pillars of the outlook Trotsky represented.
But if it is a dogma that revolution will certainly be the result of the
Second World War, even though the working class movement, and
the revolutionary movement, has been smashed and destroyed —
what then? Either you face the fact that, in these conditions, work-
ing-class revolution cannot be, or is very unlikely to be, the first
result of the war; or you climb up the ladders of mystification and
teleology, and imagine a revolution that can somehow dispense with
all the subjective prerequisites of working class revolution as under-
stood by Marxists.

That is what the orthodox did in the war years and later in dif-
ferent ways by accepting other revolutions as working class and
non-working class forces as surrogate for the working class for
long after. In contrast, the Workers’ Party could allow itself to
think about the realities of the world — for the immediate prospects
of socialism bleak realities.

* And here his arguments are often fantastic. The idea that for decades exerted most
influence by way of inhibition was essentially fantastic: why, if the USSR was a new form
of class society did this very backward country show its own future to, for example, the
very advanced USA? In Trotsky it depended on the idea of an unbroken capitalist decline
and on the idea of a succession of world wars that would bring civilisation to an end.
Why was it necessary to rule it out as impossible that in that process of years and prob-
ably decades, the working class could take power in any of the developed countries?

“Trotsky believed from early December 1939 to March/April that the British and
French would intervene in Finland, and that the USSR would be drawn into the war: he
was not willing to change policy on he USSR before what he believed was the test of
war.

AA

= In contrast, “the disciples”™ put their half of the pre April 1940 SWP organisa-
tionally on a stifling emergency war footing. The war would end, but the regime would
get tighter and more stifling over decades. If James P Cannon himself had lived and retained
his faculties a decade, or so longer, he would very probably have been expelled when
the SWI's older layer were expelled in the "80s.

## The precise details of who said what first, or who got this or that perspective
right within this current is, it seems to me, matter of concern more to scholars than politi-
cians. Tt can’t seriously be disputed that through the '40s, the most important work was
Shatchtman’s. In so far as arguments for the “real” primacy of Carter or Draper are, per-
haps subconsciously, an attempt to disassociate the tradition from the Shachtman of the
fate "60s and early "70s, it is, | think, misconceived.
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The orthodox “disciples™ could wrap delusions around them-
selves for shelter. Seeing Stalinism as the first stage of victory for
socialism left those Trotsky did not reduce to despair and desertion,
with the ambivalently comforting idea that “socialism”. the “world rev-
olution” was, somehow, moving forward. The WP/ISL had no such
encouragement. Just as their ties to Russia distinguished the Stalin-
ists. however right-wing their policies of a given moment might be,
from the social democrats, support by the orthodox for the Russian
“workers’ state”, ete., erected a powerful barrier against conciliation
with their own ruling class. Seeing the realities as they were, the oth-
ers had no such barrier. but relied on an equation of “Washington”
and "Moscow™ as imperialist equal evils; a view that, for many of them,
it became increasingly difficult to sustain.”

X. One, two, many state capitalisms

HE SWP myth is that in 1948 Cliff's theory of “Bureaucratic State

Capitalism™ cut through the impasse of the Workers™ State the-

ory and the futility of Bureaucratic Collectivism. It is usually
presented as the first or only state capitalist theory. In Tony Cliff's
recent Trotskyism After Trotsky for example. In fact even within the
Trotskyist current, state capitalism was anything but novel.

State capitalism as an account of the USSR was as old as the USSR.
The SPGB had called the USSR incipiently state capitalist from 1918
and “state capitalist” from 1929-30. The social-democrat Karl Kautsky
had sporadically taltked of state capitalism — in Terrorism and Couni-
munism in 1920. for example: “Today... both state and capitalist
bureaucracy have merged into one system... industrial capitalism has
now become state capitalism.” Later, in Social Democracy versus
Communisin, he wrote of Lenin, “utilising his state power for the erec-
tion of his state capitalism.” Kautsky thought that without democratic
control of the state, the workers find themselves with respect to the
problem of control of the means of production in the same situation
which confronts the workers in capitalist society. In the USSR too it
would be necessary for the producers “to expropriate the expropri-
ators”.

The ultra-left Communist Anton Pannekoek thought that though
the new ruling class in the USSR was not a bourgeoisie. because they
only "owned collectively”, the ruling class was a bureaucracy and the
system “state instead of private capitalism”. Karl Korsh, the German
Communist, who broke with the Communist International in the
late mid-"20s, believed that there was a worldwide movement from
capitalism to state capitalism.

The followers of the Italian communist Amadeo Bordiga devel-
oped a theory according to which the USSR was state capitalist
because “far from being planned the Russian economy flounders
in the midst of the anarchy of the market... the Russian economy
is ‘planned’ by nothing other than the world market!” The Bordigists
were and are serious revolutionaries, but ultra-left sectarians.

The Paul Mattick school of ultra-left sectarianism also glossed
over all detailed questions of historic perspective in sweeping
gencralisations, but from another angle. Bolshevism was “one
aspect of the world-wide trend towards a ‘fascist’ world econ-
omy” (Anti-Bolshevik Conununism, p.71). In these theories, what
made the USSR state-capitalist was not market forces but the
authoritarian plan imposed on the workers; in its planning the USSR
simply represented a more complete form of what was emerging

in the West.

Of the many attempts to argue that the USSR was state capi-
talist before 1948, none of them solved the problem of how to
locate the USSR in the historic perspective of capitalist develop-
ment. They all ended up either postulating a state capitalism
disconnected from any broad historic perspective of capitalist
development, or they resorted to “convergence” theories accord-
ing to which the difterences between the USSR and the West were
sccondary details, fast being obliterated by a converging historical
cvolution.

There were state capitalists in the Siberian Left Opposition, and
this was known in the west tfrom Anton Ciliga’s account of life in the
USSR's labour camps (published in an abbreviated version by the
Labour Book Club in 1940). Discussion of state capitalism was a fea-
ture of the broader left. In 1938 the American magazine Modern
Quarterly published a state capitalist study of the USSR by Dr Ryan
Worrel, a British Trotskyist; the ILP published a shortened version of
this article in 1939. Rudolf Hilferding replied to it. The majority lead-
ership of the RCP, in the person of Jock Haston, played with the idea
that Russia was state-capitalist in 1946-7. and Cliff, who started out
after he arrived in Britain in September 1946 arguing against them,
took over and developed their ideas. The mere state capitalist label
conveved very little.

Versions of this school of thought were advanced by groups
within the Trotskyist movement in the 1940s, by Chaulieu [Cas-
toriades] in France, by Munis in Mexico, and by C L R James and
Rava Dunayevskaya in the US. All these currents became ultra-left
and sectarian. The most talented of these writers were James and
Dunayevskaya.

James and Dunayevskava developed their ideas as members of
the Worker's Party. (Much of their description of the USSR was sim-
ilar to Shachtman’s). Their chief difference with Shachtman was
that Shachtman (until the mid-"40s) argued that the USSR was pro-
gressive compared to capitalism, and that Stalinism was radically
different from and opposed to capitalism. Raya Dunayevskaya pub-
lished two big articles on Russian state capitalism in the New
International in 1942 and a third part in 1946.

The evolution of workers’ state theory into mystification was par-
alleled by the evolution of state capitalist theories.

By the late 1940s ail the currents — workers’ state; bureaucratic
collectivist; state capitalist — of Trotskisant thought had in one way
or another to come to terms with the fact that Stalinism was a rela-
tively stable, wartempered expanding system. It could no longer be
seen as a transitory, hybrid, short-term historical aberration. Its cap-
italist character was, to say the least, not as obvious as its all-dominating
sstatism”. Was it state capitalism produced by the evolution of plain
capitalism. according to the classic theoretical model of Frederick
Engels and others, discussed by Trotsky in The Revolution Betrayed
and dismissed by Trotsky as by other Marxist before him as in prac-
tice impossible because such a system would be so close to socialism
that inevitably it would suggest and foster democratic movements for
its own negation — as Trotsky put it, it would make the state “too
tempting an object for social revolution™

Any argument that the USSR was state capitalist, in that sense
faced, in the facts about the USSR, insurmountable difficulties. A
strong feature of the USSR’s “socialism in one country” Stalinism was
its systematic severance of links with the world market and its all-dom-

“It is not that the Workers™ Party was right on everything. In my opinion the Cannonites
were right about support for China's war of liberation against Japan, despite the pres-
ence of US troops there (perhaps ¢ hundred thousand of them by 40, when they
withdrew); the Workers™ Party was wrong. In the so-called Proletarian War Policy, the
SWP/USA was right. at east for Britain and France. Shachtman tore Cannon’s exposition
of this policy to shreds: ponetheless it was true that there was for British workers after
the fall of France an enormous difference between the fascist regime which German vie-
tory would bring and bourgeois democracy. The Proletarian War Policy was, as expounded
by the SWP/USA and the WIL/RCP in Britain. a confused mystification that rationally added
up toa policy of recolutionary defencisim. Revolutionary defencism means that the reyv-
olutionarics want to prosecute the war but do not abate their struggle to become the
rufing class in order to do so. That is what the Trotskyists, or most of them. said amounted
to. To reject this because Britain and Germany were both imperialist is far too abstract
to allow the enormous and decisive difterences that in fact existed for the working class
and the labour moventent to be taken into account. The so-called proletarian war pol-
icv was right; but to not say clearly what vou are nevertheless saving, is no working-ctass
virtue. In any case. [ think the Workers Party was wrong, at feast for Britain. But these
were political mistakes by a tendency that retained the sine qua non of revolutionary
politics — reasoning freely and honestly about the world. and democratic organisa-
tional structures compatible with reason as the basis of revolutionary politics.
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Not afl the Workers' Party were burcaucratic collectivists. A sizeable minority
were state capitalists, convinced by the arguments of CLR James and Raya Dunayevskaya
(who began by logically saving Russia wias just a fascist state and in 1947 rejoined the
SWP-USA which was pledged to support and defend the “fascist state capitalism™). This
tendency o the Workers” Party. known by the caltist name of “Johnson-Forest™ (pen/party
names of James and Dunavevskava) had shared all the mystifications of the Cannonites
about imminent revolution. despite the state of the labour movement and the working
class, and some peculiar to themscelves. James is now very well known and has been the
subject of a number of books. Leaving aside the question of state capitalism for the
moment, if James were to he judged on his political positions throughout the 19-40s, it
would be very hard to say anything good about him. When Johnson-Forest rejoined the
SWP/USA they took a sizeable chunk of the Workers' Party with them — a fifth or a quar-
ter. perhaps — and thus dealt the Workers™ Party a serious blow. They remained in the
SWP/USA virtually silent — they did publish a big position document. State Capitalism
and World Revolution, in 1950 — for about four vears. Then they suddenly teft the SWP,
throwing a megalomaniacal statement over their collective shoulder. The ncarest thing
to the unreason, mysticisni. cultism, pontifical pronouncements and duff philosophis-
ing vou find in the Johnson-Forest documents and articles of the forties. is the British
SLL/AWRP in the fate "60s and carly "70s.
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inating drive for self-sufficiency.
Stalin’s USSR to be outright reactionary. Not all links with the world
market were in fact cut, but there was a comprehensive drive to
autarky. There was a rigid state monopoly of foreign trade. On the
economic facts, the USSR could not be analysed as a giant “firm” in
the international capitalist market because on no level could the eco-
nomic movements and deployment of resources inside the USSR
reasonably be construed as being all of one mechanism with the
movements of international capitalism.*

Whatever name the Stalinist states are given, this — or “high Stal-
inism”, anyway — is predominantly a system of overweening state
power, a system based on the most self-contradictory and, in the longer
scale of history, most untenable of all possible socio-economic sys-
tems: not a self-regulating, but a “planned” economy under the
absolute rule of an uncontrolled state, whose ruling class, its organ-
isers and beneficiaries, cannot, for self-preservation, allow any of the
prerequisites of planning — free exchange of information or opinions,
honest reporting, or self-rule and self-administration either for soci-
ety as a whole or for any part of it. Therefore it is in all its variants as
Trotsky pointed out for the USSR in 1933 — a system of bureaucratic
arbitrariness, accident, whim and subjectivism — a system without
any accurate social and economic means of accounting.

Thrown back intellectually to a pre-Renaissance world of state
and pidgin-Marxist state-church authority and scholasticism, it is eco-
nomically a world before the invention of reliable and objective
techniques of socio-economic accounting;: it even lacks reliable arith-
metic.

Take not the USSR, but Mao’s China, for which a case in the older
Marxist terms could be made for “state capitalism™ the pre-Stalinist
(though in some respects Stalinist-aping and Stalinist trained) Chiang
Kai-Shek regime had “nationalised” much of industry. Mao led a so-
called “bloc of four classes”, including sections of the “national
bourgeoisie”, to power, and gave back industry to the “national bour-
geoisie”. Half a decade later, when the capitalists were pushed aside
by the state, they were given 7% per year interest on their capital. They
were drawing it, despite all the enormous convulsions of the years
between, at the end of the 1960s; it was abolished then, but restored
later. State capitalism? Yes, perhaps, in isolation. But it was only one
part, and very much the subordinate part, of Mao’s China.

In 1958 the Great Leap Forward a less immediately bloody vari-
ation on Stalin’s forced collectivisation and industrialisation drive
after 1929 was decreed. Enormous masses of people were mobilised
by the state and sent to build dams and other public works. Agricul-
tural collectivisation was carricd through in conditions where the
techniques and machinery that would have made it an instrument of
greater agricultural productivity simply did not exist. The main “econ-
omy of scale” consisted in the fall in the cost of peasant subsistence
achieved by large-scale communal feeding. Vast numbers were
directed by the state, in defiance of the most elementary rules of sci-
ence, technology and economics, to build “steel furnaces” in their
backyards and start making industrial-quality steel. Immense, devas-
tating social waste was the result of this arbitrariness and bureaucratic
subjectivism by the all-powerful rulers of the totalitarian state.

Within three years, perhaps as many as 30 million people died
as a result of this fomented chaos and waste, and then famine: the giant
state overturned Chinese society as an overgrown man might kick over
an ant-hill or a dolls” house.

One faction of the bureaucracy, led by Liu Shao-Chi and Deng
Xiaoping, held the Maoists in chcck for four or five vears after this
fiasco, and then the “Cultural Revolution™ was launched. Rampaging

“revolutionary youth”, ultimately controlled by Lin Piao’s “Red Army ™,
wreaked cultural, soudl, economic and educational havoc. Higher edu-
cation was abolished for over a decade!

The idea that this was an economically regulated system, and not
one of overwhelming totalitarian state power crazily out of control,

cannot be sustained on the facts; nor is this whole period wiped off

the records by the present Chinese economy of totalitarian state-pri-
vate capitalism, seemingly evolving towards the development of plain
capitalism. The fact that neither “workers’ state™ nor “state capital-
ism” made sense of full-blown Stalinism points to the rational
alternative — the development and correction of Trotsky's picture
of Stalinist economics: the work the Workers® Party did after 1940.
Those who wanted to argue a state capitalist thesis after the Sec-

i6

Trotsky considered that aspect of

ond World War had, given the wars’ verdict on Stalinism, special prob-
lems. They had to respond to the other Trotskyism that had evolved
after 1940 and had rectified Trotsky's errors on the USSR. Those
who used state capitalism to hack a way out of the contradictions of
workers' statism were as much under the pressure of Trotsky's dire
warnings against Max Shachtman as the workers statists. They were
naturally unwilling to face the idea that the USSR was something new.
The workers' statists crammed it into one strange terminology; the
state capitalists, including Tony Cliff into another.

The pressure of both Trotsky’s formal workers' statist legacy and
of the Workers Party’s “bureaucratic-collectivist™ arguments account
for the development in the 1940s of “state-capitalist” theories of a spe-
cial sort, based on analogies, special definitions and redefinitions of
words and substantial meanings — what might be termed “esoteric
meaning” or “prophetic insight” theories. In Cliff these were buttressed
by a weighty academicism.™

XI. Tony Cliff’'s revolution in science

ONY Cliff’s “Russia: a Marxist Analysis” is impressively loaded

with statistics and quotations from the Marxist classics, and

with numerous citations of Russian language sources. It was
published in June 1948 as an internal bulletin of the RCP (he said
in an introduction that it had been completed some months ear-
lier). One third of the book is given over to an examination of
socio-economic relations in the USSR. This proves only that the
USSR is not a socialist society. It could lead to degenerated work-
ers’ state, bureaucratic collectivist or state capitalist conclusions.

The theoretical part of the study is much less weighty. Cliff's
theory of state capitalism was in fact rooted in the politics of the
British RCP majority — Haston, Grant — whose other main offshoot
was the strange workers’ state theories of the Militant/Socialist
Party. Cliff shared the same basic ideas and translated them into a
state capitalist “dialect”, building on earlier work by Jock Haston.

The essential points I will argue are these:

a. The perspectives for the USSR which Cliff purveyed have
been proved to be as wrong as those of the most muddled of
workers” statists.

b. Despite the fact that for Cliff the USSR was “state capital-
ism” and not a degenerated workers’ state, the logic of “socialism
in one country” was accepted by Cliff, as much as by the post-Trot-
sky Trotskyists.

¢. In Cliff's state capitalist theory of Russia, the blind alley char-
acter of the whole society which its collapse has demonstrated, is
simply inexplicable.

d. Cliff’s argument that state capitalism was more effective as
a social-economic formation and as a way to develop a backward
society was as nonsensical as its workers’ statist anitlogue.

e. Cliff's theory was on the level of theory a pastiche of scholas-
ticism and dogmatism: it was as bankrupt on the level of perspective
as degenerated and deformed workers’ statist theory.

The arbitrariness and subjectivism of Cliff’s political con-
clusions from his theorising can be seen as the pardigm of all the
SWP’'s other politics and organisational practices.

g. It was a procrustean cramming, cutting and stretching the-
ory, inorganic and, as theory, sterile: an inert prop to be moved at
will about the stage, its logical lines of development chopped off,
and bits stuck on, to suit Cliff’s convenience.

h. The original theory has been chopped and changed so
much that there is nothing but the name left; sects change their
doctrines more easily, as someone said, than they change their
names!

This article is centrally concerned with the place of Tony

" Trotsky” ’;u}_,umtms against “state capitalism” were never of the formalist “notenough-
marketregulation™ type, but always of i concrete and historical type, aiming to show that
the Stalinist system is located in history somewhere radically distant from capitalism.

‘And by i considerable degree of intellectual swanking. His references to Lenin are all
to the Russian Collected Works. Quite a lot of Lenin was in English in 1948 and by the
mid 19605 his Collected Works were in English: in the various editions of Russia, a Marx-
ist analysis since, references direct the reader only to the Russian. Swank;
authority-building. Yet in fact every one of the impressive array of quotations from the
Marxist classics in Cliff's book were taken from cither Trotsky or Shachtman, with no
indication of this, and had been the common coin of the Workers™ Party discussion in
the first half of the "40s.
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Cliff’s theory of state capitalism in the evolution of post-Trotsky-
Trotskyism. His place in this galaxy, on examination, will prove to
be very surprising. For this purpose the best place to start is in the
last section of chapter 1 of Russia: a Marxist analysis — “Russia,
an Industrial Giant” — where Cliff reveals that he harbours star-
tling sentiments on the USSR.

“Despite bureaucratic mismanagement. .. the efforts of self-sac-
rifice of the people raised Russia... to the position of a great
industrial power... from being, in terms of industrial output, first
in Europe and second in the world” (Cliff doesn't notice that
Europe is in ruins? He doesn’t think it can be rebuilt? He thinks Rus-
sia can maintain this leading position and better it? Evidently yes!)

Russia “has stepped out of her sleepy backwardness to become
a modern, powerful, industrialised advanced country. The bureau-
cracy has thus earned as much tribute as Marx and Engels paid to
the bourgeoisie. It has been the first to show what man’s activity
can bring about. It has accomplished wonders far surpassing Egypt-
ian pyramids, Roman aqueducts and Gothic cathedrals... the
bourgeoisie...draws all ... nations into civilisation. It has created
enormous cities. .. and has thus rescued 4 considerable part of the
population from the idiocy of rural life. The bourgeoisie, during
its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created more massive and
more colonial productive forces than have all preceding genera-
tions together.”

This is no isolated note. Elsewhere in the book Cliff will imag-
ine Stalin speaking in the words of an ancient Mesopotamian king:

“I have mastered the secrets of the rivers for the benefit of
man... I have led the waters of the rivers into the wilderness; I have
filled the parched ditches with them... I have watered the desert
plains; I have brought them fertility and abundance, T have formed
them into habitations of joy.”

Russian Stalinism is on the high road of social development.
Itis, Cliff argues, in transition towards socialism. The USSR, thought
no workers state is not a freak (as in Trotsky or Max Shachtman
for most of the 1940s); it is not barbarism, not social regression,
not a historical cul de sac...

Not least surprising is the emotional tone of what he writes,
which comes atter a third of the book has described Stalinist hor-
ror after Stalinist horror. On one level Cliff seems to be as reconciled
to contemporary Russian “Bureaucratic State Capitalism” and its his-
toric mission as we are to the industrial revolution of the 19th
century.

This is an astonishing verdict on Russian Stalinism’s place in
history to find in work by one who comes from Trotsky's tradition
and in this work calls himself Trotsky's disciple. Plainly there is in
it an immense psychological shift from the horror Trotsky articu-
lated and, his increasing tendency to question even the USSR’s
progressiveness towards the end of his life; it is a verdict in sharp
contrast not only with that of the Workers’ Party but — written
in late 47 and early "48 — it is even at sharp odds with the mood
of the Cannon-Pablo-Mandel degenerated workers’ statists — the
big majority of the Fourth Internationalists — at that time.

At the April-May 48 Second World Congress, of the recon-
structed Fourth International, they passed a motion that the East
European Stalinist states were “state capitalist and reactionary” in
the spirit of Trotsky against Urbahns, and adopted a strikingly less
than enthusiastic stance towards the USSR; they would only defend
“what was left of the conquest of October” (implicitly, not much).
They will come to terms with the survival and expansion of Stal-
inism, after June 1948, when Tito and Stalin fall out and within a
year, will be reinterpreting Russia and Stalinism and the Eastern
European states in a new light — without abandoning criticism
etc — as “this stage” of the workers’ revolution, representating his-
torical progress in the mid-twentieth century.

Though he does not reach any such political conclusions,
Cliff’s state-capitalist idea has allowed him to be a pioneer amongst
Trotskyists in the great seismic shift of 1947-9/50 towards “rec-
ongciliation” with Stalinism. How can this mix of stark class rejection
and historical legitimisation be explained? By the fact that CIiff, the
state capitalist, hatched out of the same political nest as those in
the British Trotskyist organisation, the RCP, who would develop
Militant’s ideas on Stalinism.

To a considerable extent, the bold and positive exposition of
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the achievements of the Stalinist bureaucracy is a riposte to the
havering and indecision on this question by Cannon-Pablo-Mandel
and the majority of Trotskyists. These had been denounced by the
RCP majority from the security of their own acceptance that Stal-
inism was stable and had made working class revolutions in all of
Eastern Europe.

The Workers’ Party and its co-thinkers had long ago rejected
the whole workers’ state notion (and the orthodox majority had
seemed to be faltering and, when Cliff wrote, possibly on the road
to the same conclusion).

Cliff was not alone here. Including the Workers' Party, the cur-
rent stemming from the Russian Left Opposition of 1923 was by
1945-6 divided into three broad tendencies: those who rejected the
idea that Stalinism had anything to do with the working class —
these included both bureaucratic collectivists, and CLR James and
Raya Dunavaveskaya state capitalists. At the opposite pole were
those who had quickly came to terms with the idea that Stalinism
was not a historical freak but a viable “progressive” historical for-
mation that had Stalinised half of Europe; and that in the face of
these facts, not Stalinism had to be reconceptualised along the lines
Trotsky had suggested, but Trotskyism: these were on the level of
theory followers of Bruno Rizzi and the James Burnham of 1941.
In between, there was the vacillating majority, letting themselves
be torn apart by contradictory impulses and theories.

In this, the British RCP majority, ancestors of Socialist Appeal,
the Socialist Party and the SWP, played a singular if not quite a con-
sistent role. They were by the end of the war amongst the most
enthusiastic cheerleaders for the Russian Army, the “softest” on Stak
inism. Then in 1946 the main leader of the organisation, Jock
Haston, began to rethink the issues and the leading group decided
that the USSR was state capitalist. That is how things stood when
Cliff came to Britain in September 1946. He was a degenerated
workers’ statist and shared the views of the middle group that the
Stalinist occupied states in Eastern Europe were state capitalist for-
mations under the control of bourgeois states.

In the course of the discussion, the Haston-Grant-Lee group-
ing changed their minds yet again: Russia was a “Bonapartist
workers state” and so were all the Eastern European Stalinist-ruled
states. This was self-emancipation from the doubts and conun-
drums that continued to bemuse the others by way of political
suicide. If the USSR could “revolutionise™ half of Europe, creating
as much as remained of the October revolution, what did that say
about the USSR, about the character of “the epoch” etc. By finally
and unceremoniously junking Trotsky's workers’ state theory, and
adopting a mirror-image bureaucratic collectivism — the USSR
Stalinist state was a stable progressive formation — they called it
Proletarian Bonapartism. They reversed all the evalutions and neg-
ative political, social and historical judgements of the Workers’
Party. They were not the first to say this sort of thing — David Rous-
set, a future Gaullist MP — had in 19406 said that the Eastern
European states were workers’ states; Isaac Deutscher in 1945 had
projected a Bonapartist revolutionary role for Stalin’s armies

Harlem

From A Dream Deferred by Langston Hughes
What happens to a dream deferred?

Does it dry up

Like a rasin in the sun?

Or fester like a sore—

And then run?

Does it stink like rotten meat?

Or crust and sugar over-—

Like a syrupy sweet?

Maybe it just sags
Like a heavy load

Or does it explode?

47



(in a series of articles in the left wing Labour weekly Tribune). But
from 1947 the RCP majority became the champions within the
Fourth International of this idea. It was their ideas — soon to
become, in less crude, brutal and less truthful form, the dominant
ideas of neo-Trotskyism — about Stalinism that Cliff “translated”
in his theorising into the state capitalist dialect. That is the expla-
nation for the astonishingly positive account of Russian state
capitalism in history. The rest of the Trotskyist movement would
not catch up with them for a while yet.”

XII. Cliff and Haston-Grant

HE most important point politically here is the remarkable

extent to which Cliff’s picture of the USSR is shaped by the

Haston-Grant culture of the RCP so that he is more apprecia-
tive of the great industrialising work of the Stalinist bureaucracy,
more “optimistic” about the USSR’s further development under the
bureaucracy, more accepting towards the USSR’s claims of “devel-
opment in one country”, than the contemporary “orthodox
Trotskyists.”

Again: of agricultural collectivisation and “primitive accumu-
lation” Cliff says: “Stalin accomplished in a few hundred days what
Britain took a few hundred years to do. The scale on which he did
it and the success with which he carried it out... bear stern wit-
ness to the superiority of a modern industrial economy
concentrated in the hands of the state, under the direction of a ruth-
less bureaucracy.” (p 46)

Where Trotsky saw the bureaucracy as a gangrenous social
scab, CHff sees it as Grant and Haston have come to see it, though
under another name. He rests much on analogy (the marsupial is
the mammal!) “The historical mission of the bureaucracy is summed
up in Lenin’s two postulates: increase in the productive forces of
social labour and the socialisation of labour On a world scale these
conditions had already been fulfiled. .. In Russia the revolution got
rid of the impediments to the development of the productive
forces, put an end to the remnants of feudalism, built up a monop-
oly of foreign trade which protects the development of the
productive forces of the country from devastating pressure of
world capitalism, and also gave a tremendous lever to the devel-
opment of the productive forces in the form of state ownership
of the means of production”. This could be any devotee of the “pro-
gressive” USSR talking! “Under such conditions all the impediments
to the historical mission of capitalism — the socialisation of labour,
and the concentration of the means of production which are nec-
essary prerequisites for the establishment of socialism and which
the bureaucracy was able to provide are abolished. Post-October
Russia stood before the fulfilment of the historical mission of the
bourgeoisie.” (p 105). This is no barbarism or historical blind alley!
Trotsky's three options: world revolution or capitalist restoration
and later, bureaucratic collectivism are all beside the point: restora-
tion? It has been progressive capitalism all along. ..

Remember, Trotsky’s depiction of the destructive tendencies
of a hypothetical state capitalism? Here it is replaced by the state
capitalist USSR’s supposed economic progressiveness. Doesn’t the
subsequent history indicate that Trotsky's hypothetical state cap-
italist picture was close to reality? But Cliff, under state-capitalist
labels, rejects that picture in favour of a flattened-out, almost car-
icatured version, of the “progressive economy” picture which
Trotsky adduced as evidence that the USSR was nof state capital-
ist!

Presumably Cliff was simultaneously influenced by the Haston-
Grant culture in the RCP (which became Militant/Socialist Party)
and took refuge in his own peculiar version of state capitalist the-
ory because it seemed to him a way of conceding the
“progressiveness” of Stalinism, yet retaining a guaranteed class

*The late — and no doubt philistine — Gerry Healy used to tell the story like this:
Ted Grant was a state capitalist and Cliff a workers™ statist. Few could understand what
they were going on about. So the organisation decided to lock them in 4 room
together until they had resolved their differences. When, after 48 hours, they unlocked
the door and let them out, “they had convinced each other™

15 years later (‘Deflected Permanent Revolution') he will fit this to Stalinist led peas
ant armies doing it — exactly parallel to degenerated workers' statists whose theory
for this phenomenon is deformed workers™ states.

hostility to it, and not having to agree with Haston-Grant that the
Stalinists could create new workers’ states.

For Cliff, Russian state capitalism comes out of the workers’
revolution, and could not exist without it!

He puts a question with the answer more than implied. “Can
a workers revolution in a backward country isolated by triumphant
international capitalism be anything but a point in the process of
the development of capitalism, even if the capitalist class is abol-
ished” (p106).**

He sums up. “... The first step the bureaucracy took with the
subjective intentions of hastening the building of ‘socialism in
one country’ became the foundation of the building of state cap-
italism.” And as we will see, according to Tony Cliff, they succeeded
in outstripping monopoly capitalism on the road to the transition
to socialism — in getting to the border, and in part beyond the bor-
ders of socialism.

He records that all the Marxist thinkers have regarded state cap-
italism as a theoretical possibility — capitalism develops so that the
state organises for the capitalists, who continue to draw on bonds
and debentures in proportion to their contribution to the common
capitalist pool. The state would be a giant capitalist trust engaging
in economic competition on a world scale. Equally, all Marxists
believed that in practice capitalism could not actually evolve to that
stage. Before the evolution from monopoly capitalism to full state
capitalism, either the workers would have dispossessed the capi-
talists, or state capitalist competition would generate terrible
imperialist wars and social decline.

Tony Cliff: “It is indubitable that individual capitalists through
evolutionary development will in practice never arrive at the con-
centration of the entire social capital in one hand.”

Here Cliff bases himself on Trotsky in The Revolution
Betrayed, from which he quotes a long passage. For two reasons
Trotsky, who accepts the theoretical possibility of state capitalism,
considers it impossible in practice: “The contradictions among the
proprietors themselves” (Trotsky); the fact that if the state were
“universal repository of capitalist property the state would be too
tempting an object for socialist revolution”. Cliff does not dwell
on why the Russian state for those living in it is not “a tempting
target”, that the state is all-powerful. That points in a different direc-
tion. For Cliff, as for Trotsky, state capitalism of this evolutionary
sort is a theoretical but not a real possibility. It is a theoretical toy.
It is the workers’ revolution which makes state capitalism possi-
ble!

While, CHff says, in reality this evolutionary state capitalism
is “impossible”, does that, he asks, “exclude the possibility that after
a ruling working class is overthrown, not traditional capitalism but
state capitalism is restored (sic).” What Cliff refers to has not nec-
essarily anything to do with capitalism. That would have to be
proved by analysing the resulting economy and its place in the
world capitalist economy. He uses the idea that state capitalism,
impossible as an evolution of capitalism, is made possible by a work-
ers’ revolution that is then overthrown: “the revolutionary
proletariat has already concentrated the means of production in
one body”.

The first Five Year Plan was “the first time that the bureaucracy
sought to realise the historical mission of the bourgeoisie as quickly
as possible. A quick accumulation of capital (sic) must put a bur-
densome pressure on the consumption of the masses, on their
standard of living. Under such conditions, the bureaucracy, trans-
formed into a personification of capital for whom the accumulation
of capital is the be all and end all, must get rid of all remnants of
workers’ control... must fit all social political life into a total
mould. .. thus industrialisation and a technical revolution (“col-
lectivisation™) in a backward country under conditions of siege
transformed the bureaucracy... into a ruling class, into the man-
ager of the general business of socialism.”

As a resumé of history this is Stalinist apologetics rooted in fatal-
ism. Some of the horrors, the mass murder of millions and the ruins
of much of agriculture for a generation or more, were rooted in
the fact that it was not a technological revolution in agriculture;
the technology was not ready. .. He dismisses the alternative work-
ing class course worked out and fought for by the Left Opposition.

Cliff argues that the bureaucracy is an exploitative ruling class,
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Wwith Cliff the workers’ revolution prepared the way for the

most advanced of capitalisms

collectively owning the means of production. He concedes most
of the arguments for rejecting the notion that the USSR is state cap-
italist; he then produces a series of arguments based on analogics,
which he takes for identitics, and on vulgar bourgeois economics.
(He defines “capital™ as plant and machinery; he defines compe-
tition not as competition of exchange values, but of usc values
[arms] held in reserve). Is the working class in the USSR a prole-

tariat, free to sellits labour power on the market? Implicitly, Cliff

answers, No. Is the internal economy of the “capitalist™ USSR reg-
ulated by the law of value? He answers no here too. Is the USSR
to be made (state) capitalist sense of, by being conceived of, as a
giant firm with the same relationship to the world market as a big
British firm might have to the British and other capitalist markets?
He admits that here too, there is no basis for classifying the USSR
as capitalist: its links with the world market are simply too weak
to shape and dominate the USSR's economy. Is the ruling class a
bourgeoisic? He is careful to explain that it is not. Is there, though,
a burcaucracy which administers the economy, for a superannu-
ated capitalist class drawing dividends? Nothing like that. In what
he describes and concretely analyses CIiff is miles and miles away
from anything previously conceived of as capitalism.

He could on the basis of his description go on (except for hav-
ing defined the burcaucracy as a ruling class) like the RCP majority
whose very positive account of the USSR he shares, using his state
capitalist dialect and not theirs, to describe the USSR as a degen-
crated workers™ state. Cliff is in Trotsky's tradition in all this.
Trotsky had left a pretty thorough concrete analysis of the USSR.
The well-known facts all the Troskyists confronted could only
with great violence now be construed as compatible with a work-
ers’ state theory — only if everything of 19407 Trotskyism but the
idea that nationalised property was progressive, wis abandoned,
and acceptance that Stalin had been right about “socialism in one
country” added. Tt required scarcely less violence to the facts to
construe them as proof that the USSR was state capitalist.

The key historical explanation and argument CIiff deploys to
“prove” Russiais state capitalist is that just as in theory capitalism
could evolve organically to state capitalism and then be scized by
the proletariat, so in reverse: 4 working class revolution does what
capitalist evolution never can do, and creates a centralised econ-

Not the teast of the differences, it is now irrefutably phin from expericnce, is that
in Stalinism the working class is imprisoned in such a system of police control.
pscudo trde unions, utter ek of the freedom to think, speak. read. write. feam. organ-
ise. that it is deprived of the possibility of preparing itself to take power: this “state
capitadist” system destroys the socialist working Cliss alternative to itselts it is a aspect
ol the question. whether or not the working class in full Stalinism is i proletariat at
all..
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omy — which is then seized. (He doesn’t explain
how itis seized by “state capitalists” except by the
argument that the role the bureaucrats play in his-
tory is analogous to that of capitalism — ergo: it is

apitalism). Only by way of “esoteric lore™ theo-
rising can the USSR be construed as state capitalist
(or a workers’ state). In fact it is plain, as we have
seen that Cliff's theory is a dialect of the most
extreme workers’ statism circa 1947,

Let us fook a little closer at what Cliff says. We
{1 will focus our investigation on Chapter 5 of Russic:
o a Marxist Analysis: “The common and different fea-
tures of a state capitalist and a workers’ state™.*
In the theoretical model of evolutionary state

capitalism which Cliff thinks “most improbable”
(p109, 1964 edition), the capitalists, having cre-
ated a unified economy, can be expropriated by the
working class; then the roles are reversed when,
having created their own centralised economy, the
workers are expropriated. This began as a modest
question — “is the possibility ruled out?” — it has
now become “proof™! He develops this to the stage
where he says that the role of an isolated workers’
. state in a backward country is to prepare the way

for state capitalism, which cannot grow organi-
cally out of even the most advanced, most
monopolistic form of capitalism. If in basic Marx-
ist theory — and in the Marxist theory of hypothetical state
capitalism — capitalism prepares the way for working class power,
in Clitf the workers” revolution, isolated and overthrown politically,
while the economic centralisation it has created is preserved, pre-
pares the way for what he will say is the most advanced of all
possible advanced capitalism: state capitalism leap-frogs the work-
ing class revolution, only in turn to eventually be leap-frogged by
the workers. Where Marx wrote (Capital) that ultimately the death
knell sounds for capitalism and “the expropriators are expropri-
ated”, CHff would have to amend it: “the leapfroggers are
leapfrogged!”

Having assessed the possibility of evolutionary state capitalism
as “most improbable™ (p 109) and having suggested that the old
Marxist idea of the easier working-class expropriation of state cap-
italism into a workers' state, could work backwards, he now
buttresses it. “The only argument... against the possibility of the
existence of state capitalism is that if the state becomes the repos-
itory of all capital (sic) the state ceases to be capitalist™ state
capitalism is theoretically impossible. (He has already sketched the
classic Marxist condition for a single state “capitalism” being cap-
italism: “while competition on the world market continued”. And
that condition is now, for now, ignored.)

This is close to the argument: because state capitalism is the-
oretically possibie, therefore state capitalism, once the workers have
cleared the way, is the only possible analogue for the USSR!

Cliff says, if state capitalism is oxymoronic “the name of such
a society in which the competition on the world market, com-
modity production, wage-labour, etc. prevails will be quite
arbitrarily chosen.” He is here arguing for the dogmatists vain
secking for security in familiar names. This is slight of hand: he
would not argue that these categories exist in the USSR, There is
here too an arguing backwards. This undesirable conclusion will
follow if you reject my solution. Why does the name you give it
have fundamental importance? Do these categories apply to Rus-
sia? When he gets toit, he will in every case answer “no”, and find
analogies instead!

XIII Being arbitrary

50 tOne may call it managerial society, arbitrarily
determining its laws ™. ~Arbitrarily determining™ The name can
be arbitrarily chosen; the laws would have to be explored,

extrapolated from evidence and experience. That sentence, smug-

gling in the question of the laws, is pure Cliff. There is here in Cliff's
notion of identifving the work of establishing the laws of motion
of Stalinismy with “arbitrariness™, if you do not cram it into a famil-
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the theoretical axis of Capital — the central core

around which all else develops — is the question of
plan: the despotic plan of capital against the cooperative
plan of freely associated labour”. The “despotic plan of
capital” meant concretely that “The worker will be paid
at value” [i.e. at social subsistence level] and “The means
of production will far outdistance the means of con-
sumption”. The USSR became capitalist in Marx’s terms
in 1935-7, when “the despotic plan” eventually overcame
workers’ resistance.

Unlike Mattick, James and Dunayevskaya did not dis-
miss or disavow the Bolshevik Revolution. They
presented the rise of state capitalism in the USSR as a real
class struggle, not as the product of historic inevitability
or of this or that wrong idea held by the Bolsheviks. They
saw Stalinist state planning as
a measure of class struggle
against the workers, not as an

! CCORDING to James and Dunayevskaya, “For Marx,

What Cliff took from CLR James and Raya Dunayevskaya

ware).

@ Cliff evidently felt the need for some other sup-
porting argument. He found it in Paul Sweezy’s
pioneering version, the theory of capitalist development
(1942) of a “permanent war economy”. Military competi-
tion, Cliff argued, gave a capitalist character to the
accumulation of producer goods in the USSR. This argu-
ment also appeared in the theory of James and
Dunayevskaya — “the present form of capitalist competi-
tion... is total war”.

@ Cliff resorted to his own dialectics, but without the
manic flair of James and Dunayevskaya. “Because inter-
national competition takes mainly a military form, the
law of value expresses itself in its opposite, viz. a striving
after use values”.

And CIiff did not resolve the crucial question of the
place of the state-monopoly
systems in world-historic
perspective. He registered

abstract imperative of produc-
tive development. “All this
bureaucratism, ending in the
One-Party State, is rooted in
the need to discipline workers
in production”. They argued
that the Stalinist economy
could not be considered pro-
gressive because it had
reduced the workers to misery

“Unlike Mattick, James and
Dunayevskaya did not dismiss or
disavow the Bolshevik Revolution.
They presented the rise of state
capitalism in the USSR as a real class
struggle, not as the product of historic
inevitability or of this or that wrong
idea held by the Bolsheviks.”

“the speed of the develop-
ment of the productive forces
in Russia, a speed far out-
stripping what youthful
capitalism experienced, and
the very opposite of what
capitalism in decay and stag-
nation experiences”. This he
explained in terms of a
dialectic of form and content:
“Russia presents us with the

rather than raising their living
standards, because “planned
terror cements the planned
economy”, and because the achievements in industriali-
sation were anyway exaggerated and unstable.

But they were close to Mattick in their argument that
“we live in the age of state capitalismn”, and that the USSR
was only the extreme expression of a world trend. “The
whole moves inevitably towards state ownership... Of
capitalist barbarism Stalinist Russia is a forerunner”.

Cliff took much from James and Dunayevskaya.

® The argument that production of means of produc-
tion growing more rapidly than production of means of
consumption showed the USSR to be capitalist.

@ The linked idea that the inauguration of state capi-
talism in the USSR was marked by the Stalinist plans
(though CIliff located the start of the first Five Year Plan
as the crucial date, and James and Dunayevskaya the
middle of the second Five Year Plan).

® The idea that the USSR could be state capitalist
without labour power being a commodity there. James
and Dunayevskaya did insist that there was wage-labour
in the USSR, but argued that no, or very little, free labour
market was needed to define wage labour. Cliff's position
in his book seems to be similar, but is less clearly stated.

® Cliff dropped their argument about the “despotism
of the plan” being the essence of capitalism. That, how-
ever, was the argument which made sense of the
contention that the USSR giving priority to producer
goods proved it capitalist. CHlff kept the contention with-
out the supporting argument, in which form it became
simply a theoretical blunder (equating capital with hard-

synthesis of a form of prop-

erty born of a proletarian
revolution and relations of production resulting from a
combination of backward forces of production and the
pressure of world capitalism”.

While the argument about military competition
pointed towards a restrained version of the thesis that
the West was converging towards the same sort of society
as the USSR - “competition through buying and selling is
displaced by direct military competition. Use values have
become the aim of capitalist production”

Did the USSR’s presumed productive superiority
mean it was progressive compared to private capitalism?
Cliff answered no. But he could find only the argument
that the world was ripe for socialist revolution, therefore
any form of capitalism was reactionary.

CIiff failed to improve on some of the major deficien-
cies of the theory of James and Dunayevskaya. The
argument about the despotic plan, or priority for pro-
ducer goods, defining capitalism seemed to rule out any
sort of industrialising workers’ state except the most
democratic, and thus to rule out the possibility of a work-
ers’ state in an underdeveloped country.

CIliff fudged the question of the historic relation of
Stalinist state capitalism to ordinary capitalism. The ideas
about military competition, and the attempts at dialec-
tics, which he had introduced into the theory, did not aid
clarity. As Ted Grant pointed out at the time, Cliff effec-
tively had a “bureaucratic collectivist” view of the USSR,
but insisted on putting a “state capitalist” label on it.

R0
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far name, a superstitiousness identical to that of the orthodox
Trotskyists, a seeking of safety in the familiar, a fear of sailing on
uncharted seas, of terra incognita: if Cliff had been the first to find
America, he would have insisted it was England! If he had with-
out warning  encountered a marsupial he would have insisted
that it was a mammal. The spirit here is radically the opposite of
Marxism, and a mere variation on the common superstitiousness
that ruined post-Trotsky Trotskyism.

What does Cliff do, instead of “arbitrarily determining” Stalinist
societies’ laws? He dispenses with exploring as a means of deter-
mining the unknown laws of this system and arbitrarily fixes the
labels appropriate to capitalism, derived from exploring the history
of capitalism and its modes of operation, to Stalinism. Thus he fools
himself by making the “arbitrary” exploration seem unnecessary.
All one has to do is to cut and stretch reality and substitute analo-
gies for concrete exploration of the reality! All Cliff's statistics are
designed to illustrate the preconceived theory: his state capitalism
does not come out of an analysis. The analysis is crammed into “state
capitalism”™. This is every bit as scholastic as the approach of the
orthodox Trotskyists — a variant/dialect of what they were doing
with their stretching and cutting to fit a newly re-elaborated
deformed and degenerated workers’ state theory.

Having accepted the “extreme improbability” of an evolu-
tionary development from monopoly capitalism to state capitalisna,
Cliff then invokes the most concentrated capitalism known —
that of Nuzi Germany and contrasts it with Adam Smith's capital-
ism, stresses the differences and concludes:

“Itis only the absence {sic| of the gradualism of development
through the stage of monopoly capitalism, which makes it difficult
to grasp the similarities and differences between the Russian econ-
omy and capitalism and traditional capitalism on one hand and a
workers' state on the other™! What does the “absence of gradual-
ism” mean in evolution? Qualitative break without prior evolution?
But revolution is the product of evolution — 20 years in a day. With-
out it, revolution is impossible. Where the Fabians decreed “the
incvitability of gradualness”, Cliff decreed the dispensability of
gradualness — of evolution — for revolution! It is an example of
Cliff’s reliance on analogues and parallels and cod dialectics. In
Cliff's original 1948 version, the workers make the state capitalist
revolution — needing only a “supplementary” “political” counter-
revolution to realise its true nature. The common patterns with
Trotsky and with orthodox Trotskyism are glaring here too. Cliff
is saying the same things, in a different but no less arbitrary dialect.
This “state capitalism” juts into socialism.

“Seeing that state capitalism is the extreme theoretical limit
which capitalism can reach, it necessarily is the furthest away
from traditional capitalism. It is the negation of capitalism on the
basis of capitalism itself. Similarly, seeing that a workers’ state is
the lowest stage of the new socialist socicty, it must necessarily have
many features in common with state capitalism. “What distin-
guishes between them categorically is the fundamental, the essential
difference between the capitalist and the socialist system.” If the
decisive thing is who is in power, then, are the features in com-
mon structural? So, if workers take power what happens? This is
Trotsky's political revolution: Trotsky'’s progrannine of specific
changes covers everything. Trotsky's fault was theoretical mysti-
fication: so too is it Cliff’s: and Cliff had none of Trotsky’s excuse.

“State capitalism” is a transitional stage to socialism, this side
of the socialist revolution:; while a workers’ state is a transitional
stage to socialism is the other side of the socialist revolution. So
socialist revolution is a matter of the transfer of power? If a new
Russian socialist revolution is primarily a transfer of power, it is Trot-
sky's “political revolution™ At most it becomes a matter of arguing
with Trotsky about labels.

This is “variations on a theme™ by Trotsky. It is also tautolog-
ical and banal: the test will be in the details he now gives. CIlift
headlines this section, “State capitalism: a political negation of
capitalism”.

“Regulation of economic activity by the state is, in itself, a par-
tial negation of the law of value, even if the state is, as yet, not the
repository of the means of production: the law of value assumes
the regulation of cconomic functions in an anarchical way.” (p110)
Cliff deals at length with partial negations of the law of value.
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State capitalism is “a partial negation of labour power as a com-
modity”: for labour power to be a commodity the worker must be
free of the means of production; and free of legal impediment to
selling his labour power.”

Cliff's headline is, “State capitalism — a transition to socialism”
Translated, this sub-head means: “Stalinism, a transition to social-
ism”. He is now comparing socialism and state capitalism, having
dealt with monopoly capitalist concentration of the working class.

“The partial negation of capitalism on the basis of capitalist rela-
tions of production, means that the productive forces which
develop in the bosom of the capitalist system so outgrow it, that
the capitalist class is compelled to use ‘socialist” measures and
manipulate them in their own interests. This would be true of state
capitalism that evolved out of monopoly capitalism, as it is to an
extent true of monopoly capitalism. What has it got to do with the
very backward USSR? All the “old crap” — and “state capitalism”
— re-emerges there from backwardness, not overdevelopment.

Cliff quotes Lenin (Imperialisin) that monopoly capital is a
“transitional form to socialism”™. (But Lenin deals with advanced,
developed capitalism, Tony Cliff with a movement from primitivism
to “state capitalism™!) Cliff in 1948 thinks Stalinism is 50 success-
ful that it has gone as far and in some key respects further than the
most advanced capitalism: state capitalism is highly developed
capitalism in one country! Al this is a parallelogram of the degen-
erated workers' statists for whom Russia is in transition to
socialism and the Stalinists, for whom it is socialism realised. 1t
is Cliff's version of the ideas of Grant and Haston but with a dif-
ferent label. He is psychologically so appreciative of Stalinism’s
wonders because he has cut himself off from the concerns of the
still uncertain others — arbitrarily, subjectively.

On pl13: “State capitalism and 4 workers’ state are two stages
of the transition period from capitalism to socialism. State capitalism
is the extreme opposite of socialism — they are symmetrically
opposed and they are dialectically united with one another.” The
difference is political power. Again this is political revolution i la
Trotsky.

“Under state capitalism, workers’ labour is partially negated
in that the worker is not free to choose his employer”; and under
workers’ state where work is collective self employment.”

It is, for socialism, “now or never”. Thus Cliff reflects the
orthodoxy. He brings references to the H-bomb in as deus ex
miachina to back up this view. Marx said society would go towards
socialism or barbarism. “The threat of barbarism takes the form
before our very eyes, of hitching the productive forces of human-
ity, of industry, and science to the chariot of war and destruction.”

Cliff and his supporters will put it like this: the development
of the means of production in a backward country cannot be pro-
gressive when on a world scale humanity is ripe for socialism”™. How
do we know? Since 1948, when Cliff wrote vast areas of the world
have experienced capitalist development, vast new armies of pro-
letarians have appeared etc.

Cliff quotes Lenin/Bukharin/Engels about the collectivising and
centralising tendencies of advanced capitalism. Where has this
come from in the USSR? From the success of “socialism in one coun-
try” in building “monopoly state capitalism in one country”. It has
come from backwardness, competing with the most advanced
capitalism. Historically, it is the Stalinist bureaucracy that built up
industry. Historically, what Cliff describes in the USSR after 1928
is a4 new class creating a country ripe for socialism at miracle
speed. This is the picture of the workers” statists who have — the
RCP — become convinced that the USSR is in irreversible transi-
tion to socialism. The point here is that Cliff, in his theorising about
state capitalism, workers' statism, etc., as distinct from dealing with
facts of history, falsely assumes a symimetry (workers’ statism to
state capitalism by political counter-revolution and vice versa). That
possibility did not exist in 1928; if it exists now it is the product
of Stalinism. Stalinism has indeed worked wonders.

One of the oddest things in Cliff's long chapter 1, examining
the social and class realities of the USSR is that he does not seem
to know who exactly he is arguing with; Stalinists who say the USSR
is socialism, or Trotsky and the workers™ statists. He argues with
neither satisfactorily. His chapter on Trotsky is a shoddy travesty.
This is at first sight puzzling. But the significance of CIiff not seem-
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ingly knowing whether he is arguing with the idea of a degener-
ated workers’ state or with the Stalinist claim that the USSR is
socialism is that be eliminates the notion of a degenerdated work-
ers’ state to replace it with a dialect of iiself. "bureaicratic stale
capitalism” — a state capitalism that is not state capitalism and
which incorporates most of the theoretical (as distinet from the
political) implications of the degenerated workers' state position
— that is being elaborated after Trotsky's theory has collapsed. All
degenerated and deformed workers' state theories in reality describe
the rule of a bureaucratic collectivist class: bestowing the honorary
title workers® state is only a means of calling it progressive. Like
the proponents of the notion that Russia is a degenerated work-
ers’ state, Cliff takes refuge in the redefinition of terms, in
scholasticism and the over-pasting of inappropriate and in mis-
leading labels.

In Cliff’s state capitalist vision Stalin is building up our ¢ven-
tual legacy, and faster than capitalism could. 1t is in Cliff exactly
as in the worst of the later deformed and degencerated workers' state
theories. Like the degenerated workers' statists, he departs mas-
sively from the proper picture of Stalinism as burcaucratic
arbitrariness and neo-medievalism. In the process of accepting
USSR society as a thing in itself, not a la Trotsky, an ¢phemeral
moment in history, transitional in one direction or another, Cliff
too presents a glossed up picture of the burcaucracy’s achicve-
ments. It is not for him a workers’ state or lower socialism, but a
viable monopoly state capitalism that has in key respects
leapfrogged ahead of the most developed capitalism. Instead of see-
ing it as freakish, or barbaric, Cliff sees state capitalism in a
“progressive” light that gives it historical “legitimacy™...

Side by side with reliance on bourgeois definitions of capital
(as hardware) and the gross nonsense in terms of Marxist economics
involved is the idea that the capitalist character of the USSR
depends on competition of use values, there is the reliance on some-
times preposterous analogies. For example on page 32 he notes
that the vastly extensive use of slave labour in the USSR arose
because relatively Russia was so much poorer in capital than in man
power, He then offers this mad analogical assimilation of the Stal-
inist Russian experience to capitalism: “the slaves in Stalin’s camps
were i crude version of “the army of the unemploved” of traditional
capitalism, that is, they served to keep the rest of the workers in
their places.”

Here encapsulated vou have both what is wrong with his
whole approach, and his spectacular capacity to convince himself
of blatant nonsense. How does the “reserve army”™ of unemployed
labour power work in capitalism? It exercises pressure on wage
rates by competition with workers who are free proletarians oper-
ating in a labour market. In Russia? police state terror, one emplover,
no trade unions, masses of workers more or less randomly enshved.
That terror, more or less arbitrary enslavement, cte, does make
labour more controllable, is indisputable. That it is the equivalent
of unemployment under “free” capitalism loses all idea of quality
and quantity.

XIV. Conclusion

LIFF'S theory of burcaucratic state capitalisny was politically

superior to any theory that polluted socialism with the notion

that the Stalinist states were in any sense any sort of workers’
state. That needs to be said and emphasised. As theory, that is as a
conceptualisation of reality that grasped its essentials, that pencetrated
to an understanding of its inner workings, that allowed some degree
of foresight about future developments — as theory — “bureaucatic
state capitalism™ was utterly useless. More, it shared all the faults
on the level of theory of those who thought the USSR was a degen-
erated workers' state “in transition to socialism™. Cliff's theory too,
which in origin and shaping influence was the twin of the work-
ers’ state theory of Militant/Socialist Party/Socialist Appeal, saw
what it called “burcaucratic state capitalism™ as in transition to
socialism. It did not even have the distinction of uniquely propos-
ing the need for a new revolution — that it took over from Trotsky
and, for the USSR, shared with workers' statists. For CIiff in 1948,
bureaucratic state capitalism in the USSR was naturally not “post-
capitalist™, as workers’ statists would for decades see it But it was
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at the furthest possible point of capitalist development short of social-
ism. It was so “dialectically™ advanced that in some respects it
overlapped the margin between capitalism and socialism.

The difference in substance between this and what worke
statists said it was, on the level of theory, was scarcely discernable
— At Most it was a matter of semantics. In no sense was this a viable
theory. It was an underdeveloped hyvbrid, a name as muchias a the-
ory. It has over the yvears been changed out of all recognition.

Michael Kidron, Chris Harman, and others developed Cliffs the-
sis further by eroding it and transforming it into a bland exercise
in labelling. The thesis about military competition determining the
cconomy cvidently did not apply to most state-monopoly systems
outside the USSR; it was faded out. Likewise the argument about
Stalinist state capitalism representing a “synthesis™ between world
capitalist pressures and property forms created by a workers™ rev-
olution. The notion that capitalist production in the West was
being geared towards use-value rather than exchange-value was also
quictly dropped.

What remained after all the fading-out was not much: the
notion that the state-monopoly systems were state-capitalist because
despotic burcaucracies controlled production and subordinated

-

the workers’ living standards to the accumulation of producer
goods.
Instead of the theory being improved by successive approxi-

mations to reality, using evidence and debate as they developed to
identify errors in Cltf's original exposition and to draw lessons from
those errors, Cliff's followers practiced a sort of successive dis-
tancing from reality, making the theory more bland, vague, and
tenuous.

It is now an SWP shibboleth not a theory. There is almost
nothing of the 48 theory left. Tony Chff claims he was right on every-
thing. Symbolically, when last vear he wrote an article in the
magazine Socialist Review 1o mark the S0th anniversary of his
great work, he devoted the article entirely to arguing why the
USSR's burcaucracy was a ruling class. He had nothing whatsocver
to say about whether or not it was a state capitalist ruling class!

To try to draw any direct line between this theory and the SWP's
performance during the Serb-Kosovar-NATO war would be futile,
indecd foolish. Yet there is a connection. The SWP has never
treated theory — any theory — scriously. For Marxists, theory is a
guide to what vou do and do not do. You try to work out implici-
tions and ramifications. What was remarkable about the politics
derived for the theory of burcaucratic state capitalism was how lit-
tle of it there was. Except for “defence of the workers™ states™ the
SWP was, except for some vears in the "60s, an orthodox Trotsky-
ist organisation with doctrinal quirks.

Theory was always the property of a small mandrinate. And “the-
ory” could always be bent or put into a state of temporary suspension
if some advantage might be got from doing that. Tony Cliff believed
that “tactics contradict principles”™. That meant that what the group
did was entirely separable from any principles it had. This was to
some degree always true.

While its “state capitalism™ formally placed the organisation at
the furthest pole from Stalinisny, it could nevertheless even as far
back as the "00s tolerate having Stalinist members (Sce “A Funny Story
Agreed Upon™ W41,

Today, the organisation is a rigidly run undemocratic kitsch-Trot
sect, able at a word from the centre to undertake any zig zag or
change of line in pursuit of organisational advantage. In political
terms this is a “bandit group™.

Beginning as proponents of the so-called “Third Camp™ (work-
ing-class independent politics) they have in the recent war behaved
like half-demented Stalinists. Arbitrariness, subjectivism, banditism,
calculation — these are what guides the organisation.

The impulses that led CHff to opposc the workers” state degen-
eration of Trotskyism were good ones. The impulses that led him
to take refuge in theorising that was as artificial and as superstitious
as any of the workers” state theories, betrayved his better instincts.

Today, itis the voung people who mistakenly go to the SWP
looking for serious socialist politics who are betrayed.

Sean Maitgamna
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Appendix: Cliff as critic of bureauncatic collectivism

N carly 1968 Tony Clift published in the journal Luternational Socied-

isi an article called “The theory of burcaucratic collectivism — a

critique’. It was presented together with a curious note explaining that
it dated from 1948, but that no “original” could be found... No explanation
was offered as to where. then. their text came from. The 1968 text has since
been added as an appendix to editions of Cliff's 1948 Russia. a Merxist
analysis. In this odd way the 18 group again began to deal openly with @
theory and a tendency with which in its founding document and through-
out its entire history it had been conducting a usually hidden and
occasionally open debate.

CHIf's critique of burcaucratic collectivisny, though its purposc is to
buttress his “state capitalism™. is essentially criticism from the point of view
of 19:40s “official” Trotskyvism at the end of its tether” Chff criticises “the
theory of burcaucratic collectivism™ under 8 headings.

1. The place of Dureaticratic collectivisin i bistory. “T'he statement
that the Stalinist regime was neither capitalist nor socialist |sic} feft the lat-
ter's historical identity undetermined.” "Henee™ Shachtman could at once
point sce bureaucratic collectivism as more progressive. and a few vears
fater as more reactionary than capitalisnt

Here CHIT s ajeering sectarian critic of people who are dealing with
an unfolding new phenomenon, and, at the beginning of their independent
existence, still carrving much of the analysis and politics of Trotsky, who
argued after 1937 that the USSR was cconomically progressive, whatever
class ruled. Some of them have already abandoned the idea that this sys
tem is progressive (Carter, Draper) but the majority. ted by Max Shachtman,
though they have (1941 jettisoned “Trotsky's name for the USSR (degen-
crated workers” state). have scarcely moved trom Trotsky's analysis. That
analysis is shot through. in ‘Trotsky and in the Workers” Party. with the awful
combination of simultancously seeing the cconomic system s progressive
vis avis declining capitalism. and its totalitarian political svstem as identi-
cal with Nazism, “except for its more unbridled savagery™.

CHff had come through the war as part of an international tendency
cheering tor the Russians, sceing Russian victories as victories for the
working class. indifterent to the horrible realities attendant on Russian
progress in the war. Even after he'd hatched out as a state capitalist, Clff
had merely traded one set of labels for another, one dogmainto which to
cram the unfolding realities for another.

Ridiculously Clift asserts that there have been only two consistent cle-
ments in burcaucratic collectivism: the conclusions that “in any concerete
conditions, Stalinist Russia must not be defended (no matter that the con-
crete conditions change all the time).”

The name exercises Clift overmuch. “As for the name™ he repeats what
Karl Marx quoted against JP Proudhon: “where there is a fack of ideas, an
cmpty phrase will do.™ A fack of tdeas? CLiff's karge and impressive collee-
tion of quotations from the classics of Marxism in Russic: a Marxist
Analysis are all lifted without change from articles in Nea International.
where they have been the common coin of the discussion of Stalinism for
adecade: much of his concerete assessment of Russiais taken from the Work-
ors’ Party! What Trotsky once wrote of certain sectarians on the fringe of
the Trotskyist movement fits ClLft's relationship to the Worker's Party: he
fed on crumbs from its table and “repaid with blackest ingratitude™. CLitf's
addition is to cram the Trotsky/Workers™ Party analysis of Russian reality
into categorics and kabels (which he can only sustain by going outside Marx-
ist cconomics. using “capital” to mean plant and machines and world
competition not of exchange but of use values to carry the idea that the
LISSR s capitalist!)y By ideas Tony CLF evidently means naies!

He justifics himself by writing nonsense about the history of Marxism,
contrasting, it with Max shachtman. cte. “[n Marx’s and Engels™ analysis of
capitalism. the fundamentals —  the place of capitalism in history. its inter-
nal contradictions. cte. — remained constant from their first approach to
the problem until the end of their lives, Their Later yvears brought clabora-
tions of and additions to the basic theme.”™ He then repets that Shachtman
first thought burcaucratic collectivism progressive and fater concluded it

Paut Hamipton has written a detailed assessment of the original 19148 document, which
will appear in this journal soon.
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was barbaric. A Contribution to the Critigue of Political Econony (1859)
and Capital Vol 1. (1807) were only elaborations? Karl Marx's two decades
in the British Musceum Library were devoted to sorting out a few details?
Unless one recalls that it was not until the 1850s that Marx finally solved
the great myvstery of proletarian exploitation within formal bourgeois
cquality and the free sale and purchase of labour power. then the deep fool-
ishness of what CLiff writes here will not get its proper appreciation. In 1948,
Stalinism was 20 vears old: in 1968 (when this text was “finalised ™) 0. CHft
is indecently cager to denounce those who have. building on Trotsky. been
analysing a4 new historical phenomenon. Cli

s gricvance is that they do
this necessarily open-ended work rather than follow him into scholastic and
semantic exercises which by crimming the unfolding reality into old labels
would, he thinks, render work other than defining and redefining words
— and collecting statistics to illustrate preconception — unnecessary.

The formidable pretentiousness here is dwarfed by the sheer disloy-
alty. Marx and Engels began work on the analysis of capitalism in the
18-40s. According to Marx, capitalism was then already over-100 years old!
[t had had its bourgeois revolution in Holland, England. France, It had a very
substantial analyvtical literature, on which Marx built — including cven a
number of differentiated labour theories of value. The place of capitalism
in the flow of history was impossible not to sce. To belabour those analysing
the new phenomenon of stalinism like this, was only possible for some-
one who had fled from the task. and taken refuge in word games and
dogmatism. who superstitiously felt that the naming of complicated unfa-
miliar things with ofd ~“Marxist” names gave him the strength of Marx and
Engels™ analysis of a radically different system!

2. The sceond section deals with Brano Rizzi's version of stete cap-
italisni. Why Trotsky usced Rizziis plain: he needed afoil »with™ whom to
discuss what he, Trotsky. plainfy saw as the only serious altermative to the
increasingly untenable degenerated workers” state theory. In 1948, still less
in 19068, Rizzi represents nothing politically (except that some of his fun-
damental ideas have conquered o section of the Trotskyist movement,
which has relabeled their variations of Rizzi's theory “deformed and degen-
crated workers’ states™). There is avery substantial body of Workers™ Party
literature. Why go on about Rizzi? 1t gets the ghost of Trotsky on side!

3. TDhe Stalinist regine — barbarisim? He quotes Shachtman citing
the ofd Marxist idea, “Capitalism must collapse out of an inability to solve
its own contradictions: and thus cither socilism or barbarism will be the
result: Stalinism is the new barbarism™. CLIt: if Stalinism denotes the
“decline of civilisation. the reactionary negation of capitalism. then of
course itis more reactionary... capitalism his to be defended trom Stalin-
ist barbarism™.

But. but, but! In the [9th century capitalism was championced against
quasi-feudal and fcudal reaction and against. for example. the US slave states.
There would be nothing new for Marxists in such a pactern if the facts led
to such a conclusion: nor for revolutionary socialists would it imply sclf-
subordination to comparatively progressive capitalism. Even ina common
war front. should that make the best political sense. the revolutionaries and
the workers they influenced would maintain political and even military inde-
pendence from their allies. In 1851 Marx outlined the tactics of the
Communists in such an alliance with bourgeois forces against reaction:
“Strike (at the common enemy) together. march separately™ The “Theses
on the national question” from the Second Communist [nternational Con-
aress based its tactics in backward countries on 18517, Maintaining
political. cte.. independence, Communists would form a de-facto common
front with bourgeois liberals against an immediate fascist or Stalinist attempt
to take power. The independent Communist forees would simultancously
strive to displice and overthrow their allies, Cliff argues backwards. imper-
missiblys it that is truce. than this unexpected and undesirable conclusion
follows. Serious people, Marxists and non-Marxists, reject such an approach
as inimical to rational thought. I the USSR has on the facts to be consid-
cred barbarism. what objection could De raised to the above? Marxists never
thought of such a thing in such a context? Neither the Workers™ Party, nor,
after 19449, its successor, the ISL, backed capitalisny against Stalinism. That
Shachuman did in the "60s is neither here nor there: it did not follow log-
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ically from the idea that Russia was barbarism.

In the 1940s especially the argument that Russian Stalinism was bar-
barism was well nigh unanswerable. CIiff himself had compiled a vast
amount of evidence for it. Slave labour (10 million perhaps at any time from
the early "30s to the early mid '50s); every aspect of life regulated by a say-
age totalitarian, utterly lawless state; the complete loss of every advance
in social, legal, political intellectual and spiritual freedom, and of every right
— of speech, writing, publishing, assembly, association, social organisation,
working class organisation, ¢tc., ¢te., ¢tc. — that humankind had gained
since the middle ages: that was the USSR and its replications. Against this
Cliff argues in part by defining barbarism rather narrowly.

“When Marx spoke of 'the common ruin of the contending classes’
— as in Rome after slave society disintegrated — it was associated with a
general decline of the productive forces. The Stalinist regime, with its
dynamic development of the productive forces, certainly does not fit this
description.”

This is the criterion that had led Trotsky after 1937 to muaintain that
the USSR wis progressive, whatever its class character, in the face of the
decline of capitalism. Here, against the idea that Stalinism is barbarism, CHff
comes as near as makes little difference to the idea (not the statement) that
it is progressive. CIiff can be “optimistic” — can go through a very long
post-1948 political life soothed by his “state capitalist” labels, ignoring most
of the problems. He isolates the economic life he ascribes to the USSR from
the entire complex social, economic and political network that made up
the socio-economic formation that was Russian Stalinism. Trotsky had
well understood the dead weight of bureaucratic rule on USSR socicety; he
did not separate it from the economy; that was onc reason why he was sure
the system simply could not be viable. It survived for a qualitatively longer

time than he thought, but ultimately it did not survive.

Cliff, though he is very critical of USSR economic reality (1964), has
bought into the idea that this system “works™ and that its problems and con-
tradictions will serve to prepare the proletarian revolution. In fact, the
verdict of history on this system cannot but be that the “embrvo of the
future”, the working class future we all fervently hoped would succeed Stal-
inism until the events of 1989 and after crushed our hopes, had indeed died
“in the womb of the old society™.

The enormous, econontic-social devastation that has succeeded Stal-
inism in the USSR, and, less so, in other countries — what is that? The
collapse, regression, disintegration of a Stalinist socicty whose womb was
barren of any progressive successor. A society whose conditions of life for
many decades rendered its working class incapable of learning, thinking,
or of understanding society, and which used Nazi-style totalitarian police
state repression to prevent it from organising, debating, communicating
with the different parts of itself or expressing itself orally, on the air or in
print. Trotsky understood. He thought in 1939740 that it would take out-
side working class stimulus to make Russian working class action possible.

Here, as in virtually every question Cliff has touched on, heis an “econ-
i economist, for whom the social and political

omist” — a totalitari
consequences are of little ultimate importance so long as the economy is
“dynamic”. Unlike Trotsky, he gives virtually no weight in the scale of his-
tory, or in the perspective for history, to the non-ecconomic factors. He has
only a narrow, limited, partial view of USSR society. He draws no conclu-

sions from the rest of the picture he sketches.

4. The motive for exploitation in bureaucratic collectivist sociely.
Cliff says Shachtman explains the motive for exploitation in burcaucratic
collectivist society thus: “In the Stalinist state, production is carried on and
extended for the satisfaction of the needs of the burcaucracy, for the
increasing of its wealth, its privileges, its power.” This is the full extent of
what Cliff has found in the whole of the literature of the Workers' Party
in the way of explanation for exploitation! He himself explains it by inter-
national competition, which he calls capitalist competition and tinds in the
USSR’s production of military equipment. The idea that the Workers' Party
neglected to take account of the international context of the USSR and so
on, is both absurd and disloyal.

No politically literate nine year old could in 1948 or 1968 write a
description of the situation of the USSR and not include its struggle to catch
up or keep up with other states including in the arms race. Cliff would add
nothing to any intelligent description, except the insistence that arms
competition is “capital accumulation dictated by the anarchic competition
between capitalists™. This is @) infantile sectarian pedantry: “say it as 1 do
or it doesn’t count”, and b) a belief in word magic (repeat the words in
quotes above!)

5. Class relations under hureatcratic collectivisur. ‘This section is one
of the oddest things in Cliff's whole body of work, which does not lack
for oddities. He belabours the bureaucratic collectivists, and Max Shacht-
man in particular, for holding to a position he himself essentially shares with
— that is, has taken from — them!

0. The nature of the working class in Russia. Bureaucratic collectivists
say and logically must say, that the USSR's workers are not a proletariat.

The argument that the Russian worker was not a proletarian rested
on conditions in the society as a whole: the fact of one employer owning
cverything, who also controls what is produced or imported for the worker
to buy with his wages; the worker is controlled, regimented and for
decades was subject to reduction to a chattel slave by a totalitarian state,
and so on. Cliff (in 1968) muddies the issue by reducing it to the high-Stal-
inist restriction on the movement of workers from one factory to another.
“But is this a sufficient reason to say that the Russian worker was not a pro-
letarian?”

He preposterously argues that US slavery, linked to perhaps the most
advanced industry in the world, [the Lancashire cotton industry] was abol-
ished because of its low productivity! (To be replaced for 100 years by a
quasi-shive share-cropping system, and only in the last few decades by cot-
ton harvesting machinery.)

Cliff talks about the general trend of history being against slave labour.
“Hence its almost complete disappearance since the death of Stalin, since
Russia reached industrial maturity.™ If the Russians are not proletarians, Marx-
ism as a method, as a guide for the proletariat as the subjects of historical
change becomes superfluous, meaningless. To speak of Marxism in a soci-
ety without proletariats is to make a supra-historical theory. Yes, but! This
is the dogmatic argument for the superstition of safe known labels: if
something is so far unknown, it is therefore impossible. Close your eyes.
Cliff solves the problem by defining, or rather scaring it away. Consider-
ing what he wrote in 1948, and what was in circulation, this is quite a
performance. It is the political and moral measure of him.

7. Historical limitations of bureaucratic collectivism. Having rub-
bished the “competition™ with such integrity and concern for truth, Cliff
recommends the advantages you get if you buy his own wares, like some-
one on a street corner selling dud watches that have “fallen off the back
of a lorry™. CHff: “if one accept the state capitalist nature of the Stalinist
regime, one not only accepts its laws of motion - the accumulation of cap-

italism as dictated by the pressure of world capitalism — but also the
historical limitations of its rule” Never mind what is true, or even plausi-
ble: Took at the advantage you get. (You also get a sct of picture cards
reproducing guaranteed authentic colour photographs of all the great rev-
olutionaries form Spartacus to John Ball to Thomas Munser to to Graccus
Babeuf, and all the Great Moderns — Blanqui, Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trot-
sky, Cliff, Callinicos, Milosevic.)

8. Attitude to the Stalinist parties. (In 1968 when Cliff published this,
there were members of 1S in Manchester whose politics would lead theme
to leave the group in protest at its opposition to the Russian invasion of
Crechoslovakia in August 1908).

Froni the assumption that bureaucratic collectivism is more reac-
tionary than capitalism, Shachtman argued that socialist should side in the
labour movement with social democrats against local Stalinist agents of
burcaucratic collectivism. There follows nearly half a column of {mis-
dated] quotations from Shachtman arguing that Stalinists were in the labour
movement but not of it; that they represented a totalitarian programme of
destroying the labour movement, in contrast to reformists, who, in their
own way, stood for preserving the labour movement. Cliff thinks this too
shows “a lack of historical perspective”, an oversimplification. The Stalin-
ist parties are agents of Moscow and assemblies of fighting individuals
“strangled by the same burcaucracies”. Shachtman's attitude to the CPs
would strengthen the right wing social democratic parties [who have no
contradictions?| and help the CP leadership hold the militants to them. That
it was necessary to adopt a more flexible attitude to the CPers than the ISL
had before '56 is, 1 believe true. Yes! But did that mean refraining from say-
ing clearly what was what? Trotsky, not Shachtman, wrote this, three days
before he was struck down:

“The predominant type among the present "Communist” bureaucrats
is the political careerist. .. their ideal is to attain in their own countries the
same position that the Kremlin's oligarchy gained in the USSR

The Comintern and the GPU 17August 1940
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The Balkans war: debating our differences

Soft on NATO?

AM uncasy about aspects of Wi's

linc on the war in Yugoshavia, |1

would like to hear other con-
rade’s views and offer these thoughts
as part of a4 search for clarity on the
subject.

Of course soctalists should sup-
port the Kosovars' right to
sclt-defence and independence. Tt is
appaling that sections of the left have
chosen to ignore Kosovan rights and
campaign alongside Serb national-
ists. [t is essential that consistent
democrats Hike ourselves make eveny
cffort to restore the balance and
cuc for people like Benn and the
SWP to remove their Dlinkers. How-
cver, we are in danger of
over-reacting to crassness and failing
to give sulficient cmphasis to cam-
paigning against the NATO bombing,.
I don't think the slogan “no trust in
NATO" is sufficient.

My experience since the bomb-
ing began is that it is the decent
instinct of many people. not aways
particularly political cither., to opposc
whit NATO is doing. (Even left
wingers, like Harry Barnes MP. who
at first supported NATO's actions
from genuine opposition to cthnic
cleansing, have begun to have see-
ond thoughts as they see what the
policy has meant in practice.y We
must not cut ourselves off from such
people. They are likely to agree with
our solidarity with the Kosoviars, but
the killing of Serb and other civilians
by NATO bombs. rightlv. horrifics
them too,

While serby imperialism. like adl
imperialisms. should be opposed, it
is nevertheless American imperialk
ism that poses the greatest threat.
Since the collapse of the Soviet Union
the Us is the only superpower. It has
shown itself more than willing to
take full advantage of that. The “New
World Order” proclaimed by George
Bush means the US will act as o seli-
appointed world policeman —
preferably with United Nations sup-
port.as in Iraq in 1991, but without
UN support if necessary, as in
Yugoslavia now. The recent bombing
of Irag and the cruise missile attacks
fast summer on Sudan  and
Afghanistan are part of this pattern.

In Yugoslavia. NATO is sup-
porting US imperialism. 1tis proving
what the lete said throughout the
Cold War, that NATO is not a defen-
sive alliance. Our first Ieaflet on the
current US aggression was spot on
when it said, "NATO is demonstrat-
ing that the US-EU can bomhb
whomever they like, whenever they
like.™ Ia real revolutionary situation
wis to develop anvwhere in Europe
now who can doubt that it would be
crushed by NATO. For these reasons,
as well as the danger o spreiding the
conflict, we should also oppose the
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usc of NATO ground troops and con-
tinue to argue for the arming of the
Kosovars to defend themselves.

I think we need to give equal
cnphasis to opposing both NATO
and Milosovic and to expressing sol-
idarity with Kosova. There are
implications here for our attitude to
pro-NATO Kosovars and, on the
other hand. to the Committee for
Peace in the Balkans. We could not
support a pro-NATO Kosovar demon-
stration and still Claim to be Marxists.
There may be a case for intervening
in the CPB to counter the Sery nation-
alists in it. We are more likely to
influcnce people away from crass
pscudo anti-imperialism if we make
clear our opposition to what NATO
is doing,

Jobu Buckell

¢ condemn the SWP. stali-
noids and peacenikers for
cither rentaining silent about,
or straight out opposing. indepen-
dence tor Kosova and arms for the
KLA — so they won't be seen to be
on the same side as
imperialism/NATO. [have no quaims
about being loud and clear about
that. But. cqually, NATO’s bombing
is blatant aggression against the Ser-
bian people. workers included. It is
as unjust and inhuman as Milosevic's
campaign against the Kosovars —
for no good purpose. Yes, they are
different forms of inhuman aggres-
sion. and causing suffering on a
different scale — but unless we con-
demn the Serbian people for being
ruled by Milosevic. (which Fm sure
we don't), then the differences in
aggression and suftering should be of
NO CONSCUCIICE Lo our oppasition.
So why should we be silent or equiv-
ocal about opposing NATO's
bombing? We shouldn't base our
position on the Balkans primarily on
differentiating, ourselves from the
ideas (accommodation to Stalin-
ism/anti-imperialism gone
wrong/good and bad nations) of our
left opponents - but on the objec-
tive nature of the conllict and the
interests of the working class move-
ments, especially in the most atfected
country. We shouldn’t be so wor-
ried about being seen to be on the
same side as Milosevie cither.
hecause we're not on side with cither
Milosevic and Moscow o NATO.
Jenret Burstall

A reply to John
Buckell and

Janet Burstall

n our propaganda on Kosova. as
on cvervthing, we have 1o work
out what we want to do. Do we

want to sav to British workers “wel
ture not warfare™ Yes, But there /s
warfare, We have to say something
about the ongoing war. principally
Milosevic's war against Kosova. No
amount ol Western “welfare not
warfare-ism”™ will stop Milosevic
waging wir on Kosova. Something
else will, Warfare, Warfare by the
Kosovirs against Milosevic,

In the longer term something
clse will stop Milosevic's wartare-
isml and every other ruler’s too —
workers stopping siding with their
ruling classes and recognising other
workers rights. | don’t think that
our prime role in this situation is to
show how anti-NATO we are. {tUs to
answer the question: what will stop
war like this? And to provide an
answers workers stopping siding
with their ruling classes. What will
bring pcace in the Balkans? Serb
workers refusing to side with their
ruling class would be a start. 1]
could choose now between pers
suading Serb workers to support
Kosovan sclt-determination and per-
suading, British workers that NATO
will never solve anything 1 would
expend my energies persuading
Serb workers. T think it's a big part
of our job to point that out to the
British left. If we were in Serbia
now. would we be sticking our-
selves at the head of the anti-NATO
demos? To chime in with the rest off
the “left™. with the workers? No.
we'd feverishly be persuading Serb
workers against chauvinism. | hope.

The anti-warfare-ism of the
British Teft is on the whole crap.
Theyv can't say anyvthing about
Kosovi. so busy arce they being
“anti-imperialist”™. My experience of
trning up o ant-war mectings
with an independence for Kosova
headline is that Tam being provoca-
tive! They treat us as if we were
doing something outrageous.

And if the feft can't say any-
thing for Kosovan independence
ncither could they say anything
against NATO and the West, before
NATO and the West got their
bombs out. “No trust in NATO™ is
spot on, | think. It addresses the
negligence betfore this war and the
negligence. treachery or both that
NATO will serve up to the Kosovars
and to the whole working class after
this war by denying questions of
sclif-determination.

stop the bombing and what?
In the contribution from John Buck-
clb. there is anwwful lot of what we
arc against (NATO bombing. Milo-
sevic's genocide) and damn all
about what we are for. We are for:
scif-determination, workers recog-
nising the rights of workers of other
nations and frecing themselyves from
the thinking of their ruling classes.

[ might be bending the stick
now. but on purposc. It scems like
cvervone is getting twitchy about
our position now that NATO has

proved conclusively — to the Koso-
vans as well as other workers —
that it doesn’t deserve our trust.
that it's crap at solving national dis-
putes. Are we to let NATO's failings
(not that it was ever tryving) deter-
mine our sfogans? We never did
have any trust in NATO. we are not
surprised that it has cocked up. |
think we all hoped that. as the war
dragged on, we would have more
and more influence with unaligned
lefties. raising our propuaganda for
Kosovan independence. Then that
bloody NATO cock-up. it's making
our job more difficult, Hard cheese
for us. | think it's still our job to say
not just equadly but primarihy: work-
crs. oppose chauvinism and
support sclf-determination.

Comments on John Buckell's
contribution: “It is nevertheless
American imperialism that posces
the greatest threat..” Threat to
whom? It sure as hell isn't posing
the greatest threat to the Kosovars.

“IFa real revolutionary situa-
tion was to develop... now who can
doubt that it would be crushed by
NATO. For these reasons. as wellas
the danger of spreading the con-
flict. we should also oppose the use
of NATO ground troops and con-
tinuc to argue for the arming of the
Kosovars.” Do you think that by
using up NATO missiles and heli-
copters against the Serb arnny
NATO will be in a better position to
opposc our revolution? Did you
cver doubt that NATO would
oppose i revolution? Ho you doubt
that NATO will oppose any inde-
pendent political action by Kosova
which it finds inconvenient? Vo
truest in NATO. That's what we need
to say to the Kosovans right now,
We need slogans for them as well as
for... ¢r. British workers.,

“[think we need to give equal
cmphasis to opposing both NATO
and Milosevic and to expressing sol-
idarity with Kosova., There are
implications here for our attitude to
pro-NATO Kosovars and. on the
other hand. to the Committee for
Peace in the Balkans. [ don't see
how we could support a pro-NATO
Kosovar demonstration and still
claim to be Marxists.” [n about the
same way that we could go on a
demonstration against the Vietnam
wir where some people chanted
“Ho-Ho-Ho Chi Minh™. We go with
our own slogans. We attenipt to
ttk to the Kosovans who. believe
me. have bugger all trust in NATO
but are using their own sort of
diplomacy in these demonstrations.
They are scared that NATO is going
to leave them in the Turch and are
trving to make it difficult for the
powers that be to do that and keep
face. That's my assessment of the
Kosovars™ "pro-NATO™ stance. Do
the Kosovars™ demonstrations
demand invasion of Serbia, ethnic
cleansing of Serbia by NATO.
themselves, any niigority group in
scrbia? No.o Unlike the manti-
NATO "demos, the “anti-war”
movement whose states ainy in not




raising the question of Kosovan
independence is to build the widest
possible anti-war movement. So
wide that it excludes Kosovans and
includes Serb chauvinists. These
demonstrations are not equal... we

should be with the Kosovans.
“We are more likely to influ-
ence people away from pseudo
anti-imperialism if we make clear
our opposition to what NATO is
doing.” If it isn't clear after our talk-
ing to someone for a minute that we
think NATO is a heap of crap then
we're doing something wrong. But
if we have to sidle up to them, as
much of the saner left is doing, say-
ing “Stop the bombing, psst... do
you want to support Kosovan inde-
pendence?” then we're cowards

who won't impress anybody.
Vicki Moirris

NATO has no

aAnswers

S General Wesley Clark, NATO's

supreme  commuander in

Europe, said on 13 April: "You
cannot stop paramilitary murder on
the ground with acroplanes.”

He went on to explain that
NATOs bombing was “...designed
to serve a political purpose. That is,
to persuade Mr Milosevic to sue for
peace on terms acceptable to the
West” (The Economist, 17 April).

NATO’s aim is not indepen-
dence for Kosova, They have long
been against it: we cannot trust
NATO. It is our duty not only to be
the opposition to our own ruling
class but to keep alive the horrible
memory of the UN abandoning the
Muslims in Bosnia to massacre; of
disarming Bosniacs and leaving them
to be slaughtered: of the way the UN
and NATO stood by and let the Serb
army ethnically cleanse and only
stepped in when the tide turned.
when Croatian forces were regaining
arcas from the Serbs and there was
danger of an escalation of the war.
They colluded in driving 200,000
Serbs out of Croatia. Their record is
of indifference to mass slaughter
except when it threatens to spill over
and disrupt trade outside Yugoslavia
and in Europe.

If, as some comrades have
argued, the key issuc is the defeat of
Milosevic, how can we oppose aiy
of the bombing by NATO? We can
1y no to civilian bombing, and
should only oppose future homb-
ing of civilian targets defined as
housing or schools but not roads,
car plants, bridges or oil refineries.
This response is driven by a desire
not to be anywhere near the “Stop
the Bombing™ pro-Serb camp on the
left. However, it is a step too far for
internationalist socialists.

Kosovars have the right to get
support from anvwhere, and of
course we should understand their
support for the bombing given that
it is the ondy thing being done in
response to the Serbian state’s race
war against them. But we should
oppose the destruction of the Serb
cconomy.
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I do not want to oppose the
bombing of Serb tanks, military units
or petrol depots in Kosova. Taccept
bombing of roads, etc. may be mili-
tarily important in Kosova and that an
honest left should not call for an end
to bombing that may directly stop
i re, as, for example, the bomb-
ing of the rail tracks to Auschwitz
would have done.

I think our key concern right
now is not the defeat of Milosevic but
a victory for Kosova national libera-
tion. The defeat of Milosevic by
NATO bombing will not lead to this,
but to a filthy deal as in Bosnia. The
bombing has not, cannot and will
not stop the killing on the ground, It
is not even aimed at doing that, as the
quote above proves. The bombing is
aimed at hurting the Serb leaders by
destroying their economy, and, as in
the Gulf War, this will hurt the work-
ing class of Serbia most, and push
them into the arms of the regime.
Some argue that war is a dirty busi-
ness and that the bombing of all
cconomic targets should not be
opposed because it will eventually
make a difference. however small,
in Kosova. At the present rate Kosovi
will be empty of living Albanians in
weeks and even carpet bombing of
Serbia seems unlikely to stop the Serb
army, police and militias in Kosova
that soon.

It would be a crime to abandon
the immediate right of the Kosovars
to live for talk of working class unity
and a Balkan federation in the dis-
tant future. But it also secems wrong
to me to abandon the Serb working
class to economic devastation by
refusing to denounce an air war that
cannot stop the destruction of
s This air war is controfled by
NATO: NATO does not want inde-
pendence for Kosova; it will not arm
the Kosovars. It is engaging in big
power bully-boy tactics to push an
old ally, Milosevic, back into line —
by attacking the population of Serbia.

I want to argue for the use of
the flawed slogan “Stop Bombing Ser-
bia” alongside our other slogans —
Independence for Kosova, ete. We
should not oppose bombing Serb
tanks which flee over the border or
wait there to attack? Our slogans can-
not be detailed military advice! They
are designed to position us politi-
cally. If we drop the slogan “Stop the
Bombing™ we will be dropping oppo-
sition to all but bombing houses and
schools on purpose (accidents will
obviously happen). We should use
the slogan “Stop bombing Serbia”,
subordinate to “Independence for
Kosova”, "Arm the Kosovars™, "No
trust in NATO bombs or troops™ |
“Yugoslav army out of Kosovi™.

We must continue to oppose
bombing the Serb economy to bits.

Mk Sandell

We need an
overview

N Kosova I agree that most of
the left is talking nonsense. The
SWP's pamphlet goes to absurd
lengths to play down the genocide

against the Kosovars: [ have leaflet-
ted Stop the War rallies where the
speakers have talked about the “so-
called massacre™. The Stalinists have
published disgusting Serb nationalist
revisions of the area’s history. There
has been recourse to pacifism —
“You can’t solve the problem with
more guns”; an acceptance of bour-
geots liberal attitudes to the national
question — “Kosovan independence
could destabilise the entire area™;
and a collapse into Stalinism — “We
are against nations, o we are against
the Kosovars”.

We have a lot to do to reorien-
tate the left. A left with such a poor
understanding of Marxist ideas on
wiar, imperialism and nationalism is
in a terrible state. A left that lies
about the world, which plays down
tragedies committed against our cliss
by our class enemies and rewrites
history to fit their simplified model
of the world will never win the
respect of anything like a sizeable
portion of the working class. W1 is
right to make the starting point of
our propaganda solidarity with the
Kosovars.

But as well as reorienting the
feft, we have another duty. To
explain to the working class as a
whole what Marxists say about war,
imperialism, nationalisnt and national
liberation. And, especially so in an
oppressor nation such as ours, we
have a duty to explain the bourgeois,
imperialist character of NATO.
NATO is a world military police
force, and just as we would not
oppose a few (the vast minority!) of
the police’s actions — for example,
I once called the police because 1
saw niy neighbour beating the hell
out of his partner — this doces not
mean we hesitate o say we don’t
support the police, politically or oth-
erwise. This side of our commentary
has not received the weight that 1
think it should have.

It is a good impulse for a
worker or student militant to oppose
NATO. We need to expliin why
they should, in this instance, first
oppose Milosevic and why they
should support the rights of the
Kosovars. But their opposition to
NATO is good: it is the start of all wis-
dom to opposc the brutality,
hypocrisy and naked aggression of
your own ruling class.

So what NATO bombings
should we oppose in this war? What
is a legitimate target? Are bridges,
refineries, factories, roads cte. are
all fair targets. No, they are not! Main-
stream criticism has been of the
civilian losses and “blunders™. Any
war will have these, although the
Government and NATO talked up
the “smart bombs™ (some of which
don’t even seem to hit the right
country!), “minimal collateral dam-
age”, and so on, to create the
impression that this could somehow
be a war without victims. But this is
not our main concern. As Marxists
we want a situation in the Balkans
where class politics can start to rise
to the fore. This cannot happen
while nations like the Kosovars
remain oppressed. It would also be
off the cards for a very long time in
A post-war situation with Serbia
humiliated, its infrastructure in ruins,

its cconomy devastated. The result of
humiliating Germany and devastat-
ing its infrastructure and economy
after World War One was not exactly
a decline in nationalism! If NATO
cares about the Kosovars it should
provide training, military hardware,
ete. for the KLA. It should provide a
troop force under Kosovar or joint
control to liberate Kosova. This
would also minimise the civilian
casualties and damage to the ccon-
omy inflicted on Serbia. But NATO
has refused to do this. And, absurdly,
the pseudo-left would be more
opposed to the war if this happened
than it is to the air strikes. This is
clearly because the weight of public
opposition would be that much
greater if there were a ground inva-
sion, with the British and allied
caswalties that it would entail. In
short, the opposition would be
opportunistic.

What is the nature of the war?
The SWP/Stalinists/pacifists are try-
ing to portray it as an imperialist war
against Serbia, like Vietnam. This is
for opportunistic reasons — 1o
recruit the “anti-imperialists”. Blair
and NATO say it is a “humanitarian
wir”, to help the Kosovars. Both
only talk of the NATO/Serbia war.
The war with the main loss of life
and most devastating effects is
between Serbia and Kosova.
Kosova's struggle is anti-imperialist
(albeit not anti the big Us/EU impe-
rialism that would slot it nicely into
the convenient camps that exist in
the world of the British left). Ser-
bia’s aims are clearly imperialist —
thit is annexationist, chauvinist...
But NATO's intervention is also
imperialist. They don’t aim to
colonise Serbia, but they do want to
see Serbia weakened militarily,
whilst simultaneously avoiding an
independent, radical nationad liber-
ation movement in Kosova. They do
want to end instability on their
doorstep, and force a burcaucratic,
dirty compromisc. They also want to
prove that the US is the big world
policeman. The US. with the UK in
tow, wuants to increase and
strengthen its sphere of influence
— this can be seen by the remarks
from the US that one sweetener for
a deal with Milosevie might be that
they would allow Serbia to join
NATO! And they want to cloak the
imperialist, anti-working class nature
of this policeman with a humanitar-
ian veil. Just as the coppers claim to
be here to stop old ladies getting
beaten up or make the streets safe,
NATO is claiming to be here to stop
tyrants and massacres. We have a
duty to point out their real class
nature and that requires making
unambiguously clear our hostility
and opposition to NATO.

We are on the side of the work-
ing class. That class is an
international class. We are on the
side of both the Kosovar and Serb
workers. The only chance to heal
the national divisions between those
sections of our cliass is for Kosova to
gain independence, but it also
requires the bombs to stop falling on
Serb towns. Our slogans and our
propaganda should convey this.

Micle Duncan

WORKERS' LIBERTY JULY 1999




Fatherland or Mother Earth? Essays on the
Nationeal Question by Micheal Lowy, IRE/Pluto,
1998

HAT is the real Marxist tradition on the

national question? The poverty of the left's

attitude towards Kosovan independence is
only the latest in a fong list of examples of confu-
sion on the matter. This collection of Michael
Lowy's writings is a welcome exception, showing
that Marxists can have serious answers in the face
of national strife — though the collection is not
entirely satisfactory, presenting only part of Lenin’s
tremendous legacy on the national question.

The first and most creditable aspect of Lowy's
writings is his insistence that internationalism is an
essential feature of Marxism. Marxists, he argues,
are fundamentally opposed to nationalism because
we do not treat nations as undifferentiated blocs,
but divide them into social classes with different
interests. Nationalism — loyalty to the nation as the
supreme value — is rejected; instead, the interna-
tional working class and its struggle for socialism
are our guiding light, We are internationalists
because socialism is a universal aim which answers
the basic needs of alf humanity: we are also inter-
nationalists out of necessity, because capitalism has
created a unified world economy. It is in the inter-
ests of workers in each country to seek as their
allies in struggle the workers of other countries.
The cosmopolitanism of Marx and Engels is well
summed up by the rallying cries of the Comm-
nist Manifesto: *Workers have no country” and
“Workers of the world, unite”.

For Lowy, Marx and Engels went further than
this in two other important respects: with their
proposition that a nation that oppresses another
cannot be free; and by saying that the liberation of
oppressed nations is a premise for socialist revo-
lution in the oppressor nation itself. They
advocated Polish independence from Russia and
separation (probably followed by federation) of Ire-
land from Britain. Lowy refutes the charge that
Marx and Engels were Eurocentric, with useful
citations of their sympathies with, amongst others,
the Chinese against England in the Opium Wars and
the Arabs in Algeria against France in 1857.

Lowy wants to criticise Marx and Engels’
approach without rejecting Marxism. The ten-
dency within the Communist Manifesto to treat
capitalism as a homogenising force, in which “the
country that is more developed industrially shows,
to the less developed, the image of its own future”,
is rejected for a view of the combined and uneven
development of capitalism. Marx himself warned,
in 1877, against the danger of transforming his
“historical sketch of the genesis of capitalism in
Western Europe into a historico-philosophic the-
ory of the general path every people is fated to
tread, whatever [its] historic circumstances”.

More specifically, Lowy follows earlier Marxists
who have criticised Engels’ conception of non-
historic peoples. Engels wrote that the national
movements of the Czechs, Slovaks, Serbs, Croats,
Romanians, (as well as Basques, Bretons and Yid-
dish-speaking Jews in Eastern Europe) had played
a reactionary role during the revolution of 1848,
allying themselves with the arch-enemies of
progress, especially Tsarist Russia. He characterised
them as peoples without their own history — peo-
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ples who had been unable to establish their own
state in the past and would not be able to do so in
the future. Engels argued that these peoples as a
whole were reactionary, and therefore opposed
their demand for national self-determination, pre-
dicting they would be assimilated as the French
Provencals had been after 1789, Lowy endorses
Rosdolsky’s verdict that Engels had abandoned
class analysis and substituted “an idealistic residue
of the idealistic conception of history fie.. from
Hegell and therefore a foreign body in the theo-
retical system of Marxism™.

I think this conclusion is valid: Marx and Engels
are not church fathers incapable of errors condi-
tioned by the times they lived in. The implication
of their views in 1848, the division between pro-
gressive nations (who have rights) and reactionary
nations (who have none), has indeed been a real
blight on attempts by socialists to make sense of
the national question.

OWY, following Marx and Engels, conceives

of nations as historical formations linked to the

rise of the capitalist mode of production and
crystallised in the political superstructure, the
national state. Capitalist production and trade
needs areas of sufficient size, in which goods and
people can move easily and in which there is a
common language, common laws and common
taxes. This is the economic foundation of national
movements.

The development of these insights into a coher-
ent conception of what constitutes a nation, and
how to address national divisions from a working
class perspective, are the second focus of these arti-
cles. Lowy defines nations dialectically, as political
entities given not simply by objective criteria such
as economy, language and territory, but rather by
the subjective element, the consciousness of
national identity by a national political movement,
by the self-definition of the community itself. It is
something that even the much disparaged Engels
accepted: writing to Vera Zasulich in 1890 about
whether the Ukrainians and Belorussians were
separate nationalities, he argued that the people
concerned should decide their fate.

But if this explains what nations are and how
they formed. how should socialists respond?
Nations conquer other nations, plunder the econ-
omy, downgrade the language and culture,
generally oppress peoples. Lowy locates the social-
ist answer to the national question in the sphere
of democratic rights, and endorses the call, made
at the 1896 Congress of the Second International,
for the universal right to self-determination of all
nations. For Lenin, recognition of the right of
nations to self-determination was the basis for free
and equal refations between communities and
peoples. Such a demand meant that nations
oppressed by other nations had the right to self-
rule, to political independence — the right to
secede and form their own state. Anything less than
this right was, for Lenin, effectively support for the
privileges and nationalism of the oppressor nation;
recognition of this right was a clear commitment
to the equality of all nations and the best means
of facilitating the future voluntary union of nations.

Lenin believed this was necessary because of
the way national oppression divided the prole-
tariat in empires like Tsarist Russia. As Marx put it,

it was the secret of the impotence of the working
class and the secret by which the capitalist class
maintained its rule.

However, upholding the right to self-determi-
nation did not oblige socialists to advocate
separation as the only solution. In the Balkans, for
example, the stogan of a Balkan Federal Republic
was put forward. To advocate secession required
a concrete appraisal of the interests of the work-
ing class, and whether independence would not
only free the nation from oppression but remove
all privileges and inequalities between the nations
concerned. In the Saar plebiscite in 1935, social-
ists could not advocate that these Germans return
to a Germany ruled by Hitler, despite their right
(and the desire of the majority) to do so. Here,
Lowy does valuable work in historical excavation,
laying bare some of the features of a genuine Marx-
ist conception on the national question.

Lowy tersely explains what was wrong with
some of the contributions to this debate in the Sec-
ond International. He criticises Rosa Luxemburg
and others for reducing the national question to an
cconomic rather than a political question, for see-
ing only the reactionary aspects of national
struggles and for failing to understand that the
recognition of national rights was an indispensable
condition of solidarity between workers of differ-
ent nations. Far from distancing themselves from
the nationalism of the oppressed, (which Lenin
believed could only be effectively fought by recog-
nising the right to secede), these socialists tacitly
supported the privileges of the oppressor nation.
Bolsheviks like Kievsky (Pyatakov), who argued
that the nature of the epoch (imperialism) meant
that national wars could not be progre: L are sim-
ilarly slated. Stalin (who concurred with Lenin on
self-determination), is criticised for the rigidity of
his view that it is only when all of these charac-
teristics [common language. territory, economic
life and psychic formation] are present together
that we have a nation”, and for explicitly refusing
to allow the possibility of the unity or association
of national groups within a multi-national state.
Kautsky too was one-sided because he stressed
language as the essence of nations.

Lowy presents a new thesis. He believes that
Lenin's approach (the right of nations to self-deter
mination) and the conceptions of Otto Bauer
(known as cultural/national autonomy), are “com-
plementary rather than muutually exclusive”. In the
light of break-up of the USSR and the former
Yugoslavia, he asks, “...whether regional auton-
omy and cultural autonomy (in the framework of
multi-national federations based on voluntary mem-
bership) are not a more rational and more humane
solution. While the democratic right to self-deter-
mination is indispensable, how can it be applied
to territories where nations are thoroughly inter-
mixed without setting oft battles, massacres and
ethnic cleansing?”

Lowy re-appraises Bauer, whose The Question
of Nationalities and Social Democracy (1907)
was an attempt by Austrian Marxists to save the
multi-national framework of the Austro-Hungar-
ian state by means of reform, offering cach
nationality cultural-national autonomy. Bauer
defined a nation as a set of human beings linked
by a common historical destiny or fate, by a com-
mon character. unified by a4 common culture and
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as the never-completed product of an unending
process. This definition stood out clearly against
the ideology of eternal nations and other nation-
alist myths. Bauer was the first Marxist to criticise
Engels’ concept of non-historic peoples, arguing
that nations like the Czechs having had no inde-
pendent state in the past did not preclude a state
emerging in the future. Bauer went beyond the lim-
itations of those who focussed on language, or
those who fetishised territory, as the defining fea-
tures of nations, allowing for the inclusion of
communities which did not fit clearly the abstract,
objective definition. The subjective side of national
identity was elevated in importance. In this respect,
Bauer is worthy of credit.

However, the Achilles” heel of Bauer’s posi-
tion is his definition of nation in terms of common
culture, and his proposal for culturalnational auton-
omy, giving “each national community the chance
to organise itself as a legal public corporation,
granted a certain degree of cultural, administrative
and legal authority”. In practice this meant that
every person within the multi-national state would
register their membership of a national community,
entitling each group to its own parliament and
ministers, separate schools, to raise taxation, etc.
Bauer also supported the Social Democratic Party
of Austria (SPO) dividing into separate parties
according to nationality. (In 1918 Bauer aban-
doned his strategy of cultural-national autonomy,
instead putting forward the demand for self-deter-
mination.)

Lenin mercilessly criticised Bauer in Critical
Remarks on the National Question (1913). Mak-
ing cultural-national autonomy an alfernative to the
right of nations to self-determination was, argued
Lenin, to make concessions to nationalism (espe-
cially the pationalism of the oppressor nation),
because it could not afford the freedom that self-
determination implied. He also argued that
cultural-national autonomy was institutionalised
nationalism. Setting up a carefully balanced system
of equal communal privileges within the existing
boundaries of multi-national states undermined
the struggle to abolish national privileges and trans-
form the state as a whole. Lenin did not fetishise
existing borders; Bauer’s proposal seemed to fix
the existing borders of states, institutionalising
divisions between different peoples rather than
uniting them on an equal basis.

Lenin also criticised the definition of nations in
terms of national culture. He acknowledged that,
because every nation contains exploited masses,
any national culture would contain elements of a
democratic and socialist culture. However, every
nation also possesses a dominant bourgeois culture
which had to be fought. Cultural-national auton-
omy tended to reinforce, or at least did not tackle,
this dominant national culture, institutionalising
divisions and thereby undercutting international
culture. Just such a criticism has been made of the
Good Friday Agreement in Ireland over the past
year.

And, Lenin said, if cultural-national autonomy
made it easier for bourgeois ideas to dominate, it
would strengthen reactionary elements such as
clericalism and chauvinism. For example, the pro-
posal for Yiddish-only schools in Russia would, he
believed, take control of education out of the
hands of the state and leave such schools under
rabbi control. (He did not preclude Jewish children
learning Yiddish within a unified school system.)

Although Bauer’s view seemed to allow social-
ists to address the oppression of nations which did
not fit the objective, textbook definition, in prac-
tice it is unhelpful. For black people in the US or
South Africa, it downgrades the specific features
of their racial discrimination and oppression, which
will not be resolved by separation, nor even by
community control. Conversely, the white racists
who define themselves as a “pation” are really
expressing their striving after racial privileges.
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Lenin also favoured the unity of workers within
one party regardless of nationality — hence the
adoption of the spelling of “Russian” in the party
name which applied to the whole country, not just
those who spoke Russian.,

Lenin had a positive alternative which retained
the rational elements in Bauer whilst avoiding their
pitfalls. However, Lenin’s proposal — which really
does complement the right of nations to self-deter-
mination — is conspicuously missing from Lowy’s
account, and is the gravest weakness of his analy-
sis. Within the overall framework Lenin repeatedly
called “consistent democracy”, and on the atti-
tude to minorities within a multi-national state,
Lenin's attitude is clear. It is expressed in the Bol-
shevik resolution on the national question of 1913:

“Insofar as national peace is in any way possi-
ble in a capitalist society based on exploitation,
profit-making and strife, it is attainable only under
a consistently and thoroughly democratic repub-
lican system of government which guarantees full
equality of all nations and languages, which recog-
nises no compulsory official language, which
provides the people with schools where instruc-
tion is given in all the native languages, and the
constitution of which contains a fundamental law
that prohibits any privileges whatsoever to any
one nation and any encroachment whatsoever
upon the rights of a national minority. This par-
ticularly calls for wide regional autonomy and fully

“Lowy defines nations
dialectically, as political
entities given not simply by
objective criteria such as
economy, language and
territory, but rather by the
subjective element, by the
self-definition of the
community itself.”

democratic local self-government, with bound-
aries of the self-governing and autonomous regions
determined by the local inhabitants themselves
on the basis of their economic and social condi-
tions, national make-up, etc.”

Lowy is therefore wrong to suggest that Lenin’s
policy for minority populations was to present a
choice between assimilation and self-determina-
tion. Lenin wrote, “Advanced countries —
Switzerland, Belgium, Norway and others —pro-
vide us with an example of how free nations under
a really democratic system live together in peace
or separate peacefully from each other” (The Work-
ing Class and the National Question, May 1913).
Norway was an example of how separation might
work without strife, after it broke away from Swe-
den in 1905. Switzerland was a model of resolving
the national question where peoples were mixed
within a multi-national state which did not deny
national differences. The 1848 Swiss constitution’s
canton system allowed for wide regional and local
control. The communes, the basic local units of
government, were autonomous in many govern-
mental matters. Lenin was not oblivious to the
limits of the Swiss system — for example, women
only gained the right to vote in some places dur-
ing the 1970s — but the model has clear advantages
over cultural-national autonomy in uniting differ-
ent national communities on an equal basis.

What about the practice of the Bolshevik gov-
ernment? Lowy contends that, during the early
years after 1917, in relation to Jewish and other
national minorities, their policy was close to the
cultural-national autonomy of Bauer, for example
in developing Yiddish schools, theatres, libraries,
etc. I think this is a little disingenuous: the Bol-

sheviks had already carried out a substantial pro-
gramme of self-determination. Poland, Finland and
the Baltic states had separated from Russia, whilst
the Ukraine and other minorities enjoyed sub-
stantial autonomy. This was a very different kind
of state from the decaying Austro-Hungarian empire
which Bauer sought to reform, and different too
from the “prison-house of nations” that was Tsarist
Russia. Yet even for the Jews of Russia, the Bol-
sheviks still toyed with the possibility of a territorial
solution to their oppression. Within this frame-
work, some of the differences between the 1913
policy towards minorities and Bauer’s proposal
seemed to be narrow — but this is far from a vin-
dication of Bauer’s project without the substantial
framework of consistent democracy.

Lowy's great omission from this collection is
Lenin’s framework of consistent democracy, and
specifically the Bolshevik attitude towards national
minoritics, namely, “No privileges for any nation
or any one language. Not even the slightest degree
of oppression or the slightest injustice in respect
of a national minority” (The Working Class and the
National Question). Therefore I think Lowy is
also wrong to argue that Lenin’s distinction
between oppressor and oppressed nations is the
defining concept of his views on the national ques-
tion. The division of the world into the great
imperialist empires on the one hand, and the mass
of colonies and semi-colonies on the other, was
valid in 1920 — but is not an accurate description
of the development of capitalism since then, nor
of the mutual relations of interdependence within
global capitalism today. Lenin rightly based his
position on the reality of national divisions during
the period in which he wrote: but the principle of
consistent democracy seems to me to be the rel-
evant answer both then and now. Lowy implicitly
recognises this when he notes the various cases of
rapid transformation of oppressed into oppressor.
The relations between Tamils and Sinhalese in Sri
Lanka, or Hutus and Tutsis in Rwanda are just two
of the latest examples. Lenin himself explained in
The Right of Nations to Self-Determination (1914)
that, “We fight against the privileges and violence
of the oppressor nation, and do not in any way con-
done strivings for privileges on the part of the
oppressed nation.”

Lowy points to two contrary temptations which
haunt the revolutionary left: firstly, to deny the legit-
imacy of national movements (he cites the
Palestinians and the Catholics of Ulster), con-
demning them as petty bourgeois and divisive,
abstractly proclaiming workers’ unity; and, sec-
ondly, to espouse uncritically the nationalist
ideology of these movements and condemn the
dominant nations (Israeli Jews or Northern Irish
Protestants) en bloc as reactionary (1998: 44).

However, as I understand it, supporters of the
Fourth International (to which Lowy belongs)
think the Jews should have national rights after a
socialist revolution. This relegating of the question
until after the achievement of socialism was
dubbed by Marx and Engels national nihilism or
indifferentism, and Lenin, in 1916, called it an
empty declamation.

If Israeli Jews are a nation, then they should
have the right of self-determination now like any
other nation (or we are back to Engels’ good and
bad peoples). The conception of a democratic
secular state in Israel-Palestine satisfies the national
aspirations of no-one in the region: the Jews already
have their own state and want to keep it; the Pales-
tinians want their own state and are denied it. The
answer is for the Palestinians to have their own
state, alongside the Jews, on the territories where
they are (and were before they were driven out)
a majority. This is the only programme which
addresses the desires of both nations, and which
can unite Jewish and Arab workers to fight together
for socialism.

The same criticism can be made of those on the
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left whose pious ofter of national rights for the Koso-
vars after o socialist revolution fails completely to
engage with the oppression they suffer right now
under Serbian imperialism. Before the current war,
socialists might have made propaganda for a Balkan
federation as a means of preserving workers’ unity,
but it would be eriminal in the present situation to
deny the Kosovars” legitimate right to independence
in the face of Serbia’s ethnic cleansing. (Lowy. to his
credit, does champion Kosovar national rights.) Sim-
larly, oaly the demand for a federal united treland,
with guarantees for the Protestants, satisfies the
aspirations of the Catholics of the North whilst
addressing the potential for oppression of the Protes-
tants if the present relationship of forces was
reversed. In cach case, the policy of consistent
democracy can be applied to the concrete situa-
tion and vicld a programme to overcome national
oppression on the basis of the equality of nations,
and thus heal the divisions within the working class.

Writing against Kic (Pyatakov) in 1916, Lenin
also gave a derisory warning to those who only for-
mulate slogans negatively (e.g.. “Troops out™ or
“NATO out™): "A negative slogan unconnected with
a definite positive solution will not sharpen, but
dull, consciousness, for such a slogan is a hollow
phrase. mere shouting...”

Onc of the virtues of Lowy’s booklet is his appar-
ent separation of the national question from the
theorics of imperialism and of permanent revolution.
However, there is a residue here of his (mistaken)
conceptions on these questions. in asides on impe-
rialism, on post-capitalist socicties (code for
ex-Stalinist states. which Lowy has characterised
clsewhere as “deformed workers™ states™). and on
the erroncous assumption that some movements
(c.g. Yugoslavia, China, Cuba and Nicaragua) which
sct out for national independence somehow grew
over into triumphant socialist movements (1998: 51).
This is nonsense. The purpose of Lenin's policy of
consistent democracy was to unite the international
working class. to facilitate the fight for socialism. In
none of the countrics cited did the working class
itself fight for its own freedont or rule inits own inter-
ests: rather the workers were shackled by the
burcaucracies that ruled these countrics — ruling
classes who were also unable to resolve their own
national questions. except by repressing or freezing
them.

The final chapters of the collection, in which
Lowy addresses some contemporary national issues,
arce the feast satistactory. On Mexico, Lowy endorses
the nationalism and anti-imperialism of Cuauhte-
moc Cardenas of the PRD, vet this type of
nationalism has been used to befuddle Mexican
workers since the revolution of 1910-17. At the
same time, he savs that the proposals of the Zap-
atistas and the indigenous communities they
represent are for cultural-national autonomy, sug-
gesting there is hope for the future. [t is not clear to
me that this is exactly what the indigenous com-
munitics of Mexico are demanding, nor, given the
extent of their diversity. whether policies such as
separate schools would actually address the extent
of their oppression. Again, the overall Bolshevik
policy on national minoritics from 1913-14 scems
more [ar-reaching and morce adequate. Although he
rightly sceks the elements of a new internationalist
culture in the actual struggles of today, Lowy's mish-
nush of ecco-warriors and general social movements
only serves to detract from his carlier conception of
internationalism built clearly around the interna-
tional working class.

Most of the left have completely Tost their bear-
ings on the national question. Yet, as this discussion
makes clear, the contribution of Marxists during
this century s still — especially when pruned of the
various excrescences and misinterpretations which
have blighted the tradition — the basis for a coher-
ont answer.

P Hempion
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Women, identity and war

The Space Betwween Us: Negotiating Gen-
der and National Ideuntities in Conflict,
by Cynthia Cockburn, Zed Books, 1998.

YNTHIA Cockburn’s book is a study
of three women’s projects in areas
of national conflict.

The Women'’s Support Network rep-
resents women’s community centres,
both Catholic and Protestant, in Belfast.
Bat Shalom brings together Jewish and
Palestinian Arab women in northern
Israel to campaign for peace and the cre-
ation of a Palestinjan state. The Medica
Women’s Therapy Centre in Zenica, cen-
tral Bosnia, is a medical and
psycho-social project responding to the
needs of women and children trauma-
tised by rape and bereavement during

ar.

Cockburn spent time at each of
these projects, and interviewed over 60
women about their own involvement
with the organisations. The result is
some fascinating description of the prac-
ticalities of life in the places she surveys,
which should be of considerable interest
to socialists concerned with building
working class unity in arcas of national
conflict. However, Cockburn’s political
analysis lecaves much to be desired.

A striking aspect of the case studies
is in their approaches to the national
question. The Women’s Support Net-
work effectively ignores it,
concentrating on bread-and-butter issucs
of poverty, domestic violence, abortion
rights. Bat Shalom, in contrast, has a
democratic programme of two states for
two peoples, and actively campaigns for
the rights of Palestinians in Israel, along-
side its more social meetings: a distinctly
different perspective. But this theme is
not drawn out by Cockburn. Her con-
cern to stress the similarities between
the projects in terms of how they deal
with women'’s national identities at a
personal level is at the expense of ignor-
ing important differences in their
political programmes.

On the question of violence, Cock-
burn’s own position is rather
undermined by the women she
researches. In the opening section of the
book, she sets out her perspective: “A
feminist analysis is not a bad place to
stand to get a perspective on violence as
a continuum ~— from domestic violence
(in and near the home) to military vio-
lence (patrolling the external
boundaries against enemies) and state
violence (politicing against traitors
within). It makes women question the
pursuit of political movements by vio-
lent means.”

But the responses to violence of the
women she studies are rather more illu-
minating of reality than Cockburn’s. One
woman in Northern Ireland defends the
paramilitary policing of local communi-
ties, because the paramilitaries will deal
with domestic violence while the police

ignore it. Some there arc explicitly paci-
fist, while others draw distinctions
between civilian and military targets. In
fact, the Belfast women are a long way
from backing up Cockburn’s assertion
that women question the pursuit of
political movements by violent means.

Cockburn’s analysis is perhaps
more accurate in the case of the women
at the Medica Therapy Centre in Bosnia.
Their experience, in many cases per-
sonal, of systemised rape during the
wars in ex-Yugoslavia gives rise to a very
different perspective on violence against
women and its relationship to war.
Cockburn describes women “worried
about what their own menfolk had seen.
And what, perhaps, they had done.” Yet
while the account of the worst atrocities
of nationalism in ex-Yugoslavia is the
most chilling aspect of The Space
Between Us, Cockburn’s characterisation
of the Balkan wars as “masculine” falls
into the excesses of radical feminism.
Does she imagine that women played no
part in “ethnic cleansing”, that, faced
with the evils of militarism and national-
ism, all were sisterly and pure?

While this book is big on interesting
description, it is lacking in conclusion.
Cockburn makes a reasonable point that
the women she has studied have a diffi-
cult time of it fighting against the
identities which their respective nation-
alist politicians try to impose on them.
But that’s it.

While elsewhere in the book Cock-
burn does address, at least to some
extent, the issues raised by class society
(for example in stressing the working
class nature of the Belfast women’s pro-
jects), in her discussion of national
identity politics the role of class is
noticeably absent. So, who creates these
identities: Irish, British, Serb, Croat,
Israeli, Palestinian? In whose interests
do they exist? Not in women’s, says
Cockburn. Beyond that she has no
answers.

Cath Fletcher
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OB Dawber is 43. He and his partner

Lindsay have five children. Last Decem-

ber he was diagnosed as having
mesothelioma. This is cancer of the pleura
that causes a thickening of the lining of the
lungs. It is usually caused by exposure to
asbestos. The thickening continues, filling the
space into which the lungs expand. Itis inop-
erable and incurable, Rob was told. There
was nothing they could do. How long could
he expect to live? Prognoses varied from two
years to a few months. The average life
expectancy after such a diagnosis is a few
months to a vear. Come back for painkillers
when things deteriorate further, they said.
That was it. Just go away and die.

Rob refused to do that.

Telling the story he stresses this part of it —
that combativity and militancy can make a
big difference. Knowing himself to be other-
wise fit (never a smoker, for example) he
decided not to sit around waiting to die, but
to try everything possible.

His union, the RMT, fixed an appointment
with a London specialist — and Rob learned
of tests the specialist was himself involved in
with a drug that had previously been used
only on breast cancer. Rob managed to get
himself referred from Sheffield to the hospi-
tal in London, where he was accepted on to
the experimental programme. This involved
chemotherapy each week for six weeks and
then a CT scan to see what effects the chem-
icals were having. If there was no change,
the experiment would be abandoned.

On 13 April 1999 Rob learned that the
growths showed “definite regression in all
areas”. He continues to receive the chemother-
apy.

But that, despite the very encouraging
results, may not in the end be enough. Only
two people in the whole world have survived
mesothelioma — both had surgery whick in
almost all cases has so far proved impossible.
One of the survivors was operated on at a
clinic in Boston, Massachusetts, where work
on mesothelioma is being pioneered. Can they
operate on Rob? That, they tell him, will not
be known until they “open him up”.

They are willing to operate on him on one
condition — that he provides $100,000
&70,000) upfront. Rob is miles away from
such money. His friends in the Sheffield labour
movement have set up an emergency fund to
raise enough money to pay the £70,000.

Who is Rob Dawber?

Rob has been a socialist for 25 years. For
almost all that time, he has been an active

supporter of Workers' Liberty and its prede-
cessors. He graduated from Leicester
University with a first class degree in mathe-
matics. He could have earned better money
than he earned on the railways, at casier and,
certainly, safer work. But Rob took his social-
ism seriously. That meant staying with his
class. That meant fighting for socialist politics
in the working class and in the trade unions.
Many young people, especially in the "70s,
learned that we live in a society built on wage
slavery and oppression, in a world where
socialism is not only possible but achingly
necessary. Not too many of that generation of
student socialists are still standing their ground
for socialism. They have learned to live with
the system. You find some of them pontifi-
cating in bourgeois newspapers; you see
once-familiar faces on your TV screen. Not a
few have found a ready market for the organ-
isational and communication skills they
learned in the socialist movement inside well-
endowed bureaugratic structures. 1f £70,000
stood between any of them and their best
chance of life, most of them could be sure of
raising it. Some of them are “still” socialists,
they will tell vou. It’s just that they have bet-
ter things to do with their lives than swim
against the stream in conditions where there
are no guarantees of quick or casy success.
For Rob Dawber, his socialist ideas are a
faith to fight for. On the purely personal level,
they are a way to find a tolerable place in an
often intolerable society. He believed that the
only way to act and feel like a decent human
being in 4 money-worshipping, commerce-
mad society was to fight against that socicty
and its rulers, to live his life as a pioneering
representative of a better, socialist future.
Though the labour movement was a long
way from what socialists want it to be, there
he found a world in which human solidarity
still has meaning. He believed it to be a move-

ment capable of refashioning society around
the values of working class and general human
solidarity. Having studied the history of the
international labour movement in the twen-
teth century, he knew that this would only
happen if socialists first persuaded large num-
bers of workers to refashion the labour
movement itself as an instrument capable of
waging class struggle. Immediately that meant
working to build an organisation capable of
helping the working class do that.

Rob has held various local union offices; he
stood unsuccessfully for his union Exccutive.
Forced out of the railways after 18 years, he
took up writing. The well-known socialist
film-maker Ken Loach is interested in turning
a script Rob wrote about railway privatisa-
tion into a film.

F Rob Dawber had been injured in a fight
with police during a strike, as he might
have been on a number of occasions, dur-
ing the miners’ strike of 1984-5, for example,
or if he were facing legal charges as a result
of militant labour movement action, it would
be casy to pitch an appeal for money to defend
him. Instead he faces death as a result of a job
injury he did not know about until years later.

Just one exposure to asbestos can lead to can-

cer — 10, 20, 50 vears later. Unknown
numbers of workers, tens and tens of thou-
sands, are injured as Rob was injured, but
don’t yet know it. He is suing British Rail for
compensation, but he can't wait on that. Every
day may count in his fight for survival.

What will vou do to help save the life of Rob
Dawber? He is poorer than he might be now
because he has devoted 25 of his 43 years to
the fight for socialism. What ca# you do? Pro-
pose that your branch or District Committee
makes a donation to the Rob Dawber Fund.
This has already happened in a few trade
uniedt. branches. Make a donation vourself.
Ask your socilist friends to help. Don't be shy
about approaching drop-outs and platonic
socialists for help. Look for ways of raising
money — for example by holding a local ben-
efit social.

Rob Dawber’s experimental chemotherapy
is going well, but it carries no guarantee of ulti-
mate success. Therefore time may be short.
The sooner Rob can go to Boston, the better
chance he'll have.

Do something!

@ Send cheques payable to “The Rob Daw-
ber Mesothelioma Fund” to: Mark Serwotka,
39 Vivian Road, Firth Park, Sheffield, 85 6W].

Sean Matgamna
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