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Though it is often irksome, when one has condzmsz:

An Alternative Approach -
analyses of the October Revolution

8P

Such has been the impact on the world of the October 1917
Revolution in Russia that whatever an indiwidual's
politics, they are bound to be coloured,
wrapped up, - ‘by/in the holder's sssessment of what
happened in Russia; and what has since happened resulting
from the 1mpact of the Soviet Union on politics elsewhere.

= ,racism
in South Africa, imperialism in East or “vest, or the
dangers o0: nuclear weapons or power, to have one's views
on the Soviet Union immeciately called in question; the
normal cries of "go back to Moscow" have this much ttuth,

one cannot separate one's attitude on other issues from
one's attitude on this event.

O =0=0=0=0=0=20

There are many analyses; the better known of which I intend
to mention cursorily; to pass through others less well

known; in orcer to describe in '~mpre detail alternatives:-
- WO Cloua Cuckoo Land - from Thatcher to i
the Moming Star - linists; 1

> St | Conve.ntlonal“"Refomist" Orthod.ocies-'; - el

IIT .. ° "Mainstream" Revolutionaries; @ 3

IV .. Rosmerist analysis e ‘ 5% : g

'a. vhat happened in 1917-23; 14
‘be Stalin & the bureaucracy;' B -
c. the end of the war; 29

d. Cuba & since 3 ' 26

- i not actually

s

Cloud Cuck&o Land -
" The Right & the Morning Star-linists

Tories, Fascists, the SDP, mout S&:1Ds, & many Labour Party

members either hold:
that a movement of unjustified & unprecedented barbarity
slaughtered an innocent Tsar (er perhaps a guilty Tsar, but
an innocent Kerensky,) probably at the beheat of the German
High Command;  that the power hungry maniacs who then eame
to power have been the main cause of evils that have subse-
guently beset the world; that all involvement of sympath-
izers with communism in movements of protest elsewhere:’ in
the world is obviously insincere, & that most such protest
movements are artificially created by communists;
or that the Russian chsracter, (whether shaped by

the previous economic systems, the inheritance of centwries
of despotism, or genetic characteristics,) is essentially
& peculiarly suitec to obeying imperizlist despotisms;
that therefore though the overthrow of the Tsar was well
meritted, the revolutionaries promptly built a society
which reproduced the old evils; (sophisticated advocates
of this theory can find much in the wr'tings of Karl Marx to
coniirm their view of Russians and theixr atsessxent of whal
happened;) these while they may acknowledge the sincere
motivation of radicals anc even that evils exist against
which they protest, assume that the future degeneration of
the protest movements is inevitable,

An equally simplistic - anc effectively conservative - mirror
image analysis is helc by the Morning Star wing of the
Communists & similar old=line stalinists. Quite rightly
pointing to the fact that the great majority of the world
soclalist movement, having pledged to prevent future wars
by mass strike action, caved-in in 191.L, & supported their
several national governments in a classic capitalist war.
To the fact that those who were to make the Russian revol-
ution maintained the traditional socizlist policy with a
considerable aegree of Leroism & self-sacrifice To khe
fact that when war-weariness causecd ths masses tv swing
to them and put them in power, they were faced with a

series of military actions, both from Russian former Taar-
ists, & from Western intervention. To tn- fact that the
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Soviet Union was later to pléy a major role in the defeat

of Nazi Germany, & was to sacrifice more of its nationzls'
lives -to that end than all oth=r countries combinec.

I woulé need to be writing an encyclopeedia, not a pamphlet,
to begin to list all the inhumanities at home & barbarities
abroad, eracted through the centuries in which we have had
party government anc an elected (of kinds) parliament.

Even i1’ I were to confine myself to the betrayals of the
vaerious Labour Governments anc the inijuities of the govern-
ments led by the present Prime Minister the space needed
would be encrmous. Anyway, by & large, those prepared to
believe ill of govern-ents will remember sufficient exam-
ples, those not so prepared would not be convinced however
much detail wes given; so only a few amongst the very young
would be moved by a catalogue of the crimes of the political
Right. TFor them, I will in the course of the pamphlet
refer to a number of far left groups (mainly in section
three & four;) those with a sufficiently encuiring mind to
follow up some references will be amply rewarded with inform-

ation about the crimes of tine Right.

It may on the other hancé be a new icdea for many that Commun-
ists and specifically hard-line communizts (Russian Tories
as many of us know them) are an essentially conservative
force. Though since we have already mentioned resistargxce
to the Nazis, and since it is part of the stock-in-trace
of stalinist argument; that they claim that whereas the
Right in the West deliberately built up Hitler (he was
financed by Rothermere and other such British Tox.'ies be-
fore he came to power,) as a bulwark against socialism;
they also claim that their own party consisftently fought
ageinst fascism; it 1s necessary to interject that in
fact their record was by no means so consistent.as they

Saye

In Bavaria, for six mcnths in 1527/8, the Communist & the
Nazi Parties had reciprocal joint membership; (this was

. . ' : the
the National Communist phase;) though this ended, T
Germsn C.P., like others internationally, launchec the next

year into a phase of describing all Labour & Socialist
parties - particularly the more leftwards 1eam.ng‘.ones -
'as social-fascists who were alleged to ?e worse.t“an the
real Nazis; in pursuit of this policy in 1931 in Prussia

De -

Communists & Nazis allied in a csmpaign against the Social-
Democrat Government, anc - through what is known as the
Red-Brovn Referendum - brought down that Governmment to open
the way for Hitler to power. Brandler a leacing member of
trhe Communist Party who objected, & his sunzorters, were
expelled from the party.

Though the C.P., throughout the worlc, then turned to the

- Popular Eront against fascism, thev ¢i< not abandon the
view that other socialists - specificzlly left sccialists
- wer: the main enemeny; for no.i everything had to be
subordinated to an alliance with liberal capitalists, (in
Britain the slogan was "Popular Front behind Progressive
Conservatives - like Eden & Churchill. Socilalist demands
were an embarassment, & those who made them were liable to
be labellec agents or Hitler. Then the lin= again changed
with the Stalin-Hitler Pact; this was not just an agreed
neutrality, Stalin suprlie<d Hitler with railway coaches for
the transport of troops from the Polish to the French front.

Du.ing the Pact, the world C.P.: were told to ally with the
most poweriul forces in any ccuntry opposing the war. If
this was fascist, or otherwise racist, so be i%t; so that
in South africa, the Cormunist:s were alliec at the beginn-
ing of the war to the Afrikaner Nationzlists; (some party
members natur=1lly, perhaps tiic most famous o1 whom to the
English was Fr. Michael Scott, resignec irom the party over
this.) In the USi it meant an alliance with Linébergh.

Then of course the line changed once more. In the Coalition
& Electoral Truce the Communists found whet they hzd wanted
in the Popular Front, - though most of their then associat-
es, found the Tory influence too strong for their taste, &
had either turned to the emergen: Common iJealth, or had
urh2ppily reverted to Libour anc triec to ignore the Truce.
Comrmunists in Britain putlishec leaflets anc posters
czlling for the death penz=lty for strikers, alleging that
all such were Hitler's agents. In India they surported
the imprisonment of Congress members. In the States they
forced their Black members to call off a protest march that
was planned in Washington. Acain in Britain they canv-
assed for Tory czndiates ir elections.

¢ 1s this last phase of their anti-Nazi activity on which
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the -stalinists expects others to Jucge him/her. But that
was 3 time when C.F. members often had a deserved reputat-

ion amongst strikers, or the discontented in the forces,
of being police informers. | .

So, when not so long ago, to mark the fortieth anniversary of
the war's end, we saw - in the Peace Movement & elsewhere -
C.P. members promoting a vi:w of history shorn in vital
rescvects, The end cof the war we wers told was a time &6f
perfect harmony, when the Great Powers stooé unitec.
Bveryone should wish to get bacxkx to this unity & harmony.
No mention - e¥en when the stalinist was facing a CND aud-
ience - of the little mstter of Hiroshima; Dbombec nearly
six months after Japan had first sued to surrencer. No
mention of the fact that people throughout Europe, whether
in countries that had suprorted Hitler or ones that had
been occupied by the Nazis, were left to starve; while -
often in the same areas - military authorities destroyed
army surplus food. No mention of the hypocrisy oi the war
erime trials, when the victors were able to charge the
vanguished, (or at least those who were not prepared to buy

heir freedom by cooperating in a new war effort,) often
for competstively trivial offences, that all soldiers com-

' mit; while no one from the winning side - whatever his/her

~ war-time conduct - was triec, |

I may seem to have travelled far from the subject of an smal-
ysis of the sowiet union; I em attempting to illustrate
my initial contention that anyone who has a simpliiied
black ané white view of the regime that arose in Russia in
the years succeeding the Revolution; (vhether they see
that regime as the cdevil incarmate, or whether they zee it
as perfection;) will be preparec tc subordinate critical
judgement and act always at the behest of their particular
rulers (whether they be those of the Western Allies or 6f
the Soviets) & will - in consequence - excuse whatever
crimes against humanity are committecd. |

Though, as I have -said, space would not permit me even to
make a start at listing the crimes committed by the British
Right, socially at home, or imperially; and any short list
would only praise the Tories with faint damns; it woula
be worthwhile (since we are already talking of how the

e

stalinists supported the Tories in the latter years of the
war,) to mention that this was reciprocated. TLuring the
1945 General Election the Tories published a book - curiously
never reprinted - in which they argued that the most impor-
tant issue after the War would be getting on with Russia; &
therefore with "Uncle Joe". The one thing, they said, that
the Soviets disliked more than any other was Trotskyism.
They proceeded to argue that all British parties, to the
Left or the Tories, - Liberals, Labour, Common Wealth & the
ILF, - were influenceé by Trotskyism. (As well, of course,
as the real British Trotskyists, the X.C.F.) Even the
British Communist Farty they argued was slightly suspect of
Trotskyist influence. They endec by asking people to vote
Tory; %but ii' they could not bring themselves so to do, to
vote Communist instead. |

4

Older readers may remember the sicizening aculation of "Unale

Joe" that through the war-time characterisec the Tory Peess.
Jnen it came to the push the British Rignt recognized the
Russian Tories as their natural allies.

O = O = QO = Q = Q0 = 0 = Q0 =
Reformist Ortococies -

Labour Leaderms,, Radical Liberals & Greens;
Gorbachovi e & Euro-Communists.

Rejecting the black & white arproach. Starting from the be-

lief that not only Tsarism neecec to be overthrown to permit
Russia' & most of Eastern Eurove to begin to advance towards
freedom; but also that the war needed to be opposed, & that
no allegedly democratic government, that attempted to con-
tinue fighting the war, coulc save the Russian people from
starvation,

Continuing frcm the
unreserved - however belateC = ¢ néemn-tion of the Westerm
?nvasions ("Intervention") of the new Russian state, which
1mposec on the infant republic five years of cevastating
war; the reformist, both those who support NATO & those
who surport the Warsaw Pact, concedes that a major part of

the blame for subsequent stalinist crimes lies with the
We:.tern governments.

' Bof:h forms, also, accept that the scars of this civil war, at
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the very birth of thc¢ Soviet Republic, horribly disfigured
the society that arose, Was the origin of evils that were
later to grow anc do untold damage. ‘

Both, too, would sdd@ that there csn be no coubt that Vestern
politiciens, out of fear of the Soviets, deliberately
financed, helped an¢ encouraged the rise of fascism in khe
West., That though the Commnist record is by no means
blzmeless, with regards fascism, it stands head and shoul-
ders more honourably than that of the average Rightist pol-
jtician. Even of many who in the end saw the dangers ¢&f
Hitlerism, & who hsve in consequence, a reputation as geeat
anti-fascist politicians. Would argue from this that the
threat fascism posed, particularly to the Soviet world, was
such as to increese the crippling effects of earlier West--
ern intervention; and was in part responsible for many of
the worst horrors of the Stzlin regime.

Where the tvio streams Givide is not on the gquestion of res-
ponsibility. Those who support NATO woulé say that how-
ever one aprportions blame in the pest; one has to accept
that Communism was so marred by its experience that it hes
produced a regime as bad as the worst that the Vest was,
(WVhile, by & large, the Western countries have over the
years abanconed imperialism; and, —-except for the tempor-
ary enormity of Thatcherism, - has grown more compassionate
& abolished the vorst evils of socizl injustice.) That
vhether it is judreé in terms of respect for the envirom-
ment, in terms. of trade union liberties, in terms of the
materizl well-being of the less well off in society, in
those of civil liberties; Russis would appear to feall
short of standards to which in the afiluent metropolitan
countries of the West we are accustomed.

Those who support the Warsaw Yact would say

thzt the privileges of the Viest were peic¢ for by the peoples

of their former empires, anc thet these zre still pzying

the pricc. That compznies - e.g. RTZ - may be controlled

to some extent, so that their despclisztion is limittec &n
Europe, & looks better than thc Soviet Union; but their
actions in Africae-ere every bit as bad. Thet British &
European trade unionists have been in the past cushioned,

have been the aristocracy of lsbour, & things are ciffeeent

7o

throughout most oi' the world, an¢ = to this day - Britain
@erlves vast sums of' its income from the greater impover-
ishment of th: "under-developecé world".

Those who support, eritically or otherwise, the Warsaw Pzct,
while accepting that uncer Stalin, gross crises were com-
mittec, would argue thst these either huve aire.cy teen,

r are being rectiried. Uany, oI course, never acémittec
such~crime:‘until Kruschev': 2Cth Congress Speccn; and then
immeciately assumed that th: fact that he hzd denounced
them was proof thst the; wer= alrzady rz=ctified; but then
NowW - as a result of the Gorbachov era - concede that the;e
h?d been those with power who draggec their feet about rec-
tifying the crimes of stalinism, but, of course, assume
that the fact that Gorbachcv has dencuncec them ;eans that
everything i: now being cleared up satisfactoril;. Obvious-
iy ?he‘line be?w?en this uncritical attituce anddthat of the
e:zﬁ-itge §$a}1nlst, .gwhile they are ap;argntly opgosed to

€r,) 1s narrow; both accert authority unth nkingly.,

Similarly amongst reformist members of £1- pro-NATO block
there are those, who at base might better be clzssed wiéh
the haré Right. Some closely parallel the above. They
accept that imperialism, social injustice, abuse of police
power, racism, have characterisec Western society in the
past; but are confident thzt this is all a matter of the
past, the evils have been or will soon be abolished. Some
are ex-Communists who have seen that a new ruling elite has
arisen in stalinist countries, - Djillas & the New Class
Wittfogel & Oriental (hydraulic society) despotism, and ’
various modifications of Burnham's Managerial Society hhe-
ories, -~ but who think this is unique to stzlinist coun-
tries; consequently argue that the new oppressors are

worse then the old, that people should prefer the devil
they know to the new threatened satan.

According to the particular interests of the reformer, (as

well as to whether he or she takes a pro-Nato >r z pro-
Warsaw Pact stance,) the analysis #ill change. For one
though violence was permissible to overthrow the Tsar, it
was not permissible to overtarow Kerensky. {(I% is not
considered relevant that in fact very lit{le was used for

the latter purpose, and that violent confrontation only
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came vhen generzls - previously themselves in revolt against
the Kerensky Government, but, naturslly, from the hight,-
attempted to overthrow the new soviet government.) This
ergument holds that, constitutionalisr, the preservation of
e system of law is essentisl to the presevstion of civil
liberties and that therefore, - given the possibility theat
Kerensky might heve introducec¢ & institutec such = system, -
that revolutionary action wes unjustifiable.

Others
woulc think in t:rms of trade union orgsnization ss the
funcamentsl gusrantee of vorkers' liberties, (perheps ignor-
ing the possibility that the soviets in 1917 were if enything
more answerable tc democratic rank & file control, more
responsive to the wishes of the working class than any trade
union,) and so the sbsence of trade union rights is the 211
importzant factor. |

- For yet
others approach to the environient is the crucial issue,

But such is the untrustworthiness c¢f the MNedia, such the lim-
itstions on what the two sides sllov. to be publishec; Ehat
on each such point there sre people on each sice of the
fence saying: "I agree there are faults on both sices, tut
on the crucial issue of ... Yyou have to concede that the
ees cre far worse than the other sice.," VWhether the Viest
is more Gestructive of the environment (even given Chernobyl)
is possible, but by no means certain. Trede unions, as we
know them do not exist in the soviet block, but how much
more of Thatcherism they coulc¢ survive here is uncertein.
"hen Fr Popieluzko was murdereé by state police they weee
brought to triezl; the zuthorities still dGeny that Hilda
Murrell was similarly murdered. (April 25, 88: one lives
in hopes that the time will come thet Britain will show;i?-
seif, in this respect, as democrztic as Folazné under Jeru=
\'.’ClSkio) |

The conspiratoriesl n:ture of the bolshevik Farty, the over-
reliance on full time activists, (resulting in = -onsequent
loss .of influence by orc¢inary workers in the perty,) is,
understzndebly, instanced by many pro-Nato soci:zl aemocrats;
tut all too oi'ten ‘these are preparec to excuse the manifest
feilures, & failures of nerve, on the part of Westernm

reformist parties, anc damn only the crimes of the East,

9.

"Mainstream" Revolutionaries

By definition, those for whom the term revolutionary is app-
ropriate are not given to supporting nuclear power blocks
& their policies, But as with the contrast between the
convent onal Right and the St:zlinists; the pro-Nato reform-
ists and the Revisionizt surportsrz of the Warsaw Fact;
the revolutionary traditio=n:r czn be groupec¢ into two main
streams.

Un the one hand groups which from the beginning dismissed
the Russian Revolution as an irrelevancy, or those which
Lenin regarded as "infantilist" ultra-left, with whom -
as developing technology has msde war ané the :estruction
ol the environment more important, than it was, so that :
views in the past associated with eccentric figures like
Tolstoi, are now thc stuff of every day politics - we mmst
class direct actionist pacifists & radi.al Greens,

On the other a number of vanguarcist tracitions of which hhe
Trotskyists are the largest - both in terms of the number
of competing groups, and in those of thc numbers of people
within such groups, - but are not alone.

The former traditions, for one reason or another, argue either
that there never was a socialist revolution in Russia, or
that its gains had been lost, at the very latest by 1921; &
thet there is the:zfore no gooc reason to take sides in any
Colé var,

They may - for instance the SPGB - say that Russia
was economicslly not reacy for socizlism, that the majority
of revolutionaries hac never consicered wnat socialism
entails, & that socialism can only be built when the major-
ity consciously wishes so to do, or th:t Lznin, anyway,
only intended to builc a capitclizt scciety, an¢ it was not
until Stalin that Russia even clzimec to be in the process
of building socizlism, znd he pervertec the meaning of hhe
woré in order to make that claim.

Or - tocay mainly anarchist positionc, but seventy
years ago also posed by Marxists such as the German (& &thed
Communist vorkers' parties, - they may argue either "it was
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our revolution, Lenin managed to snatch it from us", or
"October was just a coup d'etat that ended the rezl soviet

revolution", To those who have hearé only o7 the February

& the October risings, & are not arare that there were a
succession of developments in 1917, thi:z will seem to be a
mixture of two incompatible arguments. Others will be

aware that the initial formeoticrn o locsl soviets was qufte

independent of clianges in central government; that for
most of the yesr the struggle to maximize soviet povier ias
cuite independent of the bolsheviks, (at times oprosed to
them, ) that Zinoviev, Kamenev, Stalin & Lolotov, (who may
well have still commancded 2 majority on the Bolshevii: Cef-
tral Committee,) opposed the October rising, denouncing
the plans for it publicly only just before it took place:
& that in consequence, Western observers, - like The Man-
chester Guardian reporter, - at the time attributed the -

rising to the smaller Maksimalist Party (maximalist).

Thus the fact that the bolshevists were aple to impose their

rule on the soviets after the rising in October; (by get-
ting the majority of the soviets to vote to abrogste +hekr
rpower, vesting it for six months in the bolshevik central
committee, by the end of which of course the bolsheviks had
consolidatec¢ their control, had sent in troops to guell the
most fervent revolutionary workers, - ihe Vyborg Tuarter of

wiiat 1s now teningrad;) was in a sense a cour d'etat, ending

the real soviet revolution; while anarchists, laksimalists
& other "ultra-lefts" had certzinly been more unanimoucsly &
whole-heartecly in favour of the October rising than wers
the Bolsheviks.,

Those who from these basic positions; holé that the Soviet
Union is a class dividec society, not essentially different
from the West; and that this class division stems either
from the fact that the revolution was prematurs, or that
the bolsheviks were able to impose their power over the so-

viets; -obviously go on to say "a curse on both your ho:ses",
& see no rezason to suprort any movement in which the commun-

ists are doiinant. On occasiorns this has the unfortunate
sicde effect that such libertarian revolutionaries éistrust

forms of action whicli were before 1917 pioneered by Just such

libertarianse.

Ccontrasting with these are those who think that the methods
of the Bolsheviks were essentially sound, but believe that

1.

the g.ins o. October 1917 h:ve been subsequently lost.

The commonest form of this tracition, (both in terms of

the number of people who achere to it, snc 1n th? mn1t1:
plicity of the groups claimine‘tobe;the true heirs ?f he
tracitior.,,) is of course the ?rotsky1§t. : In the Thz;ties
there viere groupings that derivecd the1r10§a§ from otner.
Communist oppocsitions - such as the Bukharln}sts;- and teere
vere various leftist breakaweays from Trotskyism, (9? whom
the Oehlerites survivec until the Sixties.) Immeciately .
after the war there were various cissicent "igternat%ot§llst
stzlinists, and a fevw incivicdual Titoists. he Soczglzst
Hu anists who founded the New Left were at their origin
Leninists criticzl of perversions of 4eninism; Dbut their
belief in renk & file spontzaneity either took them further,
or vanishec letting them relapse into Euro-Communism.

Some vanguarcists - notably the groups tracing back to the

originz]l Itelien Communist Party, (The Italisn "Lefi",) -
shere the "ultrz-left" belief thet the soviet union is ctate
capitzlist; enc also share the belief thzt it degeneratac :
vithin the lifetime of Lenin. They believe that what causec
the cdepeneration was “enin's willingness - in orcer to dé€fenc
the soviet union - to mzke alliances with reformist & pro-
gressive western politicians, It was a lack of dedic&ted
firmness in the venguarc¢ party, not the monopoly of power
helé¢ by thezt vanguard, vhich caused the revclution to adegen-
erazte.

But it is more common to believe, (as the various Fourth

Intern:tionalists & their constituent groups do,) that in
some Vv.ay the soviet union remeins & workers' stzte. But
thet it has gaineé a bureaucracy which confines the progresc-
ive sctivities of the wvorkers' state & is perasitic upon

it. Though effectively such groups very from those thzst

are virtuelly incistinguisheble from the more incependent
rindeé (Castro-type) stalinists, to ones that insist that
while the Soviet Union is the most economicelly progress¥ve

~ society in the world, it is politiczlly ancé sociczlly the

most rezctionary; they ell pay lip service to Trotsky's
insistence that & revolution would be needec in the soviet

union to remove the bureaucracy, but that this woulc not
be 2 socizl rebolution, merely a politic:1l one.
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The Trotskyists here refer bacic to a theory which Trotsky
elaborate most fully in the Revolution Betrayed, published
in 1936; (Ch. IX.) Trotsky there specified that he was
producing a .short term analysis for what he believed was a
purely temporary phenomenon. Indeed the whole theory was
produced as part of a proof that stalinicm coulé not sur-
vive for more than a generation, since the bursaucracy has
no pover to transmit its priviliges to its chi'dren. It
has therefore had to be consideratly adaptec as a theory,
in order to explain that the burzaucracy still survives
fifty years later.

So much did Trotsky assume that the bureaucracy was merely a
temporary phenomenon, that two years lester in "The UBSk in
War", insisting that the bureaucracy in the soviet union
would be proved to be merely an episodic relapsez that ke
precictec that at the end of the war, then about to begin,

world capitalism would be overthrovn, anc that in the pro-
cess the soviet bureaucracy woulc be swept aside.

"If however it is cconceded that the present war will
provoke not revolution but a decline of the pro-
letariot, then there remains 2noth r alternative;
the further decay of monopoly capitalism, its fur-
ther. fusion with the state & the replacement of

- cemocracy wherever it still remained by a totalit-
arian regimeees se.. lead under these conditions
€0 Tus ol of a newi exploiting class (in the
Soviet Union) from the Bonapartiszt fascist bureau-
cracy" 5

Juzt as Trotsky's assessment of the prospects of worlc rev-
olution appear in retrospect over-optimistic; so his pre-
Cictions as to the only alternative were pessimistic.
Though when one considers the growth of the military &
military-linked power comrlexes in the VWest, (which have

been enough to frighten a Republican @enerzl like Eisenhower,)

the _usion of monopoly capitalism with the state §ic
certainly occur; an” the growth of secrecy & Secret
service pover thct this has brought about, while it may
not constitute the replacement o democracy whe.e it per-
sists; nevertheless has constituted its corruption.

| 20s

0f wheotever variety the vangua:'éist aims to reproduce the
strategy & tactics, the organizational forms, the trans-
jtional stages and demands; anc the internal relations
that characterised lenin's party. Naturally they have
their disagreement: as to the exact nature of whezt theser
were,& to the extent that they should be rigidly or
imaginatively appliec.

This may lead them, (it does with most Trotskyicsts,) into
acting as if they were a particularly militent variant of
ordinary Communist Party members; or (as in some cases)
as very doctrinaire, but in most ways very conformist,
menmbers of the wnabour Party. Thouch the Itzlian Left grours
belief that all collabor-tion with reformists inevitcbly
leads to an acceptance o: rerformizt mentzlity, causes them
to shun all areas ol struggle where they are likely. to
encounter such corrupting influences.

The "curse on both your houses" (ané tihe groups that will
be considerec as stemming from Rosmerism) libertarians
are not subject t the same inhibitions about whom they
might meet in struggle, preci:zely becsusze they asre reacier
to argue agzinst the politics of the venguariists. For
where the vanguardist vioulc be inhibittec, believing that
a fellow Leninist - however corruptec by bureasucracy - -
must be regarceé as being on thie same side 'in conrlict
with the "boss class" anc its spgents; the Libertarian
would see the worst such as oren agents of the ruling class,
anc even the best vanguardists as misguicecly pursuin:
policies that woull facilitzte the rise of & n=%w class to
POVIET o

One grour I have not consicered, in Britzin the Socialist
Workers' Farty, largely be-:ause though its theories micht
place either with the Italian Eeft or the next section;
1tz actions are virtuzlly incistinguish:zble from actiwyist
Buro=Communists; and it is impossibls to make a r=tioral
reconciliation of the two,.

O:% 0 = 0 = 0w ) - O wmi

Hogmerism

‘q —

In using the term Rosmerist for the g.owm: that Jolic. I =m
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not implying that all the groups I so categorize, describe
themselves in this wasy., The fact is there is no agreec
collective term for a number of disparzte traditions, the
earliest of which, not always acknoviledgec as th prece-
cessor, being Xosmerism.

| Nor by the zamre
tokzn am I cdepicting =n analysis- which revresents tne final
Jucge~ent ol Xozmer Jjuzt before he #iec I zm refer-
ring to %the fact thot the earliest anslysis orf the rize of
a nev ruling cliss - not merely in the Coviet Union, taougﬂ
then most notably there, But throughocut the worldé, - was
‘thrashed out in the columns of Revolution Froletarienne,
- sparked off by articles by Simone Weil, - uncer the
inspiration or Rosmer. |

This ruling class wac seen.as coming to power throughout the
world, Weil, herself, was inspired to the anzlysis by
noting a German tsper, much read by civil servants, and
minor oficizléom of varying s rts, (in the military, in
big business, in trade un ons, & amongst vart;y officials
of 3 wide variety of parties,) whose ec¢itors surportedé the
Nazis or Ger»:n issues and Stalin on worlc issues. Her
biogr:pher was subsequently to claim that Trotsky wrote
the tevolution Betrzyed as an answer tc vieil's essays.

Others not:bly Castoriadis, Punayevsikaya, C.L.R. James, (~na
1n th2 Immeciate artermath o the war, within the restrictec
circles of the Common Wealth movement,'»“,.'raylo‘,, ave
subsecuently developed the theory far further Generally
without acknowleaglng,(anu possibly usually wltnou* even
kncwing of,) Rosmer s pione ring work; which has me=nt

hat some of the insights - over-simplirfications though
they mzy have been - thzt Weil & Resmer rirst displayed have
teen lost,
& 191/=23

Any revolution corbirnes two aspects. The objective revol-

ution is zbout the control o:i' powe The subjective pPe-

volution is z matter of the mass desire for uuange. The
October revolutior was objectively about workers' powver
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exercised through the soviets. It was subjectively about
the desire for a changec society, a desire that h2d been
fosterec over the years by a number of s cizlizt parties

Though the liezhraiontii wer=z =z major inflluence amon;.:T % ¢
soviets; (they were Trotsky's immeciatc associztes who
fused with the Bolsheviks, a cougrle of mecnths berfore the
revolution;) . - though Gorki's immediate following also
was 1“-1uentlal ané though Lenin personslly had enormous
prestice; the bolsheviks as a2 rarty hac not playec s
signifficant role in builcing the soviets. The rarty rule
that only countec activity in a bocy uncer tiie direct con-
trol of ths varty, as cconstituting party work, {(of which
all members of the party haé to fulfill a quota,) hac¢ meamnt
that those party members initi:lly active within the soviet:
hzéd been (tefore Lenin's returr from exile,) expelled by

he Internal leadérship.

Thwus though the Bolsheviks, - & inceed the Mensheviks, &
other Marxists to the Right of the Bolsheviks, - had playec
a major, if not precominant, part in spreacding revolut-
ionary consciousness; (in the subjective revolution;) they
were not the major iniluence in the actuzl seizure of power;
(the objective revolution.)

It was basic to Marxist theory thet a revolution in an econ-
omically backwar: country coulc not be a socialist revolut-
ion. (Though Trotsky pzartly through the theory of Perma-
nent Revolution, partly through hi:z argument that it was
the weak links of capitalism which would first be broken; -
specifically countries which had startec to incustriali:ze,
mainly on a basis or foreign cepitzl, so that incdustrial-
isation w=s unnaturally concentratec within a limittec
area; - had in some ways moved away from that premise.)

Consecuently the Scminant sectors of the subjective revolut-
ion saw the purpose as bsing to push through capitalist in-
dustrialication; but arguing (or at lesst Trotsky dic) that
the Russian bourgeoisie was too pusillanimous to make its
own revolution; ancé that therefore the workers had to co
the job for them. | | |
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The revolutionary workers themselves had other ideas, In
the cities, they disregarded the theories of the Marxist
leacders, raised the slogan of all power to the soviets
pickettec Bolshevik headquarters when that party-faileé to
support the demand, & swept to power. The smaller groups
- anarchists, Maksimalists (half anarchists, half ultra-left
Marxists,) Mezhariontii, & Gorki's "international social
democrats"- assumec¢ an importance quite out of accord with
their previocus strength. An objective revolution took
place for which there wss no adeguate basis in subjective
consclousness; and it was for this reason that the soviets
were then - prepared to vest their power in the bolsheviks

In the countryside the most influential revolutionary party,
the Social Revolutionary Party, had always held (anc¢ had
eventually convinced Marx,) that it was possible for Russia
to by-pass the bourgeois revolution. When the Left wimg
of that party broke away from the main organization to join
in the October Kising, it was under the impression that the
bolsheviks - uncder Trotsky's influence - had zbandoned their
otsessive concern with the prior necessity of ecoro.iic
growth. Hzire too the objective revolution ran ahead of the
subjective as manifest in bolshevik theory.

(The Maksimalists had been an earlier left-wing breakaway from
the Social Revolutionaries; while agsin a party of predom-
inantly rural origins their chief strength was within the

armed forces which were of almost exclusively peasant origin.

This gave them in the actual rising an high profile, which
explains th- views of the Manchester Guardian reporter. It
also meant that at Kronstadt & elsewhere, where revolution-
ary troops were to fleel they were betrayed, they turned nat-
urally to Maksimalist leaders.) '

Lenin, in orcer to advance econoric development rapicly,
imposed on-man-management, thereby taking power awzy from
the soviets which had initially taken over control of their
respective incustries. He introduced Western economic
processes, which he, himself, described as the "last refin-
ements of bourgeois cruselty" (Taylorism.) Naturally this

bred éiscontent. He defined the nature of soviet society,
as workers' controlled state capitalism, in transition to
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Socizalism. Later - at the time of = controversy within the
party on the role of trade urions - he cuszlifiec this as
"workers' controlled state capitalism, in transzition to Soc-
ialism, but with severe bureaucratic deformations". :

There is an aprvarent contradiction for a Marxist to talk &6f
"workers' controlled state capitalism"; and ons needs to
exglain that there is =z conscicu: raference to Las:alle's
"Ju'est que c'est qu'une Constitution", (probably the only
article by that author wholly przisec by Marx,) in which it
was 32i¢ that in the immediate aftermath of a2 revolution,
the masses - despite not controlling the economy - might
nevertheless control the political superstructure.

Such a situation it was stressec¢ coulc not last long, certainly
not longer than the revolutionary fervour that made the rev-
olution. For the upper ancd middle classes in any societly
directing the lives of others, (the basis of ruling them,) is
part of their everyday work & life-style. It is totzlly
alien to the work or life-style orf the lower classes; & so
for these to rule it must be done outsicde their working life,
& outsiée their normal home life, While in exceptional cir-
cumstances of mass mobilization, the majority may meet bo-
gcether to take direct collective cecisions, there is always
a teniency for them to leave the executive role to those
more usec¢ to exercising 1it.

State capitalism, because the stat e intervened directly, so
as to order capitalists to pursue this or that path. ‘ior-
kers' controlled because the soviets had powers over the
state. A concept that by definition coulc aprly only to
a very brief transition; which is why Trotsky was later to
use the term a "Transitional Worker:-' state"; ((unfortun-
ately his modern followers have forgotten the significance
02 that Tr.nsitional))

Bu: Lenin's o'n actions ensureé that the Soviets no longer
exercised control. They had delesgated state power to the
Bolsheviks. The Bolsheviks had institutea one-man-manage-
ment, snd reduced the role of the soviets to "steering”,
(the more literal translation of the word used when Trotsky
& other Heninists talk of workers' control.) Lenin's pe-
gime had.(by'his own statement) "taken over, almost intact

the entire apparatus of Tsarist despotism". Only to the
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extent that the Bolsheviks were answerable to the workers,

dié Lenin leave in existence eany element of workers' control.

Objectively, Lenin's desth left the soviet union as a2 capital-
ist society, vhere the stzte exercisec tight political corn-
trol over the cepitslists; anc the state was controlleé by
a party thst subjectively desirec socizlism an¢ the furkher-
ance ol soviet powver, (Only e smell provortion of Russidan
capitel wes ther in the hanés cof the ctete,) But there were
already - even vicible to the heac of the regime - sevepe
bureaucrstic deformations. The bolsheviks haé already
suppressed the mcst militent leningrad workers, & the Kron-
stadt sailors, the lioscow ecuivelents of the Vyborg quarter,
& the revolutionery peasants in the Ukraine anc elsewhere, &
instituted purges an¢ suppres-ed two (at least) internel
oprositions, as viell &s their former allies of the left Soc-
izl-kevolutionary tarty.

Thermicdor

Stalin's election, (or rather the suppression of Lenin's Test-
ament, which allowed Stelin to retain the position of perty
Generzl Secretary after Lenin's cezth,) merkeé the triumph
of the buresucracy within the bolshevik party. It matbers
not whether Trotsky was or wes not in fact significantly
cifferente It may viell be that, by Lenin's death, things
were bound to go the way they cid, sooner or later. The
significant point is that such elements of internsl party
democracy &s still persistec were destroyed. The autonomy
of the trade unions enc all other workers' organizations was
progrescively cestroyec, as the perty came to aproint the
heeds o 2ll such inctitutions,

(et, after the fall of Bukharin, the Stalin era saw gient
strices towards the szbolition of private capitel. Vheee
Lenin haé not greztly changeé ovnership, tzking for the state
only the same sorts of powers that in Britain Churchill took
during the war, Stalin took over owvnership. For those under
the misapprrehension that socizlism is the same as state own-
ership, that was inceed 2 socizl-revolutionary change., But
it was a chenged sccompznieé by a totzl suppression of wor-
kers’ jower, anc for those tho believe socialism is about
workers taking power in order to abolish class distinctions,
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that was the antithesis of socialism.

This raisec problems for the analysis. In Lenin's terminol-

0gy, Russia was capitalist because privzte enterprise pre-
dominated, state capitalist because the state had tie power
to direct the owners of capitalist business to pursue party-
dictatec ideas, Given a transition to state ownership what
was the nature of society. Some - in many cases with re-
luctancz - held that whatever the brutality, whatever the
bureaucratic distortion, this wholesale nationalisation must
constitute socialism. "Objectively, however much it merit-
ted distaste and condemnation, Stalinism was revolutionary."
(This was the meaning of the comnent, initially, that Tpotsky
was objectively counter-revolutionary.) Sc .many who had
supported Trotsky, (& indeed people who had supported the
Workers' Opposition, one of the pre-Trotskyist Left Oprosit-
ions) submitted to stalinism,

It was then that Weil wrote and itosmer published the first

articles putting a new interpretation on that term state
capitalicm. It had been usec, previously, in a variety of
ways. Both larx & Bakunin argued tuzt the policies of the
other coulé only replace capitalism with a state wvariant.
Marx also so designated the nationalisation programmes of
Lassalle & his followers. Marx in the l'ew York Heralc Tri-
bune anc elsewhere had precicted that the probable form of
capitalism in Russia would be state capitalist; anc had
(with remarksbly prescience) painted a picture of such state
capitalism that shovwed a remarkable resemblance to stalinism.

Yet, elsewhere, Marx had said orf state capitalism that it would

be a society in which only one neck would stand between the
workers and self-liberation; that it would inevitably be
unstable ané easy to overthrow. That was not the rezlity
that faced opponents of stalinism in the Thirties, Vell &
Reamer had supported Trotsky in saying earlier tha® because
there had been a power stalemate betvwieen the petit bourgeois-
ie & soviet power, a bureaucracy, (of which Stalin was merely
the visible head,) had risen to power. But, whereas, until
1933, Trotsky believed that only reforms were needed to
change this, and ths bureaucratic power had not constjituted

a counter-revolution; Revolution Proletarienne argued that
the bureaucracy had instituted a new form of collectivist
capitalism. '
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Weil's categorization usec the term "bureaucratic collectivism"
for this, in order to distinguish the state capitalism she
was describing from earlier analyses or precictions. But
it was essential to the analysis that bureaucratic collect-
ivism was a statist, (or international monopoly,) form of
capitalism. Just as Entrepreneurial Capitaliszm (as defined
by Marx) differed from Mercantilism, but both were societies
based on the control of Capital; so the bureaucratic cpll-
ectivist form differed from the entrepreneurial.

She pointed out th.t though entrepreneurial capitalism was
ushered onto the stage of history by the French Revolution,
it developed faster in Britain (which had had no revolution)
than it ¢id in France; conversely though Mercantilism saw
at its birth, the English Civil War, it developec most rap-
idly in France where the lonarchy had survived and subdued
rebellious movements, In both cases the revolutionary
wars provoked transformations, in which the olc¢ order adapted
itselfs Though she regarded fascism as a right-wing form
of the same bureaucratic collectivist transformation, she
deniec the normally accepted Marxist belief that a transition
from one to another form of class rule coulc only come as a
result of insurrections in each anc every country where the
transition woull take place. A threat - such as the Napol-
eonic Wars - ¢ the demands such wars made on production,
coulc be ample cause anc occasion, for the technicological
changes that constitute a revolution; and as the Great Re-
form Bill showed, once the technology is changed, the polit-
ical transformation may be less dramatic.

One of her theories, later much vulgarised, anc¢ debatec in the

corrupt form, stated simply: "The essence or capitalism is
competitions The normal form of competition between s$ates
A5 Way, So state caritalism must essentially be gezred to
war or preparation for war." From which she arguec that
whereas to the larxist war was merely an incicentzal evil of
entrepreneurial capitalism; not part of the basic and dom-
inant contradiction, (except insofar as it is the inevitable
product of the boom-slump cycle) it was the basic contradict-
ion of state capitalism,

weill's biographer claimeé that Trotsky wrote the “evolution Be-
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trayed in answer to this theory. Deutscher in his bioéraphy

of Trotsky, mentioning Weil only to say that Trotsky thought
her 2 muddle-head, attributes the impetus for the book 'entire
ly to Trotsky's shock following the vietory of Hitler, & the
ebject failure (coupled with extreme sectarisnism) of the
German Communist Party to put up any real opposition, $:ds
a dispute that neec not detzin us. Vhat is certain is hhat
Trotsky mace a total reeprreaisel of his historical concert-
ion of the Facobin Thermidor; that whereas until 21933 he
furiously deniec that a Russian Thermidor had taken place, é:
broke politically with anyone who clzimec it hac; he now
agreed that Stalin's accession to power in 1924 c¢id in fact
constitute Thermicor.

Thermidor hac been the end of the revolutionary period of the

First Trench Republic. Though recasllec in English fiction
as the end of the periol of the guillotine, in fact far more
people died in the counter-revclutionary violence initiated
by the Thermidorians, thuzn haé died under the revolutionary
Convention. It was the check to the revolutionzry movement
that z2llowed a new ruling cless to rise to power., That
class = &as Protsky realized for the first time in 1934 - wes
not & restoration of the Monzrchiczl olc¢ order. Nor even
was it the victory ol those ciscontented prominent kercantil-
ists who hzé@ first leunched the revolutionary moveizent, & had
then been swept asice by the Convention. From Thermicor or-
warcs there vias a stalemzte between the mecsses & the remnant
of “he cispossecsed ruling clzsses, thet zllowed Bonaparte &
his su:porters to come to power balancing the conflicting
classes; anc from the needs cof Bonapartism, earose the new en-
trerresneuriel class.,

That far Troteky's anclysis metched Veil's. Troisky, however

coulc not conceive of o form ol ownership that ¢ic not con-
tain indéivicuzl inheritebility - the rizkt to pass on gooéds
to chiléren - (the burezucracy of course passes on & privil-
eced educationel system, management-training, sn olc boy net-
vwork & consumer goocs, but not the owvmerzship o:i' industrizl
wealth or commercizl enterprises.) ‘

But it shoulc be stresved that nevertheless Trotsky's anslysis

of the degener:ztion of the bureaucracy went somewhet further
than that of those vho now cleim to be his heirs. Not mere-
ly beczuse he insistec that he cic not believe this tureau-
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cracy to be a new ruling class was th&t he didn't believe
it couls survive more than a generation,

Remembering t..at Lenin hed said that Xussia was state capital-
ist .. "but with severe bureaucratic defcrmations", Qahovokl,
Trotsky's close confidant (though lzter broken by Staliniam)
nac saic that it hzc degenerated from this so that it was
no a2 burexucratic state with only residéuazl proletarian ele-
ments. Trotsky's terminology "= degenerate viorkers' state

esuprosec tihzt 1t wa:z zlreacy deformec by bureaucracy bveicre
it cegener:ziec. ile woulc therefore have h:=a little patience
wlth those who claiming to be purist Trotskyists reverted to
the designztion a "deformed workerz' state.”

levert.eless wh:t became th. iosmerite (rather than the ¥eilist)
theory developec essentizlly in arzu-ent with Trotzxy, assert-
ins thizt ths bureaucracy could survive longer, anc: that it
was obtuining povier on an international sczle, not just in
Russia,

*‘c1 entallv since me have arguec that the contemporary New
cnt reversion to “onetarlet nolﬂcz.e.,,..~ 0zs5ically ovrosed

to state cirection, - contradicts the thesis of a bureiu-
crztic conjuest. of. power, on e world scale; - it shoul:d be
vointec out that despite the Grest Rerorm 3ill, the l2nd-
ovning classes & the llercantilict remnant founc that the
Incuztrial Revolution upgracdec th: velue of their proreriy,
&: so Toryicm had a revival in the midcle of the last century,
as tiic varty orf the pre-capitalizt elite, at a time when few
rculd dispute the dominance o7 cazpitalism.

aftermath ox war

Trotsky arguec that to ths extent that it was in the interests
or the QOV1et'bureaucracy to aefenc the Soviet Union against .
external attack that it was still capable o7 playing a pro-
gressive role, But that that progressive role was confinec
to the Soviet Union itself. It coulc not be progressive
abroaa; for any extensicn of the socizli:zt world inevitably
hastened its own downfall. He noted that, outsice ussia,
the Stalinists moved from sectarian ultra lest volicies (the
"Third Periocd") coupleé with occasionzl alli-nces with the
Nazis; to brozd front reformism - when they actec as if
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the mzin enemy were those who persistec in calling for
workers' action for socizl chenge; to outright alliance
with Hitler, only partislly disguisec as & reversion to

the sectarian stance of the "Third Feriod": to craven sub-
mission and alignment with Churchill's war cebinet. Rej-
ecting the belief that the bureaucracy h:d become z nev ¢lass
he coulé¢ orly make sense of these switches in this way; (&
indeed, there was little ergument in this between him & the
|Rosmer faction, which held that the burecaucracy was toc new

a ruling class to engage in 2 full sczle competitive strug;le
7ith the ancien regime in the Viest.)

Having learnt from Trotsky to asszume that the soviet bureaucrac
would never play e progressive role outsiée the borders é&f
Russia; some of hic followers had éifficulty acceptlngfhls
support for the Soviet invasions of Finland ané Poland in 193
He pointed out that vhere the Red Army advanced, there peas-
ants, behind the lines of the Finnish or Polish armies, rose
in revolt° forming Soviet-like committees to reorganige
society. He rightly arguecd that the Soviet invasions had
made possible risings with cefinite socizlist intention. He
was on less firm groundé wvhen pointing to the fact that after
the Ked army had concuered an area, it brought its economy
into line with that of the soviet union and clzimed that this
was despite-the'bureaucracy a revolutionary act.

That was to ignore the fact that the revolutionary element of
the 1917 “evolution had been Soviet power; (even though this
was so soon curtziled by - inter slia - Trotsky himself;) the
Red Army re-organizec the economy precisely so as to prevent
any growth, developrment or even continuation of soviet power.
The imposition of heirarchy went far further J'han.any‘t:}u.gg
Lenin had introduced,

The minority that were shocked borrowed some of the formulat-
ions of the sosmerites, but exce:t for James, Dunayvevskaga, &
veyy few others such, generslly moved over to reformist
socizlismy, over the next ten years. The orthodox mazjority
were lster to use the precedent of Trotskys. '39 arguments to
cover post-war happenings; dignoring the protests of Mme.
Trotsky, who furiously denied that there was any parallel,

Stelin, in Spain,: Germany, China & elsewhere, had intervened
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to prevent his followers pursuing policies that might take
them to power, Whether Trotsky's explanation is accepted;
or the nosmerite view that the infant ruling class of an
econcmically backward country, was too frail to compete on
the commercial field with a similar & "friendly" bureau-
cratic collectivism in an economically more advanced, (or,
-though backward, = much larger;) harcly matters now. It
only matters that Trotsky's insistence that the bureaucracy
woulc never wish to export revolution be remembered.

On the face of it, the post-war world refuted this belier;
while it certainly cdic not tally with Trotsky's prediction
of socizl revolution in all the major capit:list countries.

But Trotsky's rule asbout Stalinism was not contradicted by the
Red Army's defensive war. It was not contradicted by hhe
eventual victory of this; (though it is coubtful if Trotsky
foresaw thc degree of collaboration between the Western Pove-

ers and the Soviet Union.) It was not contradictec by the
Yalta-Teneran carve-up of the world into spheres of influence.
Nor by the Red Army marching into the lands assigned to the
Soviet sphere of influence. Norj; when the West once more
recumec its anti-communizt stance; was Russia's 1948 imposit-
ion of Popular Democracies in those countries that were with-
in her sphere of influence,- necessarily - anything other
than a purely defensive action by the bureaucracy.

Though of course all these acts are equally consistent with

the actions of a new ruling class; (a ruling class that has
not merely been born out of Thermidor, but has survived
Fructicdor ané triumphed in Brumaire,) thi:c would shun bring-
ing too much into its sphere orf competition, but wcull be
happy to absorb what it could,

The cifficulty for the Trotskyist tlieory came where the Revol-
~ution was brought cbout not by the Russian Red Army, but by
home-grown ones., Trotslqy in predicting that Stalin would
always intervene to prevent his followers taking power, for-
got that war conditions might prevent him so doing. In
Yugoslavia gng in Albania, -. under the conditions of the
Popular Front, skeletal guerrilla armies had formed. Hit-
ler (despite his pact with Stalin) could not permit these to
survivee They for self-defence hz2d to launch a full scale
guerrilla campaign. The West needing allies had to help.
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Whereas in Poland and Finland the Soviets by instituting soc-

ial change, prevented the self-mobilization of Polish &
Finnish workers going further; but did at the same time
integrate areas into the Soviet social system. Whereas in

Gzechoslovakia, Hungary, the rest of Poland, Roumania and
Bulgaria, the same intesgration was done purely as a defen-
sive reaction against Cold Warrior bel.icosity. There was
no similar explanation for the social systems of Albania &
Yugoslavia; especially vhen - in documents that were re-
leased at the time of the Tito split - it appeared that in
43-4)., Stalinist theoreticians had lain down a thesis that
social revolution was only pocssible in comntries immeciat-
ely contiguous to the Sowiet Union.

Yugoslavia, Albania (& = soci: after - China) achieved revol-

ution, of a stalinist sort, because in the mid & late
Thirties, in pursuance of Stalin's then policies, their
parties had given hostages to fortune, and coulé not l:zter
withdraw and survive; while Stalin was - by 1939 - no
longer in a positicn to ensure that they chose suicide pa-
ther than power.

None of these however ever had a sovist _evolution; (where,

in China, behinc Chang Kai Shek's lines, soviets were formec
they did not survive after the victory of the Reé Army.)

The formulation, whereby they became Degenerate & Deformed
Workers' transitional states without ever having had workers:
revolutions was a totally unnatural extension of Trotsky's
theory; 4ignored the whole initial meaning of the term.

Naturally each stalinist state developed its own bureaucracy,

& naturally each such bureaucracy collectively h:d interests
that in some ways conflictec with those of Zussia. Stalin
had - during the war - abandoned all pretemce that all
communist parties were equally part; of the same viorld party
all with a right to a democratic (centralist) say; and had
wounéd up the Third International in order to please his
bourgeois allies, While he lived the other countries - wit
the possible exception of China - were frankly colonies, I
was inevitable that when he died, these differing interests

would produce conflict. Tarrif walls were not ideologkcall
permissible to a nascent bureaucratic collectivity, so the

Chinese achieved the same effect with Maoist ideology.
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But that was not the only extent of Stalin's inability to stem
the development of forces that his own policies had brought
into being. For all the reformism of th: slogans ("popular
front behind progressive conservatives - like Eden & Chur-
chill"), institutions of the Popular Fronts - such as the
Lef't Book Club in this country - dic introduce a new gener-
ation to socialist politicse I'or those that stayed outside
the party, (as for those that lert, disillusioned by the
Stalin-Hitler Pact,) Stalin's powers of control ceased with
the winding-up of the Popular Front. (The atiempt to huild
the Peorle's Convention as an anti-war Popular Front was
doomed to failurc,)

liany former Popular Front activists went on to wiork in otker
ways for socialism; in Britain most notably those vho faund-
ed Ccrmon Wealth to keep a2live the ideals of socizlism
through the war, (A party that instituted .hat may well be
the enly entirely successful mutiny in British military’ his-
tory; anc through the latter half of the war kept a2 mid-
position betiveen the anti-war revolutionary Left, anc the
pro-Coalition ex-teformists now subservient to the conserv-
atives,)

It iz harély a metter of price for Common Wealth that it put
Labour in power at the end of the wer, (despite the reluctance
of tic libbour Farty i“self,) not a thing that resembles a
revolution, even though the Bevanites so describec it. But
if it hacd not been for CVW, there could have been no 1945
Labour victory. The stalinist bureaucracy haé for its owmn
ence created forces, and these push:zéd the reformist bureau-
cr=zcy to power; spreading bureauc:atic collectivist power

by the b=1llot box.

Cub~ et alia.

he war endec¢ with an honeymoon perioc betieen the powers,
with Stalin ordering Ho Chi liinh to hand Vietnam back to

ths French, 1liquidating the Lezgue Against Imperialisn,
recommencing patience to Gandhi, & generally pushing thke
same policies that had causel him to wind up the Third
International. Those who arguec against this were apt to
be expellec from the Communistz. That ended & the Coléd
Jar come. But for all the bitterness of the M.cCarthy anti-
communism, ths two sides in the Cold "ar proprec each other
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up; (as much by their suprosed opposition, as they had pre-
viously when openly collaborating, when Togliatti was flowr
back to Italy to prevent revolution (in 4L), & when Thorez
headed off tie revolutionary wawe of 4§,)

For if you, in the West, callec for an end to rzeism, or to
imperialism,.if you opposec militarism, demandec better
houses or wages, or shortsr hours you =.ould then be brandec
as an agent or dupe of the Communists, (They may try it
now, but a little less convincingly.) |

Conversely in the East advocating the same things made you a
dupe or agent of the capitzlists. |

It mattered not that either way you would have faced the same
sort of relationships at work, the same imperial interven-
tions as foreign policy. These similarities wzre¢ brusghed
asidcde, and the dogma that the world was dividec into two
socially opposed camps was expected to be given universal
adherence. Of course there were (& are) differences of
degree, aspects of policy or political life where one or
other side's behaviour was less obnoxious than the other.
But such aspects generally did (& still do) balance out,
i taken over the whole canvass. Both sides in the Codd
wer used the fear of the other as an excuse to coWwer up
their ovn misdeeds.

Nevertheless at the height of the Colé War we had the Korean
& the Vietnam Wars; (uzed by both sides to give verisimilit
ude to their propegandaj;) & from the latter there was a new
extension of Communist power. Once again a stalinist part
having put its neck out, at Stalin's behest, when Russia
needec defending, had been unable tc pull back when the lin
changed. Nevertheless in 46 Ho Chi linh had obediently
handec¢ Vietnam back to the French, having first suppressed
a workers' rising in Saigon, & liguidated some 4C,000 soc-
ialists. However, he had once agsin, exposec his flank, b
his former actions, & self-preservation dictated that he

renew the fighting, so that North Vietnam became a separate
socialist state. | | |

Stalinist successes in Eastern Europe anc in Eastern Asia,
not only éid not take communism into the cevelorec capital-
ist world, but didn't threaten that worldc. The first
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(post 1917) successful Communist seizure of power to do that
was the Cuban. And the notable thing about tliz Cutan pev-
olution, as about all the anti-imperialist revolutions since
that have gone on from anti-imperialism, to tzke their coun-
tries into di_ect alignment with the stalinist states; that
it wes or-anized/led/ or even supported by the Communist
party of the country.

The pattern found (pre-emdnently in Cuba, but repezted else-
where) is not unlike the war-time example of Common Wealth.
A movement 1s formed under the episodic interests of the
Communists, to campaign wvigorously, = oiten if not invariably,
on a broad=front anti-fascist basis; - it iz abandoned by the
stalinists when such a broac front campaign no longer suits
the interests of the rulers of established communist stétes.,
‘The broac movement, however, is not all convinced by the new
arguments, & the most active campaigners reform to pursue
their militancy in new ways. The Communists have lost all
crecibilityand cannot therefore intervene to prevent the
struggle advancing.

here Cuba, of course differed from the wartime Common VWealth,
wa3 that conditions were ripe for revolution, Cnce achieved
the new government cesp:.rately needed allies 2nd [inance, &
the stalinists were able tc buy back the gooc opinion 6f rev-

olut_cuuries whose friendship they hazd formerly lost.

All regimes so formed have been victories of pguerrilla movements.

Such movements have harcly acvanced - in socialist political
terms - beyonc nationalist anti-imperialism; and have been
able to attract small businessmen & guite wealthy peasants.
Though after the revolutions they have adopted karxist termin-
ology, & even (in the Cuban anc Algerian cases) attacked the
0lc establishec communist parties for re:ormism, (though only
for reformism, not for the outrizht betrayal the;y undoubtecly
mznifestel,) th:uir regimes have permitted a significant degree
of petit bourgeois enterprise; so that they hzve not been
clearly cistinguishable from the wider pattern of Third Vorlc
socleties,

Thaecre is of course a thrust for development associatec wihh the
new bureaucracies, couplec with heroic self-sacrifice shown

both by movements anc indivicuals. DBut that was equally
true of nineteenth century capitalist imrperialicsm.,
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To continue to describe the ‘stalinist countrie:z in the terms
Protsky used, oblivious to his insistence that this was a
temporary theory designed purely to explain an episodic &
transitional society is to make a mockery of the whole
th-eor'y. e,

To turn in desparation to the belief that no revolution ever
occurred, - while, certz:inly there are reasonazble grounds
for denying the Lenin regime the revolutionary label, -
nevertheless imposes all sorts of historical difficulties
needing explanation. | .

Rosmerism, and the wvarious theories that have grown up from
the same theoretical premises, starting by conceding that
though with all sorts of inherent flaws, there was a revdl-
utionary conquest of power; that the struggle between res-
idual ruling class power and the soviets, did allow (as
Trotsky maintained) a bureaucracy to rise to power; but that
this bureaucracy has suhsequently maintained power for two
or three generations anc is therefore a new ruling class;

- which like entrepreneurial ccpitalists anc mercantilist
ones before it, is in many viays progressive, snd which has
come to power by other meazns, outsice the s%alinist count-
ries, (often to meet the economic, political & military
ciizllenges engendered by competition with stalinist power; )
- explains the nature of the soviet union in a way consis-
tent with observed fact ané with the socialist historical
method; & it avoids the double-speak that so ofien seems

to come with other theories and methods.
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