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‘OLAND AND STALINISM

In this article I wish tn o ver the question of the "Right of self—determlnation"
with regard to the Bastern European countries and their relationship to the.
USSR, But in . order to do this, I will have to make reference to two other
questions of some dispute in the movement, The most important of these is the
wse by some comrades of the term "potentially progressive™ when describing the
nationalised property relatons in the SU and E Furope. This is something I
strongly disagree with and which I think affects the present position -

on Poland. The other point, which has only just arisen is the failure of some
cdes to recognise the dangers from inmperialism to the nationalised property
relations, With some cdes this goes further to the actual assertion that there
is no such danger.

The right of seif-determinati@n

This was put forward on the NC as one of the WSL's "Solidarity" dcmands and
accepted with a s.all majority, It has since been expanded in the TILC resolution
in two ways. Firstly, with the slogan "For an Independent Socialist Poland";

and secondly, with a para;raph in the text explaining that we fight for Polish
self-determination as part of our programme for a politicel revolution, These
two additions were included in the TILC resolution w1th the support of the whole
WSL delegqtion.

I think that as a solidarity slogan, "For Polish self-determination" is wrong.
I think that the slogan put forward by Trotskyists should be " For an Independent
Socialist Poland", This slogan would allow us to immediately relate to the pro-
gressive content of the hostility to the Kremlin bureaucracy. But it would also
all@w us to develop that hostility in a transitional way towards the pélitical
revolution, At the same time, through such 2 slogan, we would easily be able

to digtinguish ourselves from the social democrats and reactionaries. In all

our propaganda, we would explain that socialism means the working class in
power, and not social democracy. It would be impossible to directly adapt the
slogan which Trotsky used in relation to the Ukraine - "For an Independent
Soviet Ukraine" - as this would be confusing. But we should try to capture as
much of that meaning as possible

I Let us be clear from the beginning that I am in favour of the Polisa people

| having ‘the right to self-determination. I am no way in favour of tanks from

the SU deciding what takes placs in Poland, unless it is as a defensive action
against a dircct dmperialist military intervention. Put that is a general
orientation To simply turn that orientation into a slogan can create important
\problems For, 2s a slogan, it is abstract and open to many different inter-
pretations. It can connect up with extremely raactionary nationalist elements
which want to bring Poland under the control of 1mpcrialism under the guise of
"independence.

Insofar as the relations of Poland to the Soviet Union are concerned, the call.
by many of -the nationalist elements for "indcpendence is characterised by a
strong anti-communism. To be nore precise, it is characterised .. aot by oppo-
sition to the anti-working clags bureaueracy, but by opp051tlon to the
nationalised property relations. This point mainly applies to emigre elements,
Within Poland, although therc is much confused political thought, the general

4position of the working class is not for = return to capitalism.  The dewmands
Jof workers in struggle and gSolidarity statements nade that quite clear. The

denands of the workers are for political transformations and economic changes
which could only occur on the basis of nationalised property relations.

I am not suggesting that other comrades say that we are for the right of self-
deternination and lcave it at that. But if we do do that, then we are suggesting
that Poland can be independent, can pull away from the Stalinist camp, and
somehow develop without being censnared in the imperialist cemp. But we. must ,
remenber that this is the same Poland which has a 27-billion dollar debt to the
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West. In addition, a vast sum is owed to the USSR whose industry and cconomy
are approaching a state of collapsc¢. In reality, even if the USSR did not
intervene, Poland could never takc some ""democratic" path under capitalism. FR,
It has not got the economic basis for that. Far from being under the control L
of the Polish people, let alone the Pclsh working class, a capitalist Poland :
would be under thc control of the imperialist Dbanks. Far from independence,
the banks would own Poland. Thcy would pursue a path not of democracy, but of
profiteering and plunder, of retribution. And they would do this with their
tanks behind them. : ' :

The rcality is tha%t the only way that Poland can d:velop, outside of Stalinist
or imperialist control, is along the road of political revolution based on
proletarian internationalism - i.e., combined with the struggle for suckh-ac~
revoluticn throughout E Europe and in the USSR, and for a social revolution inm
the capitalist countrices. There is no other basis on which the Polish people
can determine their own future. This is the struggle for independent class
politice that the Marxist movement has always fought for. It is necessary,

in our propaganda and agitaticn, to make. clear the only rcal basis for indep-
endence from imperialism and “talinicm,

Therc are many Polish workers with nationalist ideas. They or other nationalist
clements may say to us that they have thc right to determine their own future.
They may put forward the slogan of self-determination. We do not say that we
disagree with them or that we are opposecd to their struggle. But we do say that
a genuine sclf-determinatiocn can only be achieved in a revolutionary way on

a socialist political and economic basis. So we need a slogan which ¢an take

up the right to self-dectermination and point the way forward in developing the
progressive hostility to the Kremlin bureaucracy. We necl a slogan which can
take up existing nationalist sentiment and consciousness but develep it
politically in a transitional way towards the political revolution, = The
slogan "For an Indcpendent Socialist PolanA" serves thesc tasks. And it is
therefore the slogan which we ourselves should put forward,

Soviet Union and National Opprecsion Historically

For the Bolsheviks after the revolution, the question of national opprgssion

of the countries around them was not invented in an abstract way. It was posed
in a very real way in a situation where the Bolshevik government was trying to
exist with a correct approach to national rights at a time of war and revolution.

Talkke for example the "Rreliminary Draft Thescs on the National and Colonial
Question" written by Lenin in 1920 for the second Congress of the Comintern
(Theses, Resolutions and Manifestoes of the First Four Congresses of the Third
International, pp 76 - 81). Lenin talks of the necd for a closer union with
the "working people of thc various nations and the foviet Union". Thcrefore,
he argues in Thesis 7 for a federation as a "traneitional form to the complete
unity of the working people o oifferent nations'™, ~nd he cites as exaples

the relations betwecn the RSFSR and the Soviet Republics of Hungary, Finland,
Latvia, Azerbkdjan and the Ukraine. He also cites the autonomous republics of
the Balkans and Tartars. Why loes he argue for federation? Recause this is a
much looser form,ﬂﬁffication, and is aimed at taking into account the 'hational®
feclings of the peoples of those countries, many of whor h=2d actually been
previously oppressed by Russia. .

But why does he arguc for any relationship? Well, this is argued in Thesis 8

and is quite etraightforward. It is based on the impossibility of developing

the productive forces in countries surroundeld by = hostilc imperialist world,
other than through this relationship. Such a relationship would be both political
an econoumic,

This attitude of Lenin'e comes out quite clearly in his article 'On thg By
Nationalitics Question' (in Lenin's fight against Stalinisn). nge‘he is takimg
up the role of Orjonikidzc and Dzorzhinksy an< bchind them Stalin 1n the
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"Georgian affair", He even proposes that it might be nccessary to "take a step
backwards at our next Congress of Soviets, i.e. retain the USSR only for
military and diplomatic affalpr.s, and in 3ll other respects restore full indep-
endence to the individual Pgyoples qommissariats™ (p 137). He says this in order
to defend the revolution's presige with the emerging anti-imperilaist movements
and Bays that we must not be secn to have any vestige of "those imperialist
attitudes.® ' ' : '

Invasion of Poland 1920

Thie is often cited by anti-Marxists as an example of 'neo-imperialiet elements™
in the Bolsghevik tradition., In fact, it was defensive counter-attack, launched
only after the bourgejris Polish army had attacke? the RSFSR. It had two aims:
firstly to stop any further nttack; sccondly to help the Polish workers seize
power. The Bolsheviks say the massive oppression of the workers and peasants

of Poland at the han’c of ‘a bourgeoisie which was being assistcd in every poss-
ible way by the imperialists ( especially through arms), They thought that this
was an uneven battle which the Polish workers could not win without outeide help.
To the Bolsheviks the Polish campaign was neccssary to defcnd  the revolution
agzinst imperialism. It was also an intcrnatinnalist act of proletarian solid--
arity. It is something for which no Marxist has to apologise.  On the contrary,
we should be proud of it, and sorry only for its failure in its second goal.

I do not want to dezl hore with the reasons for that failure, But one thing
must be made clear: it was not in any way a chauvinist campaign. For example
Order 217 in May 1920 attacke’any mistrcatment of prisoners, despite the fact
the Polish White Guard forces were to: ..2ing and killing Red Arny eqlslMers.
Order 230 cloced down the Military Science journal of the Re! Army because of

n 'racialist remark in an article. Even when the Re!l Army was winning they still
talked about the "inviolability of Polish territory™. ' '

The reality of the Polish campaign was this: the Polish government enclaved

the people of Lithuania =and the Ukraine, The Bolehevik governnent offered them
peace torms Thesc were rejocted an? the Polish army ther invaded Russian
territory. The Rcd Army then fought back, drove the Polish bourgeois army back
to the cdge of Warsaw, was defeated and was driven bvack. The Riga Peace was, then
made, This left the Polish bourgeoisie in a worse position than when they first
invided, They still controlled Lithuania, but parts of the Ukralne hacd been-
frecd, So far from this being a great defeat for the Red Army and an example

of its Mmperinlist attitudes™ it was a blow to the real inperialist who were
ueing their stooge Pilsudski . Nonetheless, the inperizlists still encdel up
enslaving the Lithuanian people,

In the case of Poland, the Bolcheviks were willing to usc a defensive invasion
in an effort to promote the Polish revolution. Yet the whole way through, they
2id not im any way relinquish the general Marxist commitment to the right for
self dctarmination. But that general position war concretised. The same - thing
happened in the case of the other states within the RSFRSR Eere, the Bolsheviks
were willing to advance federalism, The slogans wore coupletely different,

But cach slognan took account of mationalist fcelings and was based on a general
" orientation in support of national self-cetermination, If the slogans vere
different, the mcthol underlying thom was the same, The way the Bolsheviks
proceeded was to take nccount of nationalist feelings and try to develop thenm
in whatever, in the circumstances, was the progreseive direction.

I have tried to show, them, that "self-detormination" was never a simple -
slogan or question, Of cource, conditions changed from one casc to the necxt.
Now the Soviet Uninn has degeneratcd, and so the questions today are different.
“Rut I think that the mcthod, of taking full account of nationalist feelings,
but trying to develop them in 2 progrcesive way,must be the same,
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Ukraine: Trotsky's real position

Clce S. sometines sujgests that his position arises simply and directly out
of Trotsky's writings, Ithink that only a curs»ory recoding o7 Trotsky shows t
this to be false, and study demolishes it.

In InDefence of Marxism Trotsky calls for an "inlcpendent Soviet Ukraine" and
for that matter says tnat he would sugsest the same as regar’s Byelorussia. His
position just bcofore and during the war was the samc, In an article written on
April 22, 1939 he says "A clear and definite slogan is necessary that cor-
responds to thc new situation. In my opinion there can be at the prescnt time
‘'only one such slogan; a united, free and indepencent workers' and pcasants:
soviet Ukraine"™ (Writinge, 1938 -39, p 304). Cic. S. now tries to say that
Trotsky's real position wae for an "inlepenient Ukraine"., He says that the
demand includes "soviet" because of the particular conlitions, especially the
war. In fact, Trotsky is not just dealing with the Ukranian questicn because
of the proximity or existence of the war., He specifically attacks those
ngocialists" and "communists" who only take up this question because it was
brought to the forefront of worl< attention becnusc of the approach ‘of war,

Several questions were involve:! in the Ukrainian question., At that time the
Ukraine was split; part controlled by the capitalists of Poland and Hungary,
and part in the Sovict Union, It is clear from Trotsky's slogan (stressing unity)
that it was not on.y referring to the part »f the Ukraine in the SU, The article
makes this even clearer. So he is attacking the treatment which the capitalists
give to theoppresse? peoples: the way the capitalists trample on the national
rights of the Ukranians, =s well as there oppression 2t the hands of the Stalinist
burcaucracy. Butl think it is clcar that he isprcsenting a slogan based on the
property relations inside the Soviet Ukraine. If Trotsky developed his slogan
in this way because of the threat of war then it was being based on the danger

of the invasion of the Sovict Union. But if it was base? just on ,'that danger
Troteky would not h~ve stressed "inlepcenientn,

Trotsky makes thie clear when he says the following in relation to Finnish
resistance to a Sovict attack: "Fimland's resistance to the USSR was, with all’
its heroismgio 1:orc an act of independent national “cfence thaa Norway's sub-
sequent resistance to Germany. The Helsinki govt itself un”erstocd this when

it chose to capitulate to the USSR, rather than transform Finland into a military
base for Enzlan? and Frgnce, Our wholehearted recognitinon of the right of every
nation to self deternination does not alter the fact that in the case of the
present war, this right does not have nuch more weight than thistledown, We nust
determine the basic line of our poliey in accordance with basic and not tenth-rate
factors." (Marifesto of the FI, 1939 - 40, p 198) : :

In relation to Finland, where war was the basic factor 'independence! could
not weigh more than thistledown. But in relation to the Ukraine, Trotsky
includes 'incdepcndence' becauce his position is not based just on the fact of
the war. '

Trotsky made clear his attitudc to "mationalists® in the 1939 article. He wrote:
"ot the slishtest compromise with impcerialism, either fascist or democratic*
Not the lightest concession to the Ukrainian nationalists, cither clerical,
reactionary, or liberzl-pacifist! No »cople's fronts! The couplete in:cpencence
of the proletarian party as the vanguard of the toilerst™ (p 30)

True, he leclarcs that this is a personal position. He expresses the hope that
as the international Jiscussion opens up, the Ukrainian resolution would be an
especially imprtant part of it. But this wns . certainly Trotsky's positinn at
the time, : , .

(Cle. -S. quotes from a later article »n the question of incependcnce -~ 'Tndepen-
dence of the Ukraine and Scctarian Mudlleheo-st!. This article begins with an
attack against sectarians who have opposed the slogan of an independent Soviet
Ukraine and have espressed outrisht hostility to the rights of the Ukrainian
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people. Becguée He is attacking sectarizns who argue that it was wrong to
ﬁ;ppgrt ?hf in‘ependence of the Ukraine, Trotsky keeps referring to thé slogan
- "For-an independent Ukraine', This is to show his opposition to thome who taﬁe'
no account nf the nationalist Jeelin;s of the Ukrainian masses. ‘ R
In 'the lattér part of the article, Trotsky changes the target is attack,
"TEenjhe;takes up those who limit the 4emand.to';n independgnt ggmgtiaizzagi;aine.
: ﬁbainst them, he argues phat the correct slogan is 'MAn iniependent Soviet Ukraine",
The.petty boursenis nationalists consider correct the slogan of an iﬂépenﬂént.ﬂ
Ukra;pgt But they object to the correlation of this slogan'with the proletarian
revolutlap€ They want an inlependent lemocratic Ukraine, and not a Soviet Ukraime."
(p 53) Either we believe that Trotsky places himself with the potty bourgecis
natisnalists an? does not want a Soviet Ukraine - remembering that this would -
mean handing over part of the Ukraine to the capitalists,. " Or we recognise
that Trotsky rccogniscs the reality of natinnalist feelings, secs in thesc a
progressive content insofar as they arc basct on mass hostility to the Kremlin
turecaucracy, and at the same time ~cvances a slogan which is designed to dewdop
that hostility im a progressive direction. ' :

Trotsky 'never saw the burecucracy collapsing and disappearing. He ncver 1aft the
question of its destruction open. He always saw it being brought down, in a o
particular Way.»Therefore, ho persistently tricd to give political direction to
anti-bureaucratic sentiments and feelings. This is clear for cxample in the case
of the Kirov assassination in 1934, Troteky argues that he can understand the
action of the assassin Nikolaev, but  that the action can only benefit counter-
revolution, "So lomg as the Soviet hureaucracy hag not becn removed by the prole-
tariat - a task which will eventually be accomplished - it fulfils & necessary
function in dcfence of the workers! state." (Writings 1934 - 35, p 123)

This is not just a chance slip. Trotsky quotes the article in his evidence to°
the Dewey Commission, 19%9, It is true that in the casc of Nikolaev, Trotsky is
in no way arguing for his imprisonment. In fact, he explalinse his action and in
go “oing solidarisecs with him, But he puts forward his . ~ QWi praletarian
methnd of toking farwnr?d the fight asainst the bureaucracy. oot

In fact, all Trotsky's: writings of this perind are dosigned to rive the national
strug le apainst tureaucratic oppression a positive direction. The slogan "'For
an independent Soviet Ukrainc® is put forward‘as’aptransitional'dcmand to M
precisely that. ' o ' :

S0 "Clge - cannot suscest dnt his poeition arises sinply and directly out of’
Trotsky's position. Hisposition is actually not an,arthqﬁqx,positinn.-It,isv
lnot ennugh to ‘clailm that support for national self-determination is an orthodox
AProtekyist poeitiHn. It is necessary to [ive the generaloriontation.a specific
{2nd concrete content. Clc. 5. misrcpresents Trotsky's real position. Then ho
| puts forward that misrepresentation'as-evi%ence that he is fallowing orthodox
. Trotskyist lines. But he ignores the orthocox Trotskyist method - to take
genernl orientations and principles, an?® csive theonm a specific content which -
zives political»direction. That is why Trotsky, who wags the greatest fichter for
the rights of the oppressed and exploited peoplcs of the world, is able to
say that he is conplctely committedl to the rights of ‘the oppressed peoples to:
national seélf —dctermination. But in both examples We have lookel at - Poland
in 1920 and thc case of the Ukraine - that qeneral.cammitment w2e given-a
diffoerént specific content. - o o '

Defence of Natiosnalised. Property Relations

And so CPe. 8. cannot claim Trotskyist orthodnxy, excopt in the abstract.

This docvs not mean that the slogan he pute forwara® is necessarily wrong. It

oes mean that it cannot be backed up as 2 position Arectly developed from.
V/\Trotsky's writinss. Theonly sther basis on whieh (C.lc- 5. can argue his position

i\is to point to change? conditions. 1t is true that the Asnger of an invasion

today is far less jmmeinte than it was when Hitler faccd the USSR, No daubt -

[ .
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Lc.” 5. bases his case on this diffcrence in.cond%?iops. leew?iii.tt 1§u:rue
thét a reactionary Soviet invasion of Poland is a %lst%n?t possi thl Z.similarin
' beneath these differences, there are impo?tant 51m11ar1t}es.'An“ ei Smllant e
‘ ties should be as much part of our analysis, and.the basis for oui s O§athén
the apparent differences., It is here that I.thlnk‘yhe?e are nuc tm?rc pan
differences of assessment in the positions which ~c?c. =, and I pu .orwi‘ .
‘believe that these are reflected in c¢iei S.'s argument that thg natlona‘lse“ive"
property rvl-ti5Sns. of the ~cforrc” * workers s?ateg are "thentlally progress ot
So it is neccssary to leal with this term and its implications. ' ;

I tﬁink that the slogam "For an independent socialist Ppland" fulfils a grgp{al
task which the slogan put forward by uicite 84 ignores. Apart frgm recog2}31ng
and addressing itsUlf to the natisr~1l oppressi>n of the Poles, it also directs
towards the task of defending the nationalised property relations. ng;pg§§;§;e
||to make an assessment which say that the nat ionalised property reclations are
ot under any real threat. T o not agréc with that nssessment. -

=

overthrowing the ¥Yalta agrccments - for them this Wonns only one thing: over-
hrowing the naticnalised property relations in the workcrs states., The Stali-

ist bureacracies are weak and unstalble, and this exggggg,zaﬂihg_Kxgm}ig_bgggau_
: -Poland and other E European countries are massively indebted to the im-

perialist banks, This does not mean that I think an invasion is likely or an
irinediate threat, I o not, But the threat to the nationalised property rela-

/“tions, their undermining, is a process which can taks many forms: and have nany
v |laspects, short of an invasion. We <0 not necd to look for e}logans which take

' jas a priority defnce 2521nst counter-revolution. But we must put forward an

’ analysis, and base our slosans on it, which is aware of the threat and warns and

directs against it. ' ‘

NThe imperialists arc buildinz up a war movement. They arc openly talking about

pa—

Trotsky all the timc trics to show the cortradictory nature of the.bureaucracy,
The dominant factor is its counter-revolutisnary .nature and role, but together
with this is thefact that it is base? on the galns of the Octnber revolutionn

in the form of the nationalised property relations. S0 it is not the same as

a capitalist governinent, however great the atrocities; it perpetrates. In the
Barc way we see the dominant role of the trade union leaders as defenders of
the capitalist state (¢ven roing as far as they did in Nagzi Germany to co-opera-
tion with the fascists), Rut thoy are still bascd on the trade unisns, workers!
orgamisations, so we wpould defend them aganst the capitalist state,

Trotsky, in In Defence of Marxism, says: "There is not one amongst us who doubts
that the Soviet wcrkers should defend the state property.m He arsues, for the
defence of the USSR (pl?) 2nd says that this cam not be achieved through the
bourgeois.goverlments~or that of the USSR, "but exclusively througsh the educa-
tion of the m2sses, through 2 itatisn, throuch explaining to the workers what
they should defend and what they should overthrow", In other words, Trotsky is
arguing that the nationalise=1property relations should be defended, and that
such a defence is a renl pPhysical task facing the working 4rnse, He also mokes
it quite clear that it is our task, as revolutionists, to puint out to workers
the dangers to the nationalised property relations and to agjitate for their
defence, The slogan put forward by e%c..f:  does none of thesc things. The slo-
gan "For an independent socialist Poland" does. Trotsky goes on (pl9) to explain
statification of the menns of production in Poland , First of all he says that
transformation in this or that area is not the most important thing, Even with
transformation, the role of the Moscow bureacracy, its politics "taken as a |
whole, completely retain its reactionary character and remain the“chief obstacle
or the road to world revolution." He then goes on to say that this does not
"alter the particular fact that the statification of property in the occupied
territories is in itself a progressive mensure", (mY emphasis)

Trotsky winds up the article with a bassage which explaim a great deal. "We
must not lose sight for a single moment of the fact that the question of over-
throwing the Soviet bureaucracy is for us subordinate to the question of -
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preserving statce property in the means of production in the USSR; that the
question of preserving state property in thc means of production in thce USSR
is subordinate for us to the question of the world prolctarian revolution,?

YThere.can,be:no confusion here. The defence of the stnte property is a physical
\thing at every point, not just a ®potential task". The loss of the Soviet Union
was a real blow to imperialism and a gain for the workin; class. That is a
reality which has already occurred. If we sec the state property forms as =
. central gain for the working class against imperialism, then central to the
§programme of the revolutionary party must be the dcfcnce of those gains, That
iz why I would arguc that Trotsky presente”? his position as an indcpendent
'Soviet Ukraine, and not just an indepentent Ukraine.

In this sense, the dcfence of nationalise? property relations could be compared
to the trade unions. These could be said to be only "potentially" useful to

the working class becausc, in the long run, if the working class doesn't take
power, the trade unionswill be smashed. Their usefulness could also be said

to bte potential because today they are uscd by the state and the rofornist
leadership ajxi ast workers. But even with all of t is, they havcbea built by
workers throu(ris strugsle. In reality, they are a renl material factor in the
defence of the working class, a real weapon of resistance, That is why the
state constantly sceks to destroy their power, an? that is why workers still
1ob £ to them for defence, cven with all the betrayals. Qur position must be

to point to every single threat to the uninns, whether these are still only
developing, or whether thcy take the form of = full onslaught., And it must be
exactly the samc with any other gains of the workin: class - of these the
sreatest are thc nationalised property relations in the workcrs ' states,

The fact is thnt 211 gains of tnaworkingvclass are under permanent threat of
attack from thc capitalists, The workins class has the power to defend these
gains, but only if it is led and directed to thnt defence, only if it is
alerte?  to all dangers. The fact is that, without the dcfence of partial gains,
it will be impodsitlc to move forward to new geoins. '

That does not mean that I take the position of lMandel, He arsues that becausc
of nationalised property relatinns, thc cconomy of the Soviet Union is :
therefore stronger than that of the capitalist countries. He claims that the
working class thus ;2ins through the development of the moons of procduction.
Trotsky only ever held such a position in the carly stages of the resvolution
and its degeneration., If Mandel was right, the bureaucracy would be a new kind
of class, playins a progressive historical role. But this is not the case,

-When.ieoked at from the point of view of a risc in the ‘living standirds of the
|workin;: class, then the nationalised property relations can bc termed only
' potentially progressive. They brin; only the potential for real massive matcr-
'ial bencfits tecause of tho sbetacle which actsas a trake on their “ovelopnent .
ancd usc for human need - the Stalinist bureaucracy. Once that brake is removed
through the political revolution which brings down therburcaucracy, then the
. potential already contrincd within the nationaliscd propcerty relations will
be freed But when it comes to talkin; about the defence of those relations,

then to talk ~bout them as only potentially progressivc can te completely:

politically disorientatinz. Bocause that directs away from the task of identi’
fying threats tn them and alerting the workin: class to thosc threats

\ mination, the question of defendinc property relatiofis can be madd completely
secondary or ignorcd And this is not, I stress, bccause of 2 d¢ifferent ossess-
|ment of ¢vents and the immedizcy of the thrent to those relations It comes
because of a diffcrent understandini; of the nationnlinc’ property rdatiosns~?,
what they mcan, where the threat to tiem comes from, and why Trotskyists
dcfend them, cr in Trotsky's worls, make the qucstion of ovcrthrowing the
burcsucrncy subordinate to the question of Aefending the . nationalised property

\\And therefore, when it comes to the question of-nationa:? rights to self-deter-
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relations (which in turn is subordinate to the task of developingthe world
proletarian revolution).

I belive that cde S can reach a position which leaves out the question o, f
dcfence, not because of an asscssment of cvents, tut becausc of an 1ncorrpct
political position on defence of the Sovict Union' and the deformed workers!
states., ‘

The correct slogan-

It is possible to argue that implicit in sclf-dectermination for Poland is the
need to defend the nationalised propertyvrealtions, This is tecause it is only
on the basis of such reintions that there can be any possibility of any level
>f self determination for thce Polish pcople. But wc should look for slogans
which make what we mean as clear as possible And in this case, wc must look
for a slogan which corresponds to events and the needs of the situation, gives
political dircction to nationalist and anti bureaucratic sentiments, and alerts
the workers to the process wenkening and threatening the 7ains ecmbodies in the
nationalisedproperty relationse I would thereforc aorjue that the correct slo-
gan is WFor an independent socinlist Poland". And in propagoandising and agita-
ting around this slogan, we should spell out that we are talking on the basis
of Workers' Councils and defecnce of the nationnalised property relations.

This demand containg the richt to self-determination within a positive direc-
tion. And it differentiatcs us from reactionary nutlonﬂllsts, particularly

the violently anti communist cmogres. And it avoids the two major misconcep-
tions which dominate cdec S's positions, I have alrcady discusscd the first

of these - that thc¢ nationalised property relations arc only potentially pro-
gressive., And I have outlined the second - that the nationalised property re-
lations are not in danzer from imperialism. From this last point, cde S scems
to draw the conclusion that 11 developments in E Europe must be progressive;
or at the worst, the situation will remain thec same.

I think this is wrong. Impcrialism has suffcred n scries of defeats and is
weakened, But it is still the Jdominant system world-wide, It is based on the
ruling class of a class system. It is therefore morc stable and consistent
than the bureaucracy. In crisis, imperialism is always driven against the
workers' states. This doe8 not just take a military form. I woul?l stress that
I am not arguing that invasion Ly the imperialists is around the corner. But
danger does not just come through invasion. It should ke clcar that the ecnpi-
talists are not indebted to the Soviet Union; the whole of the Zastern bloc
is motgaged to capitalism. The debts arc just oneof the methods through gplch
imperialism permeatcs the deforemed and dcgenerated workor:' states. They are
just one part of thc whole process of wenkening the ;ains of the October revo-
lution, The cconomic crisis in Poland is caugln® extra etrain on the weak
Soviet ecomomy and is allowin: the inperialists a stronger and stronger
foothold in a deformed workers' state,

In fact, we arc not cealin; with two super-powers, We arc dexling with econo-

-nieally aggressive imperislism and the indebted docfaormed workers! states.

.;They are not equals in a static equation, To think that is like equating the

itradc unlon bureaucracy witih the capitalist bosses.

The property rc¢lations and the Stalinist burenucracy are inhcerently unstable.

We zust realise the dani:ers posed when the instability of the bureaucracy

orows each day, but the workers' novement is politicslly unpreparcd to move
forward and rceolve the crisis throusgh its own seizure of vower. In such a
isituation of instnbility, especially when the workers' movement has becn driven
back by the bureaucracy, even if tcmpor-orily,; the door is always open for
}the imperialists to cement their foothold into the situation. It is nur task
lto recognise, warn against and fight against such danjers. '

i
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*The socleties of B Furope can nove. 1n one of two dlrections. The. restoratlon of S
capitallsm would be a massive retrograde step. Under capitalism theére can only ..

be more war and suffering, The only prosressive future ldes in the hands of the
working class and the political ‘rcvolution, That is.why we could .say that the
-Solidarity mowvement had an inherently progressive content - bechuse it was a
movement -centred on , the working class, an inherently revolutionary class, It

. is true that there .was no revolutionary party. The weakness resulting from this
has already been exposed, But the content of the movement was still progres—

sive, The Solidarity movcment was qnt1~bureaucracy, i.e. immediately fighting

the Polish bureaucracy. BRut it was also anti the Soviet hureaucracy, upon which -

the Polish bureaucracy wns finally based The movement thus contained a progres-} -
slve nationalist element in its struggle abalnqt bureaucratic oppression. Q'
- A revolutionary party would have to combine both - prosressive nationaliem and
.-anti-bureaucratic feelings, and give politieal direction to btoth. In doing so,

it would have to separate itself from any reactionary nﬂtlJanlSt elements.;

Hence ‘the .slogan "For an in&ependcnt socialist poland" '

'A Polish bureaucracy?

Finally, I want to dealwith one other question..This is whether therc exists

a Polish bureaucracy, or whether it is just simply an extension of the Soviet:
bureaucracy, This would afffect whether the strugrle is entirely a national
struggle against the oppression by the Soviet Union, or whether it is also an
int- rnqL polltic 11 revolutlon. : : :

3

It also affects our argunents against reactionary elements in Polish nationalism.
They present Poland as one nwtlan, whereas. I would argue that in reality it is -
‘divided between the masscs led by the working class and a Polish bureaucracy. _
In response to a purely nationalist argument I woul?d arrue .that it was a Polish
bureaucracy which has acted ag inst the Polish working class, It is too },
‘simplistic to arzue that the bureaucracy in Polnand is simply an extension of
the Soviet burewucracy. That is an argument similar to .sayins that the CPs in
the West arc¢ the sane as they have always been and are sinply extensions of
Moscow. In fact developments have been much more complex -There has becn a :
linited division Letween the Kremlin and the different national bureaucracies ,-\k
ahd CPs.- At the same time as Moscow's hold on the Stalinist parties of the West
“has teen weakened, thc national burcaueracies and the Kremlin have somotlmes
beun in C)nfllct over their own specific bureaucrﬁtic 1ntbrusts. ’ :

1rst tho cise Wlth Yueaslav1ﬁ. ‘This serves as the class1c exwmple of
acy whlch has pursuoo its own natlonﬁl 1ntorests qnd not Jjust toeﬁ the

‘Often the confllcts betwepn tho Lure;ucquLCB emer ;e over the methods they are
gcoing to use to hold down their own working class - i.e., a more liberal or more
oppressive method at any riven time. The basis for clashes between the Kremlin
burcaueracy and the m tional bureaucracieo Mnd Stalinist parties is inhercnt _
.in Stalinism. It was of course from the . eneration of the ' olshevik revolution|
and the emergence of Stalinism that the ntlanalism of "socialism in one country® L{;/
- was. enqanraoed within the national CPs. Similarly it w=s the degeneration of the
~ revolution and thce Stalinist policy oft'socialism in onc country" which prO‘oted
Popular Frontism and class._collaboration in each country i.ec. putting a
_relationship with yourtown! hour; 901sie before prolet“rlan 1nﬂependcnce and -
int rnatlonﬁlism :

 The thcory of Mg ocialism in one country" and the nationalism which it cncouraged:

- ercated pressurcs for the rclative 1nﬂcnencence of each burequcracy from the
 Kremlin, This tendency towards national independence came out. clearest in Polang

" in 1956. At thnt time the head of the Polish forces was Marshal ROkossovsky ’
who was actually a Soviot citizen. He wne the direct agent of the Soviet bureau-

~cracy in Poland, The Soviet Union preparcd a takeover on Oct, 18, the day before






