Class politics or
bloc politics?

SWP.

The world view which increasingly dominates the Mandel/Barnes

‘Fourth International’ has been spelled out most sharply in a manifesto
published by their Australian group (the Socialist Workers’ Party}. The
following critique of this manifesto,
written by Chris Reynolds and published by a Marxist faction in the

“The Struggle for Socialism’, was

‘The Struggle for Socialism' {(*SFS") de-
fines the objectives of the struggle and
the forces involved as follows:

“This Leninist view sees the world
revolution as a unity of three sectors: the
struggle berween proletariat and imperiq-
list hourgeoisie in the developed coun-
tries: the conflict between imperialism
and the oppressed nations; and the
struggle berween the socialist states and
imperialism ",

In other words, its fundamental con-
cern is not class struggle between the
working class internationally and its
oppressors, but a battle of ‘blocs’ in
which the working class is only one ele-
ment in the bloc of ‘socialist states’ and
‘oppressed natiors”,

Read literally, the definition in SFS ex-
cludes any independent working-class
struggle at ali in most of the world. Only
in ‘the developed countries' does it refer
to a specifically proletarian struggle;
elsewhere the ‘world revolution' is a
matter of 'the cppressed nations’ and
‘the socialist states’ as a whole.

The document does not quite mean to
go so far. Elsewhere it refers to political
revolution in the Stalinist states and a
fight for workers’ and peasants’ govern-
ments in the Third World. But the down-
grading and minimisation of independent
workers’ struggles in the Third World
and the ‘socialist states’ is consistent.
The gist of the argument is that the gov-
ernments of the ‘socialist states’, and the
middle classes in the Third World, can
and will be to the fore in the bulk of the
struggles of the ‘world revolution’: the
role of the working class is to add the final
touches and clean up the result.

Politically this implies a tail-ending of
Stalinism and Third World nationalism.
Even worse, it implies a fundamental
scaling-down of the whole socialist pro-
gramme. Both implications are clear in
the document.

The document mentions that the USSR
is ““totalitarian’ (p-13) and that '‘the
planned ecornomy provides the bureau-
cruts with a standard of living not mark-
edly inferior to what ‘they might hope to
achieve in g capitalist economy ' (p.65:
i.e. inequalities of income in the USSR
are about as great as in the West),

But the general trend of the argument
is much different. *The existence of prol-
etarian stares is a permunent weight in

the hnternational balunce of cluss forces
on the side of the workers and oppressed
nations’ (p.61: what about the world’s
greatest concentration of oppressed
nations, within the USSR?) The docu-
ment blandly calls the USSR and similar
regimes 'socialist states', with the lame
cxcuse that that is how they “‘are usually
described”. It flatly declares that they
“defend socialist property relations™
(p.63).

“Even in the most highly bureancratis-
ed sociulist states”, it continues (p.67),
“the bureaucracy has been u relative. not
an absolute, brake upon the development
of the productive forces and the Julfil-
meni of the tasks [of socialism]’", If this
means anything, it means that given time
and patience even the Stalinist burean-
crats will lead us to socialism!

‘True, the existence of privileged
bureaucratic castes is tecognised (p.63)
— except in Vietnam and Cuba — and
they “‘act as an obstacle . In the enumer-
ation of the reactionary activities of the
bureaucracies, however, no mention is
made of the main point; that they
repress, suppress, and deny any political
voice or freedom to the working class.

Political revolution

The programme outlined for the politi-
cal revolution is correspondingly modest.
“The political revolutions... consist
merely of freeing existing society from
the depredations of a caste of parasites...
The political revolution will of course
modify greaily the operation of various
institutions of the proletarian state, but it
will not destroy them. On the contrary,
it will strengthen them " {p.69).

The KGB and Poland's Zomo will be
delighted to hear that the conting revoly-
tion will only *‘strengthen’’ their institu-
tions. The USSR or Polish workers, how-
ever, may be somewhat puzzled as to
what this revolution will look like, _

The armed forces of the ‘socialist
states’ are also presented in a positive
light: “‘misuse of the armed Jorces of a
socialist state does not change the funda-
mentolly defensive character of those
Jorces...” (p.86); ""The programme of the
Eastern European ‘peace movement’
objectively weakens the socialist states
because it does nor distinguish between

"states' are ‘defensive’ is:

the bureaucracy and the institutions of
the state, especially the military forces'
(p.89),

It looks as if the authors had been
studying some ancient philosopher on
the distinction between soul and body
before they penned this passage. The
institutions of the state, and especially
the ‘armed bodies of men’, are controlled
and staffed in their higher echelons by
the bureaucracy; the bureaucracy is no-
thing other than the set of people staffing
the higher echelons of the state insti-
tutions,

Is there a sacred proletarian soul to the
state institutions distinct from their pro-
fane bureaucraiic body? The materialist
method of Marxism is better than this
sort of metaphysics.

And what about the armed forces being
‘defensive'? The reference is part of a
rather garbled argument about the
responsibility of capitalist imperialism
for the war drive. (That responsibility is a
fact, and an important one: but to iry to
twist it into the assertion that “‘war in the
modern epoch is solely the product of
imperialism'' reduces it to a nonsense,
making it impossible rationally to explain

‘'wars between Stalinist states or between

Third World capitalist states),

Deformed workers’ states

The supporting argument for the asser-
tion that the armed forces of the ‘socialist
""The econo-
mies of those states that have abolished
capitalism... contain no inherent need to
expand beyond their own borders..." In-
sofar as by ‘the economies’ we refer to
the statised economic base of those
states, they certainly do contain an inher-
ent need to expand beyond the borders.
Even ‘The Struggle for Socialism’ con-
cedes, though without comment, that a
socialist soclety is not possible in one
country but requires “'a planned economy
embracing the entire world’' (p.63). The
distinction between the post-capitalist
economies and capitalism is not that the
latter seeks expansion while the former is
satisfied with national seclusion, but that
capitalism expands through exploitation
and national wars, while a workers’
economy would expand through class
war.

But the ‘socialist states’ do not just
contain the statised economic base, but
also a whole social structure moutded by
the bureaucracy, And that is what detet-
mines the nature of their armed forces.

Are those forces ‘defensive’? The
question is mis-posed. Marxists do not
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decide our attitude to wars by trying to
sce who is ‘aggressive’ and who is ‘de-
fensive'. Each side in any armed conflict
‘defends’ its own interests and is 'aggres-
sive’ against the interests of the other
side, The important question is, what is
being defended? What is the conflict
about?.

The statised property relations of the
Stalinist states are potentially progres-
sive, We should therefore defend them
against capitalist imperialism, indepen-
dently of and despite the bureaucracy. In
a conflict about those property relations
we would therefore side with the armed
forces of the Stalinist states. But that
does not mean giving a general certificate
of benevolence and kindliness to those
armed forces. ""In every case the Fourth
International will know how to distinguish
where and when the Red Army is acting
solely as an instrument of the Bonapartist
reaction and where it defends the social
basis of the USSR (Trotsky. *In Defence
of Marxism’®, p.36).

The armed forces of the Stalinist states
frequently — and indeed, almost exclus=-
ively over the last 30-odd years — de-
fend not *‘the social basis of the USSR™"
but the power, privileges, and greed for
further power and privileges of the
bureaucracies. Hungary 1956, Czechu-
slovakia 1968, Poland 1980-1 (though only
in the form of threats), Afghanistan
1979-84... the armed forces of the USSR
have frequently been a force of reaction-
ary repression. And that is what they are
within the USSR itself.

“*Defence of the USSR, in the Trot-
skyist sense. does not mean endorsing
the USSR's armed forces. ""Our tasks,
among them the ‘defence of the USSR,
we realise not through the medium of
bourgeois governments and not even
through the government of the USSH.
but exclusively through the education
of the masses through agitation, through
explaining to the workers what they
should defend and what they should

overthrow”, (Trotsky, ‘In Defence of
Marxism' p21)

Cuba and Vietnam

A ‘political revolution’ which leaves ali
the state institutions of the present Stal-
inist states unharmed. indeed ‘‘streng-

thened’, is a very modest affair. Hun- -

gary 1956, and Poland 1980-1, indicate a
much more radical programme, including
at least:

1. Disbandment of the police and arm-
ed forces, replacement by a workers
militia;

2. Breaking-up of the bureaucratlc
hiérarchy of administration, and its
replacement by a regime of councils of
elected and recallable workers' delega-
tes, with a plurality of workers' parties;

3. Workers' control in industry; free
trade unions;

4. Abolition of bureaucratic privileges;
reorganisation of the economy according
to a democratically-decided plan;

5. Abolition of the bureaucracy’s mono-
poly over information: freedom for work-
ing-class newspapers, meetings, radio

Jor Soctalism’ is

stations, etc.

Not “‘a thorough reorganisation of
soctety from top fto bottom’ (p.69)?
Why not? Trotsky, while insisting on the

| precise term ‘political revolutidn’, point-

ed out that nothing could be added to the
measures and scope of the revolution by
calling it ‘social’ (‘In Defence of Marx-
ism', p.4). Historical experience smce
he wrote confirms his argument.

Butin fact "The Struggle for Svcialisin’
despite its character as a relatively leng-
thy and comprehensive manifesto, no-
where expounds a full programme of
workers’ democracy. Workers' councils
are mentioned (p.28) only as a form of
struggle within capitalism- (and, indeed.
only within the imperialist countries, not
in the Third World capitalist countries).
They are not advocated as a form of state.
The socialism advocated in ‘The Struggle
in fact not workers’

democracy but a cleaned-up version of
Stalinism: the existing ‘socialist states’
madified by a few measures against privi-

Stalin

lege and for “‘encouraging mass control”
(p.63).

No wonder: for Vietham and Cuba are
accepted as socialist models without
criticism.

It may be true that the privileges of the
bureaucracy in Vietnam and Cuba, as
regards living standards, are scantier
than in the other Stalinist states. Howev-
er, the frequent Vietnamese condemna-
tions of corruption and self-enrichment
among the bureaucracy there - coupled
with the lack of any real democratic con-
trol or supervision — compel scepticism,
And on Cuba, we can read, for example,
the testimony of Rene Dumont, a firm
friend of the Cuban revolution:

""The delegation of full power to those
whom Fidel trusts is almost feudal. ..
right-hand men have just received, free,
fuxury Alfa-Romeos... that they can use
Jor their personal needs... Add in the
beautiful villas of the magnificent beach
at Varadero, where the officials and their
Jamilies take free holidays... Add in the

“Cuba,

His

sexual privileges of the ‘new class’
which count for a fot in Cubu... And so a
new leading luyer is being constituted in’
certainly benevelent towards the
workers and the poor people, but in a
sense often paternalist; for the latter no
longer have the right to speak out if they
become oo crivical.!’” - (*Cuba, est-il
socialiste?'). ' ‘
- Cuba's political regime is ‘probably
significantly more flexible and popular
than those of the USSR, Eastern Europe
and China. Much less can be said for
Vietnam, in view of the repressive atti-
tude to all dissidence since Vietnam's
‘hundred flowers’ period in 1956-7.

But even in Cuba there is a qualitative
difference between the regime and any
sort of socialist democracy. The workihg
class is.denied any political voice. It has
no free trade unions. It cannot form politi-
cal parties. (The only legal party is the
Cuban Comununist Party: but that is not
really a party. It is an administrative
machine. It did not held its first congress
until 1975!) The media are completely
controlled by the government.

The regime in Cuba is that of the
administration of a bureaucracy over the
working class. The bureaucracy is rela-
tively intefligent, liberal, even well-
intentioned: nevertheless, there is a
qualitative  difference berween this
regime and direct workers' power, even
direct workers' power under the most
difficult circumstances, as in the USSR
in:1917-23.

Stalinist economies

‘The Struggle for Socialism " also, as we
have noted, flatly describes the Stalinist
states as having '‘socialist property rela-
tions'' (p.63). Such descriptions can only
discredit us, and socialism in general, in
the eyes of workers both in the 'socialist
states’ and in the capitalist states who
rightly detest and abhor the Stalinist
system. Trotsky characterised the prop-
erty relations in the USSR much more
accurately:

“It is perfectly true that Marxists,
beginning with Marx himself, have em-
ployed in relation to the workers' state
the terms state, national and socialist
property as simple synonyms. On a large
historic scale such a mode of speech
involves no special inconventence. But it
becomes the source of crude mistakes,
and of downright deceit, when applied to
the first and still unassured stages of the
development of a new society, and one
moreover isolated and economically
lagging behind the capitalist countries...

"State property becomes the property
of ‘the whole people’ only to the degree
that social privilege and differentiation
disappear. and therewith the necessity of
the srate. In other words: state property
is converted into socialist property in
proportion as it ceases to be state
property. And the contrary is true: the
higher the Soviet state rises above the
people, and the more fiercely it opposes
itself as the guardian of property to the
peaple as its squanderer, the more obv-
iously does it testify against the socialist
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character of this state property’’ (‘Revo-
lution Betrayed', p.237).

SFS also downgrades the international
character of the socialist programme to
the point where only a few saving phrases
distinguish it from the ideology of ‘soc-
ialism in one country', As we have seen,
the document asserts that what it calls
the 'socialist propersy relations' have no
inherent need to expand beyond national
borders, and that even with the bureau-
cracy in control there is only a “‘relative”
brake on the accomplishment of the tasks
of socialism.

The alleged facts cited in support of
this assertion are simply wrong: that
“none of the underdeveloped capitalist
countries have matched the balanced and
sustained growth and the improvement in
mass living standards achieved by the
less-developed socialist  states. The
growth rates of the socialist states con-
sistently surpass those of the imperialist
economies’ (p.67).

It is true that the centralisation of

resources in the hands of the state has
permitted rapid growth in the Stalinist
states, especially in the early stages of
indusirialisation; and that generally those
states have better welfare provision, and
less poverty, than the capitalist states.
But everyday facts such as the wish of
thousands of East Germans to migrate to

capitalist West Germany show that naive

propaganda about the ‘‘workers' paradis-
es”’ is false — and, if it is meant to be a
reply to boasts about the alleged prosper-
ity and freedom in the capitalist world,
simply counter-productive.

Here are some facts. Nationa! income
per head in Cuba rose about 3% a year in
1961-75: fast, but slower than Brauil
(5.1%, 1960-81), or Mexico (3.8%, same
period).

Infant mortality in Cuba was cut from
66 per 1000 to 19 between 1960 and 1981.
An impressive testimony to the welfare
gains of the revolution, and a far better
reduction than Brazil or Mexico in the

_same period: but Spain’s reduction in

infant mortality from 30 to 11 is com-
parable.

China’s national income per head rose
5% per year in 1960-81: rapidly indeed,
but more slowly than South Korea (7%)
or Japan (6.3%). Infant mortality in
China was cut from 165 per thousand to
71; in South Korea, from 78to 33.

The USSR, as far as can be estab-
lished, is now probably the only country
in the world where infant mortality is
rising. Its rate of growth of national in-
come per head has slowed to some 2% a
yvear from the late '70s: slower than the
US.

We know the other side of South
Korea’s or Japan's impressive economic
statistics: brutal exploitation, unrelent-
ing repression, But it is no answer to
justify or mitigate the bureaucratic dic-
tatorships in the Stalinist states by refer-
ence to their rather-less-impressive
similar statistics.

Trotsky — more perceptive from 45
years ago than the authors of ‘The Strug-

‘gle for Socialism’ are when the reality

stares them in the face — frequently
pointed out in his later writings that as

the USSR moved from the most primitive
stage of industrialisation to more sophist-
icated techniques, the bureaucracy would
increasingly become an absolute, not just
a relative, brake on development,

But the way that 'The Struggle for Soc-
falism’ makes propaganda for the living
standards in the Stalinist states, in the
spirit of ‘socialism in one country’, hangs
together logically with its attitude to
Vietnam and Cuba. For both the Viet-
namese and Cuban governments do not
distinguish themselves on any funda-
mental, decisive question from the
foreign policy of the USSR bureau-
cracy. Differences in tone and emphasis
are noticeable: but the Cubans, just as
much as the Kremlin, advocate bourgeois
not socialist revolution in Central Ametri-
ca and oppose Solidarnosc.

Third world bourgeoisies

The positions of 'The Struggle for Soc-

talism " would also lead the working class
to tail-end behind the Third World
bourgeoisies.

The centre-piece of its argument on
the Third World is the ‘anti-imperialist
united front’. Now this concept, it is
true, was advocated by the Leninist
Comintern. But we should note three
points.

First: the *anti-imperialist united front’
was advocated by the Comintern for the
East. Not for the whole colonial and semi-
colonial (as it then was) world; for the
East.

Why? In Asia national revolutionary
movements were emerging, but working-
class movements were almost every-
where tiny, infant, or non-existent. The
idea of the ‘anti-imperialist united front'
was that the new Communist groups
should not sit in splendid isolation;
while safeguarding their political inde-
pendence they should get into the nation-
al revolutionary struggle, try to drive it
forward, and try to break the best ele-
ments from the boutgeoisie.

The 'anti-imperialist united front’ was
not proposed for Africa, because national
revolutionary movements had not yet
emerged there; and it was not proposed
for Latin America because, in several
countries of that continent at least, sub-
stantial working-class movements did
already exist.

Second: the decisions of the Comin-
tern of this question were far from com-
plete and polished. The Comintern was
grappling with new potitical problems. Its
definitions of the alignments of class
forces and the goals in the revolutions in
the East were far from clear.

Third: the development of political
ideas did not stop in 1922, The ambigu-
ities of the Comintern’s strategy for the
East were developed and argued out —
on the one side, crystallised into a con-
servative neo-Menshevik strategy; on
the other replaced by a clearer vision —-
in the course of the Chinese revolution of

-1925.7.

‘The Struggle for Socialism’ tries to
differentiate its ‘anti-imperialist united
front’ from the ‘bloc of four classes’

advocated by the Stalinists for China.
"'This theory converted tactical alliances
with bourgeois nationalist forces into a
Tong-term strategic alliance..."" (p.56).

In fact the differentiation is entirely
spurious. The Stalinists used to refer
complacently to their own ‘‘prognosis...
on the inevitable departure of the bour-
geoisie from the national revolutionary
united front and its going over to the side
of the counter-revolution”'.

Trotsky commented: ""What does this
so-called prognosis signify under the
given conditions? Nothing but an empty
phrase on the fact that the bourgeoisie,
at a given stage of the bourgeois revolu-
tion, musi separate ilself from the
oppressed masses of the people... This
banality does not separate Bolshevism
from Menshevism for an instant. Ask
Kuautsky, Otto Bauer and Dan, and the
answer will be: the bloc of the proletariat
with the bourgeoisie cannot last forever''
(‘Problems of the Chinese Revolution',
p.82).

The difference is that a Bolshevik
policy stresses the independence of the
working class, seeks to mobilise the work-
ing class to win over the oppressed peas-
ants from the leadership of the bourgeoi-
sie, and considers alliances with the
bourgeoisie for specific actions against
imperialism (or, in Russia, Tsarism) as
utterly subsidiary tactical operations.

But in fact ‘The Struggle for Socialism’
outdoes the Stalinists of the 1920s in its
view of how '‘long-term'’ and ‘‘strateg-
ic'’ the "‘united front"’ with the bourgeoi-
sie can be. It does after all applaud,
with reference to the model of Nicaragua,
the inclusion of bourgeois forces in a
coalition government even after the vic-
tory of the revolution (p.54), It is difficult
to see how the alliance could possibly be
mote “'long-term’’ and ‘‘strategic”
than that.

This position is justified by a long dis-
cussion (p.52-3) on the fact that the
tempo of expropriation of the capitalists
after a revolutionary victory need not be
Tast, espedially in underdeveloped count-
tries, The whole discussion is a red
herting. I

The tempo of expropriation in the
USSR after October 1917 was slow — or
at least was initially intended to be slow
— not because the Bolsheviks hoped that
a softly-softly policy would win over the
middle classes, but because they were
aware of their technical backwardness in
refation to the task of running a statised
economy and hoped for aid from revolu-
tionary victories in the West. In any event
they found that they could not stick to
their initial plans for a slow tempo.

Generally it is crucial to move against
the bourgeoisie as radically as possible at
the high points of revolutionary mobilis-
ation. But, yes, in principle, the tempo of
certain economic measures can be slow
— provided that state power is firmly in
the hands of the workers,

" In fact the slow tempo advocated by
‘The Struggle for Socialism' implies
blocking the workers’ demands for radi-
cal measures at the high points of revolu-
tionary mobilisation, and substituting in-
stead a slower transformation from above
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by push-and-pull between the bourgeois-
ic and the Stalinist or natonalist leaders
of revolutionary movements. It is a stages
theory which tells the workers: do not
press ahead too fast at first, or you wil
frighten off the middle class.

It is different trom the classical Stalin-
ist stages theory, in that the world power
of the USSR has made possible a different
evolution from the classic model where
the national united front’ is broken by
the bourgeoisie crushing the workers, In
Yugoslavia, Cuba, etc., forces linked to
the USSR were able to form coalition
governments with bourgcois politicians
and then later squceze out the bourgeoi-
sie to form s, -tcws on the model of the
USSR. It is possible that Nicacagua,
rather than consolidating a state-capital-
ist system, will become another Cuba.
But the consequences in lerms of the
liberation of the working class are still
negative, The stages theory still erects
itsclf as an obstacle to the development of
direct workers' power.

Imperialism

It is striking that although. 'The Strug-
gle for Socialisin* stresses that “the chief
enemy in each sector is the sume: imper-
falism *" (p. 15}, it nowhere defines what it
means by impertalism.

The argument intended 10 prove that
“the chief enemy'’ everywhere is “'im-
perialism™, it must first be said, proves
nothing of the sort. “"Nutional liberation
struggles thut do mn establisk ties with
the socvialist stutes and the warkers of the
developed countries may be isuluted in
the fuce of imperialist intervention” (p.
16). *'Ties with the soclalist states'’, as
the history of Communist Parties world-
wide shows, arc rather a curse than a
blessing for workers' moveinents in the
Third World. (Yet $FS refers to a counter
revolutionary role for Stalinism only in
the imperialist countries: p.13). In any
case, why does the document only refer 1o
“nationy) liberation struggles'? What
about independent workers’ struggles in
the Third World? Their first-line enemy
is the local bourgeoisie — which, to be
sure, is backed up by imperialism.

And in the ‘socialist states’? "Workers
in the bureaucrutised sociulist states will
not win socialist democrucy and muy lose
the guains of their revolutions if they
mistakenly view imperialisin as an ally
rather than an encmy of their struggles'.
True enough: but that does not make
imperialism — as opposed to the local
bureaucracies — ‘‘the chief enemy’’.
1t could be said with equal truth, and with
some relevance for the authors of ‘The
Struggle for Sucialism ', that: 'workers in
the capitalist states will not win socialist
democracy if they mistakenly view the
Stalinist bureaucracies as allies rather
than enemies of their struggles’.

But what of the definition of imperial-
ism? What is this ‘chief enciuy'? -

On page 7 we are told that imperialism
is a system that rose and consolidated
“‘around the beginning uof the 20th
century’’. It thus seems that the term
imperialism is being used in Lenin's

fran: the Shah is toppled.
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sense, (o refer 1o monopoly cupnlalism.
(In which case the consiant stress on an
*‘anti-imperialist axis’’ is uncomfortably
similar to the 1950s Stalinist liue of an
*'anti-monopoly alliance’’, only extended
to an international scale).

But then on page 13 we are told that
imperialism is the system which brought
colonial countries into the capitalist world
market. In fact — as Marx sketched in
Cupital volume 1 — imperialism in that
sense begins in the 16th century!

It would take too long to unravel the
contradictory jumble of ideas that appear
in ‘The Struggle for Sucialism " under the
title of imperialism. Tiie gist of the matter
is that imperialism is seen in crude
“Third-Worldist' terms as a sort of con-

“spiracy by the richer capitalist states to

prevent capitalist development in the
Third World.

This perception has direct political
consequences. It follows that "‘the bour-
geoisie of the semi-colonial countries...
wishes to escupe the poverty, exploitation
and oppression which imperialism impos-
es on the underdeveloped countries . .."
(p.46).

As regards the struggle for political
independence, there is some truth to
this. The bourgeoisies of the volonies and
semi-colonies did desire political indep-
endence and did fight for it, always with-
in the limits that they feared the working
class more than they feared imperialism.
It was right for the working class to ally
tactically with the bourgeoisie in specific
actions of the independence struggle,
while always maintaining its politieal
independence. :

But that struggle for independence is
— bar a few marginal cases — over. It
tan its course between World War 2 and
1975. It has produced its final results:
not very pretty results, given the domina-
tion that the bourgeoisie has been able to
maintain, but the only results we wilt get.
The job of socialists now is to start from
the class contradictions in the new
reality.

Even aside from its incompleteness
and vagueness, what the Comintern
said about Asia in 1922 is not suitable for
direct application to the Third World to-
day. The national revolutionary move-
ments that were then just emerging have
run their course and transformed them-
selves into incumbent governments.
There has been 62 years' development of
the working class — much of it quite
rapid development. ]

The bourgeoisies of the Third World
have escaped ‘‘the poverty... which im-
perialism imposes on the underdeveloped
countries’’ quite adioitly. In India or
Indonesia, in Mexico or Brazil, the bour-
geoisie, and indeed a substantial middle
class, enjoys the same living standards
as the wealthy classes of the advanced
capitalist countries. They profit from the
*'poverty which imperialisi imposes”".

Of course, they have their competitive
conflicts with the capitalists of the more
developed countries. And they are almost
al! verbally anti-imperiahst. But there is
nothing necessarily anti-imperialist in
fuct in their clashes with the bigger capit-
allst stutes. Or would the authors of ‘The

Siruggle for Socialisen’ consider OPEC —

led by the Shah of Iran and the King of

Saudi Arabia — as an example of authen-
tic anti-imperialism?

Indeed, some of the more powerful
states in the Third World have emerged
as ‘sub-impetialisms’, with their own
plans for regional hegemony, their own
foreign military interventions, their own
multinationals and tnternational banks,
their own roles as suppliers of technology
to less developed countries. Mexico in
Central America, Brazil in South Amer-
ica, Saudi Arabia in the Middle East,
and Indiain South Asia, are examples,

"The Struggle for Socialism' dismisses
“the limited industrialisation that has
occurred in the underdeveloped coun-
tries’’ (p.44) with the observation that it
is limited to a few countries and a few
industries. The same could be said abott
the industrialisation of Western Europe
in the 19th century: but in any case the
limits are constantly being surpassed.
Certain Third World countries are deve-
loping a relatively wide and sophisticated
range of technology —— South Korea,
Singapore, India, Brazil, Mexico — inclu-
ding heavy engineering goods and such
products as computers. And almost all
Thitd World countries show a very rapid
growth of industry by historical stand-
ards. It is certainly true that poverty is
growing as rapidly as industry. But the
contradictions of capitalist development
are not the same thing as the absence of
capitalist development,

Argentina and Iran

In fact, it is one of the most developed
bourgeoisies of the Third World — one
which indeed on closer examination does
not have a typically Thitd World economy
at all — that 'The Struggle for Socialism'
chooses as its example of the ‘anti-
imperialist’ role ot the bourgeoisie. This
is Argentina (p.47-8).

In the early years of this century there
was a saying in France, '‘as rich as an
Argentine”. The Argentine bourgeoisie
has had multinational enterprises since
the 1920s, and today owns considerable
interests in Brazil, Paraguay, Bolivia,
Uruguay, Peru, Panama and the US.
The Argentine military was behind the
Bolivian coup of 1980: today Argentina’s
civilian government helps prop up the
Siles Zuazo regime which imperialism
preferred to succeed the corrupt military.
Argentina certainly still supplies arms to
the US-backed fotces in Central America,
and probably (according to Argentine
Christian Democrats) still supplies per-
sonnel, too.

So why should the Argentine working
class “'throw itself fully into the war
effort’’ against Britain in 1982 behind
‘such a bourgeoisic? .Britain's war was a
vile reactionary enterprise, for sure:
British socialists had to ingist that “the
enemy is at home'’. But wasn't the main
enemy ‘‘at home' for the Argentine
workers too? What could they gain from
Gualtieri's mini-colonial venture? How
vould the success of that venture have in
any way lightened the burden, ot improv-

ed the conditions for struggle against, the
conjoint exploitation of the Argentine
workers by multinational capital and
their own bourgeoisie?

For Iran, alsu, the approach of ‘The
Struggle for Sociulism’ drives its authors
into support for a reactionary war (p.51).

Socialists had to support the movement
against the Shah, despite its reactionary
leadership. But that is an entirely differ-
ent fnatter from supporting or prettifying
the regime now established by Khomeini.

Iranian capitalism remains fundamen-
tally what it was under the Shah: a rela-
tively powerful Thitd World capitalism,
with sub-imperialist ambitions, In no way
i5 it more progressive than Iragi capital-
ism. Social reforms? The social reforms
of the Khomeini regime are nowhere near
as extensive as those of the 1958 revolu-
tion in lraq — and the Saddam Hussein
regime is as much the inheritor of that
revolution as Khomeini is of the struggle
against the Shah. Hostility to imperial-
ism? Iraq has had hostile relagions with
the US for many years, It is true that the
US tilts somewhat towards the Iragi side
in " the present conflict, for wvarious
reasons: but it is equally true that Israel
supplies weaponry to Iran., How does that

.fit in which the schema of an *anti-imper-

ialist’ war?
Whose struggle for what

The method, approach and world view
of ‘The Struggle for Sucialism’ thus leads
it to act the attorney for some of the vilest
regimes in the world. Let us put this in
perspective.

Marx and Engels lived their whole lives
without a revolutionaty labour movement
of any importance emerging in the coun-
try where they lived, the centre of world
capitalism at the time, Britain. They did
not, however, bow down to the facts of
the moment.

From the late 19th century through to
the 1920s, powerful revolutionary labour
movements did exist in many countries.
They were derailed, split, corrupted and
bureaucratised by the conjoint work
of social democracy and Stalinism.

Since then authentic Marxists havée
been fighting ‘against the stream’ again.
There have, however, been sufficient
glimpses of the possibilities of working-
class revolutionary politics — Hungary
1956, France 1968, Portugal 1975, Poland
1980-1... — to convince us that, histori-
cally, our present isolation is only an
episode.

As Trotsky put it, revolutionary impat-
ience can easily change into opportunist
impatience. Impatient with the delay in
the victory of working-class socialism,
many militants have instead opted to go
along with the ‘revolutionary process’ as
it is — to espouse various sotts of bureau-
cratic socialism. History has treated them
cruelly. The loyal Stalinists of the 1950s
were told brutally in 1956 that their entire
activity had been based on lies and
deceptions. The uncritical Castroites
of the 1960s were thrown into disarray in
1968 when Castro endorsed the Peruvian
military and the USSR's invasion of




Czechoslovakia. The enthusiasts of Mao-
ism were disappointed and dispersed
from the early "70s onwards, as the Chin-
ese government multiplied its cynical
deals with world capitalism.,

The authors of ‘The Srruggle jor Soc-
falism ' are undecided. They know, pre-
sumably, that unless they embrace the
“revolutionary leaderships’™ of Cuba,
etc., fully — unless they dissolve them-
selves completely into world Stalinism —
they cannot escape their status of being a
small ideological group. All they can do
by their applause for the ‘socialist states’
is to corrupt their ideology and give it a
quirky twist.

At the same time they, cannot bring
themselves to break completely with the
programme of working-class socialism,
They do talk of political revolution,
opposition to popular fronts, oppgsition to
the bloc of four classes — even though, as
we've seen, they empty these ideas of
much of their meaning.

But the choice must be made: one side
or another of the *‘river of blood’ that

K
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separates Stalinism and Trotskyism, one
side or another of the class line that
separates the working class from the
Stalinist burcaucracies and the middle-
class nationalists of the Third World.

The issue cannot be glossed over with
lordly disdain, as where "The Struggle for
Socralism ™ refers delicately to the Viet-
namese Communist Party’s “political
errors and/or gross violations of Leninist
norms. as in the execution of members of
other tendencies... tn [945-6"". Those
‘other tendencies’ included the Vietnam-
ese Trotskyists — our comrades! With
the victims, or with the executioners?
The choice which the authors find so hard
to make dominates and dogs their dis-
cussion of every question.

But does not Trotskyism have faults?
Does it not need to be corrected and
regenerated? Certainly it does. It is true
that the Trotskyist movement has often
fallen into sectarianism — though it is
also true that it has equally often been
opportunist. As 2 small, beleaguered

movement, it has frequently been guilty

of dogmatism and ideclogical primitive-
ness. .

But ideological regeneration can only
start from a firm understanding, and a
firmh commitment, on the central issues
that have divided the world labour move-
ment for 60 years — not by washing
away, softening. or trying to forget those
divisions. Better tactical methods, free of
sectarianism and opportunism, can only
usefully be discussed once we are clear
on the goal to be pursued by those tac-
tical methods.

Whose struggle, for what? Qurs is the
struggle of the international working
class for direct workers' democracy and
international communism. The struggle
of the Stalinist bureaucracies and the
Third World bourgeoisies is a power-
politics conflict with the big bourgeoisies,
carried out on the backs of the working
class but under the misappropriated
banners of socialisin and anti-imperial-
ism. Whose struggle, for what? The auth-
ors of "The Struggle for Socialism’™ must
choose.
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