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Imperialism’s offensive against the world’s working class has sharply intensified since the
credit crunch crisis began in 2008. Hand in hand with this goes the offensive against the ideology of global working class liberation, revolutionary Trotskyism. The political and ideological
collapse of all the soft left groups who refuse to call for an anti-Imperialist United Front without political support with Gaddafi and who continue to back the counter-revolutionary rebels
of Benghazi and demand the overthrow of Gaddafi on behalf of Imperialism is shocking.
Today new ideologues and renegades join the old swamp of opportunism; Karl Kautsky finds a
new champion in Lars T Lih. Max Shachtman and Raya Dunayevskaya, previously only defended by Sean Matgamna, find new adherents in Cyril Smith, The Commune, Permanent
Revolution, the Movement for Socialism, etc. István Mészáros and Cliff Slaughter et al seek to
trump the Bolshevism of Lenin and Trotsky with the counter-revolutionary reformist dross of
history from the likes of Kautsky. IDOT does battle with all these petty bourgeois ideologues,
enemies of humanity's communist future.
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Revolution. It matters little if initially Trotsky did
not fully understand the limits of the comparison
between the French and Russian Revolutions; he
did understand it eventually and now we understand it, we being those who are serious about
Marxism. Victor Serge alleges Lenin said to a
friend of his at the time of Kronstadt, “this is
enin:
Thermidor but we shall not let ourselves be guil“in fact we think the Swamp is your lotined, we will be our own Thermidor” Kronproper place and we are prepared to stadt ’21 Victor Serge 1945.
render you every help in getting there, There is logic to the belief that Serge’s friend
only let go of our hands, don’t clutch at us and spoke the truth. Repressive measures were used,
don’t besmirch the grand word “freedom” be- some to excess; we might concede, for instance,
cause we too are “free” to go where ever we that the actions of the Cheka in carrying out
please, free to struggle not only against the summary executions without due process after
Swamp but even against those who might devi- Kronstadt did facilitate the rise of the bureaucate in that direction” Lenin CW 24 pp 42-54
racy of which Stalin eventually became the sole
We note with sadness the passing from the ranks representative, as did the banning of factions
of Trotskyism of some of those of the Permanent within the party, etc. It took 60,000 troops to
Revolution (PR) group who were in the leader- take the fortress, 10,000 of whom lost their lives.
ship of Workers Power (WP) before they were It is not correct to portray the Kronstadters as
expelled in 2006. Bill Jefferies, a long-time PR/ having the only genuine Soviet left and repreWP leader, has indicated that a PR grouping will senting the hope for the future of the revolution.
be working in the milieu created by the right/ ‘Soviets without communists’ was their slogan
ultra-left split from the AWL, The Commune,[1] and the workers of Petrograd did not support the
in what has to be seen as the political conse- mutiny. It was essentially an expression of the
quences of the new orientation indicated / peasant reaction against the workers’ state,
rationalised by the article reassessing the posi- supported by the anarchists who also supported
tion held by serious Trotskyists on the Russian the uprisings of the anarchist Nestor Makhno in
Revolution by long-time leader Mark Hoskisson, the Ukraine. It is quite reasonable to assume that
Thermidor Reconsidered, Permanent Revolution Lenin and Trotsky recognised that the heroic
no. 17, Summer 2010, p30-34.
phase of the revolution was over by 1921 and
Dave Esterson, another long-time leader of decided to hold out in whatever way they could
Workers Power, dropped out from the group for until the world revolution resumed its forward
a few years and then returned to it shortly before march by a significant victory in the West.[3]
the split. He was a central leader of that split; Have we conceded the argument with these
some now say he returned to the group to agi- admissions? Not at all because, as Trotsky said,
tate for the split. He is leading the charge into the nineteenth century had not passed in vain.
the Swamp now. This political position consti- 1917 in Russia was not a re-run of 1789 in
tutes a repudiation of Trotskyism and therefore France. Imperialism had arrived by the turn of
Marxism itself, because Trotskyism is modern- the twentieth century; a world market and a
day Marxism.
world division of labour had created an internaThe article asks us the following question; “did tional capitalist class and their gravediggers, a
the degeneration of the revolution begin with world working class with an internationalist class
Lenin and Trotsky at the helm, alongside Sta- consciousness, at least amongst its vanguard. As
lin?” (p32) and concludes; “from 1921 to 1923 long as Bolshevism under Lenin and Trotsky held
Stalin was able to use his base within the party state power and fought for the world revolution
apparatus to consolidate absolute control over it a victory abroad could have regenerated the
and thereafter use that control to consolidate the Russian Revolution. Even under Stalinist reaction
dictatorship of the bureaucracy. He was precisely there remained a possibility of reform of the
able to do this because of the decisions of the bureaucracy without violent political revolution
Tenth Party congress (in 1921). This congress, not until the Stalinist bureaucracy became con1924, marked the beginning of the Thermidor sciously counter-revolutionary. This happened
following the crushing of the German working
(p43).”[2]
Of course, like all historical distortions calculated class by Hitler in 1933; the Comintern refused to
to serve reactionary ends, this contains an ele- discuss their mistakes and adopted the Popular
ment of the truth which many who claim the Frontist capitulation to the liberal bourgeoisie
name of Trotskyism have been reluctant to ad- which abandoned the working class with Dimimit. The upheavals of 1921 culminating in the trov’s speech in 1935.

Part I: The Permanent
Revolution group renounces Trotskyism

L

storming of the St Peter’s and Paul’s fortress in Victory of Stalinist-type bureaucracy
Kronstadt in March, during the Tenth Congress
was inevitable in the circumstances
and the banning of factions at the Congress did
mark the end of the heroic phase of the Russian And a revolutionary victory in the West was the
only thing that could have regenerated the revoRevolution.
lution, no mistake-free political regime could
We might call that Thermidor if we will, likening
have saved it from degeneration in an isolated
it to the ending of the heroic phase of the French
Russia; given the circumstances that the revolu-

tion found itself in, the victory of a Stalinist-type
bureaucracy was inevitable. We may disagree
about which mistakes may have speeded up and
which far-sighted correct policies may have
slowed down this inevitable outcome, more or
less ‘workers’ democracy’ for instance, but these
did not cause the degeneration, very visible, it is
true, even by 1921. Nor could they have avoided
it; that they could have and did not is the lie that
is at the heart of Comrade Hoskisson’s article.
And those objective circumstances, subjectively
produced, did not finally impose their logic until
the victory of Stalin’s policy of socialism in a
single country in 1924 against the heroic, yes
heroic opposition of Lenin and Trotsky, who
understood the global dynamic best. The problem with the misguided, misunderstood but
nonetheless sincere struggles of the earlier opposition groups, albeit workerist, syndicalist, anarchist and ultra-leftist who wanted the revolution
to succeed was that they did not understand the
absolute dependence of the Russian Revolution
on the progress of the world revolution.
When every revolution or political party degenerates we can analyse “the seeds” in the political
backwardness of certain aspects of the character
of the leaders. The point is that these aspects
would not have come to dominate their political
characters without these adverse material circumstances; being determines consciousness,
dialectically it is true but that is the ultimate
determining factor on social consciousness. We
are thinking of Stalin here and attempts to show
he was always a complete bastard as an explanation of the degeneration of the revolution. But
“the Stalin of 1917 was not the Stalin of the
1930s” to approximately quote Trotsky.
When conditions are as adverse as 1921-24 in
Russia all that can be done is to fight for a change
in the world balance of class forces by a revolution in another, preferably economically advanced, country or, failing that, to struggle to
keep the flag of revolution flying for the next
generation. Lenin and Trotsky did that, Stalin did
the opposite. They did not know that these other
revolutions would fail; this was not inevitable.
And a revolutionary perspective is not some very
accurate prediction for the future. Revolutionaries analyse the revolutionary potential contained
in class conflicts and they set to work to mobilise
the forces of the working class, via its vanguard –
party or non-party – to achieve that potential by
patiently building the revolutionary party and by
using bold revolutionary action when required.
Trotsky makes the point that if they had not
seized power in October then there would be no
shortage of learned bourgeois commentators to
tell us it was all a pipe dream.

The failed revolution in Germany
sealed all their fates
But the failed revolution of 1918 to 1923 in Germany sealed all their fates because of the lack of
the necessary subjective factor, a well implanted
revolutionary leadership of the German working
class. Human beings make history, but not in
conditions of their own choosing. And they can-
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not make that history when those conditions are
so adverse, they must wait and fight to prepare
those favourable conditions anew. 1924 is correctly adjudged by Trotskyists as the defeat of
the Russian Revolution because it was then the
bureaucracy imposed the theory of socialism in
one country, it was then they abandoned the
world revolution and liquidated the Bolshevik
party. Now the world revolution had a new opponent, a subordinate, secondary opponent subservient to world Imperialism on the world stage it
is true but a vital and consciously counter revolutionary opponent after 1933 within the subjectively revolutionary vanguard of the world working class. These counter-revolutionaries were
prepared to go to any lengths in collaboration
with Imperialism to prevent the world revolution,
as are their political heirs today.

frustrated by Lenin and Trotsky and dismisses the
international revolution in the global sphere as of
only minor, secondary and ultimately insignificant importance. That this article is pursuing a
well worn path out of revolutionary socialism is
obvious to those of us who have been around for
a while; the Movement for Socialism (MfS), for
instance, have traversed the same path as have
many before them since the time of Karl Kautsky.
A leading MfS supporter, Simon Pirani, in his
Russian Revolution in Retreat draws substantially
the same conclusions. However since the degeneration of that group began over two decades
ago they are certainly further to the right by
now; they have repudiated the Russian Revolution itself. The PR grouping still defends that. But,
surprise, surprise they both are sliding into the
swamp of The Commune, of which more anon.

The prime reason behind the tragic events of
1921 was not the misleadership of Lenin, Trotsky
or Stalin but the isolation of the revolution. The
Russian Revolution was not just the Russian
Revolution but a constituent part of and the
beginning of the world revolution. It could only
have advanced with revolutionary victories in the
West, in Germany in particular. Every serious
Bolshevik, including Stalin, understood that at
the time. What then were they to do when the
Kronstadt mutiny broke out? To concede was to
abandon the revolution then and there because
there was the imminent danger of an invasion by
the White armies across the Gulf of Finland and
even if that had not happened once they had
conceded privileged access to food and welfare
to one section this had to be taken from another
section. General confusion would quickly follow
in circumstances where the bureaucracy who
had to maintain the running of the state had, in
general, only those privileges necessary to function, although they were beginning to appropriate more. The leadership still promoted the
world revolution.

Reading the article brought a sickening sense of
déjà vu. Central to the advance of the neo-liberal
offense against the international proletariat since
the late 1970s was the claim of world Imperialism to represent ‘democracy’ and the rights of
the individual. Those conscious Marxists amongst
us knew the fraud that was being perpetrated;
democracy for whom, under what conditions?
What use were the rights of the individual (to
dine nightly at the Ritz, for example) when they
have no money with which to exercise those
rights? The bifurcated individual is equal before
the law and in political society as a citizen with
the right to vote etc. but in civil society the demeaned and humiliated worker is forced to sell
his/her labour power to live. They have to enter
into social relations with an employer as a wage
slave with no equality; your rights as an employee are not even equal to those of a criminal
before a bourgeois court (innocent until proven
guilty, see Socialist Fight No. 2). They are represented by ever weakening trade unions led by
ever more corrupt and cynical bureaucrats.

The struggle for world revolution would have
ended in Russia with a massacre of the Bolsheviks within a short period. Isolated handfuls of
revolutionaries would have continued the fight,
of course, but they would have done so in far
worse circumstances and we would have been
left today in a far worse position theoretically
and politically because of it.

A terrible dilemma
Theirs was a terrible dilemma but every serious
revolutionary socialist since then who has understood has given their unequivocal support to
Lenin and Trotsky in taking that decision on Kronstadt. Comrade Hoskisson cannot. He treats the
Revolution as Russian only; he assesses it as if it
could have succeeded in isolation. He then seeks
in the internal, national, sphere the ‘mistakes’
that caused this isolated, heroic national socialist
revolution to fail and he ‘finds’ them in the
‘stupidity’ of Lenin and Trotsky. He has lost whatever grasp he ever had of the dialectic, he inverts
cause and effect and identifies the conservative,
passive part of the internal contradiction of the
world revolution in 1921, the national revolution,
as the progressive, dynamic, materialist spring

Trotsky as Don Quixote
But comrade Hoskisson champions the non-class,
unqualified ‘democracy’ – in fact a fraudulent
bourgeois parliamentary system – as a remedy to
Stalinist tyranny. In perhaps the most cynical
passage of the article he writes, “In one article in
1928 Trotsky refers to his erstwhile allies against
Stalin, Zinoviev and Kamenev, as a “pair of Sancho Panzas”, sadly the Don Quixote of the time,
tilting at the windmill of the Right, was Trotsky
himself”. The ‘Right’ is capitalist restorationism.
This is a reference to Trotsky’s refusal to ally with
Bukharin (‘the Right’) against Stalin in 1928 when
‘a political counter-revolution’ was taking place.
Leaving aside the fact that all this was supposed
to have happened back in 1921 not in 1924 or
1928 capitalism is clearly seen as better than
Stalinism as every ‘democrat’ must admit! Had
Trotsky ceased ‘tilting at the windmill’ of capitalism in 1928 as here advocated how would he
have politically fought Hitler in Germany and
Franco in Spain and founded the Fourth International in 1938? It is clear that our ex-Trotskyists
have repudiated the struggle against capitalism
at its highest point of theory and practice; Trotskyism.

The vital location of the Kronstadt defences for
the existence of the revolutionary government
is here shown. The White Army, armed by British Imperialism, stood waiting in Finland to take
Petrograd and crush the revolution had Petrograd’s fortress became a bridgehead for them.

In the Workers Internationalist League (19871997, WRP split which made a valiant effort to
develop Trotskyism) too, in the 1990s as it degenerated, this elevation of ‘democracy’ over the
defence of collectivised property relations was
raised and in exactly the same way; Trotsky
should have allied with Bukharin against Stalin,
asserted their leadership, i.e. the left and the
right should have allied against the centre, in
defence of ‘democracy’. It was widely noted that
during the Yanayev attempted coup in 1991 that
WP elevated ‘democracy’ above the defence of
these relations in siding with Yeltsin, as they has
previously done in advocating the reunification
of Germany under capitalism in 1989.[4] Now
Hoskisson tell us Trotsky was an idealistic fool (a
‘Sancho Panza’) to defend those relations implicitly from 1921 until 1940, he should have sought
‘democracy’, i.e. he should have supported Imperialism against the USSR. Trotsky was wrong, he
says, not only in 1921 but also in the degenerated workers’ state characterisation of the USSR
as against state capitalism. Hoskisson repudiated
the democratic centralist revolutionary party
earlier; Trotsky had failed to build mass revolutionary parties in the thirties because of his silly
entryist tactics, etc. He was ‘fatally flawed in
organisational matters’, he boldly asserts (p31).
How Trotsky was able to build the Red Army
from 7,000 to five million and defeat the invasion
of fourteen Imperialist armies and internal counterrevolution in the Civil War with such a lack of
organisational abilities is a total mystery. Comrades Hoskisson, of course, knows how he should
have achieved this task; he has just neglected to
tell us, unfortunately.
Meanwhile Bill Jeffries's reformist economic
‘Marxism’ wins the day and contradiction is
eliminated there also. It must be clear how applicable Rosa Luxemburg’s criticism of Bernstein’s
mechanical ‘Marxist’ economics is to Bill:
“For him crises are simply derangements of the
economic mechanism. With their cessation, he
thinks, the mechanism could function well but the
fact is that that these crises are not
“derangements” at all in the usual sense of the
word. They are “derangements” of the economic
mechanism without which capitalist economics
could not develop at all. For if crises constitute
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cause of the healthy rate of profit in the real the Black community, all now so encouraged to
economy.
fight for their rights with increased confidence
And why all these denunciations? They are nec- because the socialist millennium hovered into
essary to gain the respect of their new putative view. What better time to raise these question
comrades of the Left Communist, anarcho- forcefully than in 1984-84, how brave of the
syndicalist, Marxist-Humanist swamp that is The ‘Stalinist’ Malcolm Pitt to raise these issues in
Commune. It is essentially a political collapse to this way and how cowardly of Healy and the WRP
the right into that Swamp. Since its 2006 split to sabotage this initiative. WRP stewards were
from WP, PR has never operated as any kind of a attacked and hospitalised at a Young Socialist
democratic centralist party. One may take what disco in Mile End by outraged supporters of Colin
line one likes in reaction against the Roach because of this.

Cliff Slaughter, “The miners were not defeated”
and “Stalinism is the most counter-revolutionary
force on the planet” were the two political lines
that blunted and then destroyed the healthy
impulse to regenerate Trotskyism in the WRP’s
membership.

‘bureaucratic centralism’ of the old WP. But the
apparently healthy impulse for more internal
democracy against the regime they themselves
had created to protect them against just the type
of uprising that unseated them masked a collapse to the right.

Part II: The neoKautskyite MfS

I

n the Swamp they will meet more neothe only method possible in capitalism – and
Kautskyites like the MfS. We now turn to the
therefore the normal method – of solving the
leader of this current, Cliff Slaughter. Gerry
conflict existing between unlimited extension of
Downing has produced the only political
production and the narrow limit of the world
analysis of the Slaughterite WRP from the split
market, then the crises are an organic manifestawith Healy in October 1985 to 1990 in his WRP
tion inseparable from capitalist economy”
Explosion book available online by googling
Rosa Luxemburg, Social Reform or Revolution.
“Gerry Downing’s documents” on Scribd. Two
In Bill Jefferies articles on economics he has central points of that account need emphasising
continually denied that there could be crises, now. As the period of open discussion came to
that there is now a crisis and asserts that there an end in the WRP/Workers Press in 1986 the
never really had been a crisis in capitalist econ- leaders began to assert that ‘the miners were not
omy as Kautsky did until the end of his life. Re- defeated’ in their great strike of 1984-5. The
formism was again proceeding apace after its political content of that idiotic assertion was that
brief and insignificant hiatus during WW1 and there were no questions to be asked of Arthur
the Russian Revolution Kautsky thought in the Scargill’s leadership of that strike.
20s and 30s, so Bill now thinks of the sub-prime Healy had banned even tactical criticisms (which
mortgage crisis; see his A case of metropolitan was all there was) of Scargill in the pages of the
myopia in the same issue of PR. His former com- News Line after the Mansfield demonstration in
rades in Workers Power produce a far superior May 1984, less than three months into the strike.
analysis of the inherent contradictions of capital- He subsequently enforced the withdrawal of the
ism and the world financial system, even if we WRP members from the Miners’ Support Groups.
were to ignore the appalling consequence of this Via the News Line he then slandered the initiacrisis for the world working class, now unfolding. tive of Malcolm Pitt, the Kent miners’ leader and
If Bill and the capitalists think it is now not such a the group campaigning for justice for Colin
‘crisis’ for capitalism that it is because the world Roach, in calling a joint meeting of the NUM, the
working class has not yet really begun the fight- PLO, Sinn Fein and the Black community.[5] This
back and they hope they never will. That fight- was an attempt to discredit the NUM by associatback, which every serious socialist wishes to ing them with terrorism charged the News Line
sponsor and develop, will bring its seriousness to and he further implied that this was the work of
their attention by exasperating the crisis when police agents operating in the justice for Colin
we refuse to pay to bail out capitalism. Alter- Roach campaign. Of course this had deadly connately we could propose, like the reformists, Bill sequences for the WRP’s relationship with the
and the SWP that this is not a real crisis at all, Black community.
merely a stroke, an international conspiracy that
It indicated a narrow capitulation to Scargill’s
the international financial capitalist are pulling
bureaucratic approach (however left-wing that
on us to increase their rate of profit and they will
was) and a rejection of an orientation by the
cough up once they see we are really determined
WRP to the wider social issues that the miners’
to fight them. Why they should do this on Bill’s
strike raised; the identification of the miners’
analysis of the crisis is another mystery since he
communities under siege in Yorkshire in particuis adamant that the rate of profit was never
lar with the republican communities in the north
threatened at all, it never fell. He insisted at the
of Ireland and with the Palestinian masses in the
start of the crisis that this was merely a financial
West Bank and Gaza, the women’s support
crisis would never impact the real economy begroups and the lesbian and gay communities and

The second was the equally ludicrous assertion
that “Stalinism was the most counterrevolutionary force on the planet”. Once that
position was accepted by the group its proImperialism was established. Details of its evolution since then are available online but for political analysis we turn to Slaughter’s Not without a
Storm, Index books, 2006. The general political
and theoretical level of the book from the man
who was once correctly regarded as the WRP’s
chief theoretician is abysmal. Comparing it to
Counterfire’s John Rees’s Algebra of Revolution
(Routledge 1998) for instance, it is obviously
several leagues below the standard necessary to
train new layers of revolutionary cadre. In fact, as
we shall see, its purpose is to reject revolutionary
socialism in its entirety and rationalise an abandonment of that struggle. We do not endorse the
SWP’s politics but Rees does tackle those issues
at the appropriate level and makes many correct
criticisms and analyses. A critical analyses and
reply to that is obviously well beyond Slaughter’s
and the MfS’s ability now given their political
orientation.

What is to be Done
When Cliff Slaughter wrote a reply to the SWP on
Lenin’s 1903 What is to be Done? back in the
1970s he made some excellent points on their
politics still relevant and correct today; their
economism, tailing of the consciousness of the
working class (pay the firemen, dockers, post
workers etc, etc), their belief that revolutionary
consciousness was produced by strike struggles,
etc. When he drew the conclusions on the type
of internal party regime necessary for a revolutionary party he ignored the subsequent reassessment that Lenin himself made in the light of
the failed revolution of 1905 and the emergence
of the Soviets as explained by Marcel Liebman in
Leninism under Lenin. The SWP were subsequently to adopt the same bureaucratic centralist internal regime in imitation of both Healy and
Ted Grant’s Militant. Internal oppositions and
critics are forced out as quickly as possible lest
they influence too many, supposedly saving the
party from the penetration of ‘bourgeois ideology’ (an impossible task) but in reality saving it
from the problems of internal democracy which
might challenge and displace an old and degenerating leadership. Healy should have gone years,
nay decades before 1985 but there was no
means to replace him democratically.
But genuine democratic centralism is possible,
we can forge a regime of ‘seething internal democracy’ as Trotsky described the Bolshevik’s
organisational culture, with maximum internal
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discussion, acceptance of tendencies and factions as a normal part of the conflicts between
serious revolutionaries with developed political
critical faculties and maximum unity of action to
test out the majority will and political judgements in action. Democratic centralism does not
have to be bureaucratic centralism.
Slaughter begins by declaring that the opening
sentence of Trotsky’s 1938 Transitional Programme; “The world political situation as a
whole is chiefly characterised by a historical
crisis of the leadership of the proletariat” and
again “the historical crisis of mankind is reduced
to the crisis of revolutionary leadership” was
central to their (the old WRP’s) thinking (p276).
And he then goes on: “and this struggle simply
required the replacement of one leadership (the
present reformist one) with our own, the revolutionary one, of course”.
Of course this is a serious distortion. In the first
quote, Trotsky refers principally to the current
existing leadership of the trade unions and the
bourgeois-workers parties, and the second
quote (after “again”) to the struggle for revolutionary leadership against the Stalinists and
centrist groups like the SWP and the Militant/
SPEW on how to fight the existing reformist
leaders of the mass parties of the working class.
The intervening section between the two quotes
and the entire TP is dedicated to expounding on
the relationship between these two sentences.
As the whole of the TP is about how to fight this
battle we can see that the WRP practically
ceased this struggle in 1974 with the expulsion
of its substantial working class base in Oxford,
the comrades who later became the WSL. This
was the second time they had acquired a substantial working class base and bureaucratically
expelled its leadership, the first being the Communist Party base that came with Brian Behan
and others after they joined following the 1956
crisis of the Communist Party.
The WRP’s leading trade unionists after 1984
were Dave Temple in the North East and Peter
Gibson, convenor of the London Buses Committee. Gibson, as Leader of the bogus All Trades
Union Alliance, was as bureaucratic a leader as
any other group produced, scarcely better than
the Stalinists. The relationship with Ted Knight
and Ken Livingstone was as unprincipled and
opportunist as any Stalinist group operated.
They even championed the leader of the Steelworkers union, the arch right wing bureaucrat
Bill Sirs, in their unbridled opportunism. That
was the meaning of the ‘miners were not defeated’, there was no transitional method operating in the WRP on this; either sectarian denunciations (as David North’s SEP has developed to
ridiculous extremes) or opportunist manoeuvres
with left and even right Labour party and trade
union bureaucrats via the bogus All Trade Union
Alliance. This trade union work bore no relationship to Trotsky’s Transitional Programme whatsoever.

The insight of István Mészáros
But to escape from this unacknowledged oppor-

tunism we must:
“Learn and develop the insight of István
Mészáros in the closing chapters of Beyond Capital that the future mass socialist movement will
be inherent pluralism, with its component parts
developing through their growing and necessary
ability to co-ordinate their efforts (and thus
achieve class consciousness not to accept
‘control’ (and a supposed ‘revolutionary consciousness’ already formed by professed Marxists from above).”
It is not possible to imagine a more complete
rejection of Marxism than that. In 1960 Cliff
Slaughter knew enough about Trotskyism to
write a relatively good article called What is
Revolutionary Leadership, even if we know that
he was in reality defending Healy’s bureaucratic
centralism, not genuine democratic centralism.
Nonetheless the theory is substantially correct.
And he was able to produce a Gramsci quote
(albeit on over-relying on the organisational
aspects and not sufficiently on the political ones)
to repudiate this Mészáros nonsense, then the
property of ‘the revisionists’:

standing of the relationship between party and
class; it led to absolute disaster in Germany 1919
-23 because it promoted an unprincipled compromise with the trade union bureaucracy, increasingly corrupt and pro-capitalist since legalisation in 1890 (though Marx’s The Critique of the
Gotha Program showed this had been present
since the fusion of Eisenachers and Lassallean in
1875). However history records that Lenin and
the Bolsheviks overcame this legacy sufficiently
to make a revolution in Russia in 1917.
Slaughter’s and Mészáros’s present day formulation of the relationship between party and class
is neo-Kautskyite and eminently appropriate to
the politics of the Swamp into which the MfS has
sunk. Slaughter’s apology to Mike Banda (“I owe
to Mike Banda the clear statement of this p278)
is a measure of his personal degeneration. This
apology is because he now agrees with Mike
that “the post war Trotskyists had no perspectives for the revolution whereas Lenin and Trotsky had one (at first different, then in 1917, the

“The decisive element in every situation is the
force, permanently organized and pre-ordered
over a long period, which can be advanced when
one judges that the situation is favourable (and
it is favourable only to the extent to which such a
force exists and is full of fighting ardour); therefore, the essential task is that of paying systematic and patient attention to forming and developing this force, rendering it ever more homogeneous, compact, conscious of itself.” – Antonio
Gramsci. As quoted by Cliff Slaughter in, What is
Revolutionary Leadership? http://
w w w . m ar x ist s. o r g / hist o ry / eto l/ w r it er s/
slaughter/1960/10/leadership.html

Lenin did ‘bend the stick’
Lenin did ‘bend the stick’ in the manner (but not
the essence) of his rejection of the spontaneous
development of class consciousness by the
working class when he directed his fire against
the economists (and the present-day SWP) with
his ‘bringing class consciousness to the working
class from outside’. However he was not totally
incorrect, as Mészáros and Slaughter suggest, he
was only one-sided. The economists were totally
wrong, he was just half-right against them and
he corrected his mistake after 1905. He did
come to understand that the Bolsheviks had to
‘merge in a certain sense’ with the working class
whilst still sharply posing as an opposite, a revolutionary consciousness opposed to their reformist, trade union consciousness after the
unexpected appearance of the 1905 soviets.
What is to be Done led them to initially oppose
these soviets on Kautskyite politics (not totally
capitulate to as the above suggests). They
thought that, like Germany and Kautsky, the
Bolsheviks would become the ‘party of the
whole class’, (thus un-dialectically substituting
party for class) and via that party the ideology of
the class would advance internally to revolutionary class consciousness. It was a mechanical, non
revolutionary, un-dialectical Kautskyite under-

same)... even Mao had his for China” is appalling. Mike Banda’s brother Tony famously denounced Trotskyism as a ‘rotten rope’ in 1985
on Mike’s behalf, Slaughter now agrees with
him. Ridiculously he proposes that Lenin’s pre1917 orientation (the revolutionary-democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry)
constituted an adequate perspective for the
revolution whereas the truth is the revolution
was lost without the repudiation of that orientation and the transformation of the party into a
weapon for the overthrow of capitalism via the
April Theses.
Most shockingly of all Slaughter says that Mao
Zedong’s block of four classes perspective was
correct in 1949 as against post war Trotskyism.
Third world popular frontism trumps post war
class struggle Trotskyism, with all their Transitional Programmes and class independence
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struggles for the overthrow of capitalism (deeply
flawed though these programmes were) is the
message. No, a thousand times no, the class
deserves far better than reformism hidden behind pseudo-revolutionary phrases like this!

The infamous Chapter 8
Mészáros’s ‘structural crisis’

and

Now we come to the infamous Chapter 8 where
practically every sentence and phrase contains a
historical distortion or a deeply flawed political
analysis, full of historical lies with at least one
blatantly open lie. Apparently “only now – as
Mészáros above all has established – have we
entered the period in which capitalism encounters its structural crisis, its historic crisis” (p280).
This is a piece of anti-Marxist objectivism, ultraleft bluster designed to hide the deeply reactionary orientation of the group. This formulation has
the smack of third period Stalinism which Stalin
decreed had begun in 1928 when capitalism had
survived its first period, the revolutionary offensive of 1917-23, then the second period of stabilisation of 1924 to 28 and was now entering its
third period, its final crisis where its final overthrow was inevitable. Trotsky pointed out the
obvious answer to this third period nonsense;
capitalism would never reach its final crisis until
the working class had forged a revolutionary
leadership which could lead it to overthrow the
entire system:

answer on how to organise the revolution there?
Given our understanding of how important it is
to fight the treacherous misleadership of the
working class and the fight for a new revolutionary leadership to make new Octobers surely
Mészáros will have examined this question in
“We have reached the historical limits of capital's
detail in his 1000 + pages?
ability to control society. I don't mean just banks
and building societies, even though they cannot Disgraceful wiping of Trotsky
control those, but the rest…The only feasible If we look at the index at the back we find that
alternative is the working class which is the pro- Joe Stalin gets 70 mentions, VI Lenin 47, Margaducer of everything which is necessary in our life. ret Thatcher 39, Rosa Luxemburg 32, Georg
Why should they not be in control of what they Lukács 27 and Trotsky only gets 8. And there is
produce? I always stress in every book that say- only one examination of any length, on pages
ing no is relatively easy, but we have to find the 636 to 638, the rest are only passing references;
positive dimension.”
he was at a meeting etc. But we will be enlighttion” (Wikipedia).

In an interview: A structural crisis of the system
with Socialist Review conducted by Judith Orr
and Patrick Ward, January 2009, Mészáros spells
it out:

This piece of vague objectivism combined with a
utopian Owenite appeal to ‘reason’ has nothing
to do with Marxism. Of course we have not
“reached the historical limits of capital's ability to
control society”, their repressive state forces are
very much intact and will continue to control
society until the mass movement of the working
class overthrows capitalism and institutes socialism on a global scale. This is presumably what he
means by “the rest”, although we cannot see
how he can claim that they cannot control the
banks and building societies, they had just bailed
them out at enormous expense to the taxpayers
internationally precisely “controlling” them to
serve free market capitalism and they are now
“controlling” the virtual destruction of the welfare states internationally to force the working
class to pay for this largess. Apparently we will
get “the only feasible alternative” by looking to
the ‘positive dimension’; a better attitude will do
wonders! So it is small wonder that such left
bourgeois figures as Hugo Chávez find this view
very attractive: “István Mészáros illuminates the
path ahead. He points to the central argument
we must make in order . . . to take to the offensive throughout the world in moving toward
socialism.”

“To the Comintern, a decisive and final revolutionary upheaval was afoot and all its sections
had to prepare for the immediate advent of
world revolution. As part of this theory, because
the Comintern felt that conditions were strong
enough, it demanded that its political positions
within the workers’ movement be consolidated
and that all "reactionary" elements be purged.
Accordingly, attacks and expulsions were
launched against social democrats and moderate
socialists within labor unions where the local CP
had majority support, as well as Trotskyists and
This, apparently, is how will we advance. No
united front proponents”. (Wikipedia).”
need for any of these tiresome Transitional ProThis ultra-left nonsense was directly responsible grammes to mobilise the masses, a bit of moral
for the victory of Hitler in 1933. Although we outrage will do the trick:
must say that whatever the Stalinised Comintern
intended this objectivism was the leftist basis for “One hedge fund manager has allegedly been
a wave of class struggle which did much good involved in a $50 billion swindle. General Motors
work; the London Busmen's Rank and File Move- and the others were only asking the US government was a product of this and so were many ment for $14 billion. How modest! They should be
other militant workers’ strikes. Many have ar- given $100 billion. If one hedge fund capitalist
gued that when these were betrayed by the can organise an alleged $50 billion fraud, they
Comintern adoption of the Popular Front in 1935 should get all the funds feasible. A system that
many unreconstructed third period Stalinists, like operates in this morally rotten way cannot possiGerry Healy, became Trotskyists in reaction and bly survive, because it is uncontrollable.”
in name only. There is only a grain of truth in this We are afraid that class society “as corrupt as
this” has survived for some seven to nine millenclaim, in our opinion.
What is meant by Mészáros’s ‘structural crisis’? Is nia and will continue to survive until we can
this some version of the French philosophical marshal the revolutionary forces to get rid of it. It
‘Structuralist Marxism’; “a sociological bundle certainly will not fall into our hands because its
theory developed by Louis Althusser? Althusser time is up and it is thoroughly corrupt, like some
argued that humans have no intrinsic qualities silly version of the Hollywood movie, The Fall of
(or essence), but were socially produced acci- the Roman Empire. Mészáros has written a huge
dents. These accidents are the creation of social (1000 page +) book, Beyond Capital (Merlin Press
structures, and describing them allows us to 1995) covering almost every aspect of commudescribe both humans and the human condi- nism and capitalism so perhaps we will find our

ened on Trotsky’s contribution to the theories
vital to revolutionary socialists to pursue their
cause in these three vital, precious pages? Well
no, all we get is a banality that Trotsky opposed
Stalin’s theory of socialism in a single country
and the well-known quote about how Stalin
altered his Lenin and Leninism after 1924 to
make it say the exact opposite of what it said
before 1924. Here is Trotsky quoting Stalin:
"The overthrow of the power of the bourgeoisie
and the establishment of a proletarian government in one country does not yet guarantee the
complete victory of socialism. The main task of
socialism, the organisation of socialist production, still lies ahead. Can this task be accomplished, can the victory of socialism in one country be attained, without the joint efforts of the
proletariat of several advanced countries? No,
this is impossible. For the final victory of socialism, for the organisation of socialist production,
the efforts of one country, particularly of such a
peasant country as Russia are insufficient." (Stalin, Lenin and Leninism, p. 40.)
Here without doubt (says Trotsky) the general
position of the Bolshevik Party is correctly expressed. However, in the second edition, published a few months later, these lines were withdrawn and the exact opposite put in their place:
"But the overthrow of the power of the bourgeoisie and the establishment of the power of the
proletariat in one country does not yet mean that
the complete victory of socialism has been assured. After consolidating its power and leading
the peasantry in its wake the proletariat of the
victorious country can and must build a socialist
society" (Stalin, Collected Works, Vol. 6, p. 110,
my emphasis.)
But this disgraceful wiping of Trotsky from the
historical (and pictorial!) record, so common in
Stalinists (and former Stalinists like Mészáros) is
accompanied by a sly attempt to drag Trotsky’s
close ally, Christian Rakovsky into the scheme.
Rakovsky had sought the psychological reasons
for the retreat from revolution of the leading
cadres of revolution in the years of reaction after
1924 and Mészáros uses this to pretend that he
had developed a crass idealism which inverted
cause and effect. He cannot find a killer quote so
he makes his own proposition as if it naturally
flowed from Rakovsky:
“The privilege-seeking psychology and its ideo-
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logical determinations rightly deplored by
Rakovsky and his comrades is grounded in these
objective determinations and power relations” (p639)
“These objective determinations” turn out to be
the alienation of labour he had just discussed at
length, not the material reasons for that alienation. Indeed no comrade Mészáros, this
“privilege-seeking psychology” was grounded in
the defeat of the German Revolution which ensured material want and scarcity of life’s goods in
Russia and therefore inequality. This led in turn
to the rise of a bureaucracy, which never forgot
its own privileges when distributing those goods;
the ‘old crap’ of capitalism inevitably arose anew
in those circumstances. And here we can see that
our first supposition about the meaning of the
word ‘structural’ in the Mészáros quote used by
Slaughter was substantially correct. This nonsense is a hangover from that idealist French
philosophical fad of Althusser and Claude LeviStrauss. Comrade Slaughter could re-educate
himself on this by referring back to an article in
an old Labour Review, where Stuart Hood comprehensively demolished this bogus ‘philosophy’:
“To him (Levi-Strauss) all human activities are
types of communication, whether they be myths,
social customs, kinship rules, economic relations,
dress or eating habits; they are all structured like
language. By studying them he aimed ‘to discover
the universal basic structure of man which is
hidden below the surface’ and manifests itself in
social phenomena. This is an aim that runs clean
contrary to a fundamental tenet of Marxism, on
which Marx stated in the 1859 Preface to the
Critique of Political Economy: It is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, but their social existence that determines
their consciousness.” (Labour Review, February
1979, Vol. II, No 9, pp545-6)

Trotsky’s theory of Permanent
Revolution is meaningless
As we shall see if Slaughter is right about socialism not being on the agenda in 1917 then Trotsky’s famous theory of Permanent Revolution is
meaningless and without content, the Russian
Revolution was merely a bourgeois national
revolution, and so is the political content of the
struggle of the Bolsheviks led by Lenin and Trotsky and its international manifestation, the Revolutionary Comintern in its revolutionary phase
when it fought for the world revolution in its first
four Congresses up to 1924. In order to achieve
this volte face Slaughter capitulates to both Kautskyism in accepting the old Social Democratic
theories of the party and of stages in the revolution and goes even further than Tony Cliff’s state
capitalism in attribution a historically progressive
historic role to Stalinism:

to carry out a Bourgeois Revolution.”
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Permanent_revolution).
Unbelievably Slaughter repudiates the entire
history of Trotskyism and his own life’s work
(deeply flawed though it was) and there was no
one left in his group to object. He avers not
merely that there were some exceptions to the
theory of Permanent Revolution; the entire thing
was always rubbish according to our renegade.
To continue this assault Slaughter writes on the
same page, “Trotsky wrote that the coming revolution would undoubtedly be bourgeois in character”. Presented thus with a full stop at the end
this is the first lie because so did both the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks, there is nothing ‘Trotskyist’
about this statement, you would have to qualify
this statement very heavily to explain the contending political positions. In fact the statement
as written can only apply to the Mensheviks.
Fortunately Trotsky sums it all up for us:

The Three Views Summed Up
“… The Menshevik (similar) attitude toward the
revolution…: The victory of the Russian bourgeois
revolution is conceivable only under the leadership of the liberal bourgeoisie and must hand
over power to the latter. The democratic regime
will then permit the Russian proletariat to catch
up with its older Western brothers on the road of
the struggle for socialism with incomparably
greater success than hitherto.
Lenin’s perspective may be briefly expressed as
follows: The belated Russian bourgeoisie is incapable of leading its own revolution to the end.
The complete victory of the revolution through
the medium of the “democratic dictatorship of
the proletariat and the peasantry” will purge the
country of medievalism, invest the development
of Russian capitalism with American tempos,
strengthen the proletariat in the city and country,
and open up broad possibilities for the struggle
for socialism. On the other hand, the victory of
the Russian revolution will provide a mighty impulse for the socialist revolution in the West, and
the latter will not only shield Russia from the
dangers of restoration but also permit the Russian proletariat to reach the conquest of power in
a comparatively short historical interval.

The perspective of the permanent revolution may
be summed up in these words: The complete
victory of the democratic revolution in Russia is
inconceivable otherwise than in the form of the
dictatorship of the proletariat basing itself on the
peasantry. The dictatorship of the proletariat,
which will inescapably place on the order of the
day not only democratic but also socialist tasks,
will at the same time provide a mighty impulse to
the international socialist revolution. Only, the
victory of the proletariat in the West will shield
Russia from bourgeois restoration and secure for
“An attempt to elaborate an exception to the her the possibility of bringing the socialist contheory was made by Tony Cliff of the Socialist struction to its conclusion.
Workers Party (Britain), in his "Theory of De- These terse formulations reveal with equal clarity
flected Permanent Revolution". In his 1963 essay both the homogeneity of the last two conceptions
Deflected Permanent Revolution he develops the in their irreconcilable contradiction with the
idea that where the proletariat is unable to take liberal-Menshevik perspective as well as their
power, a section of the intelligentsia may be able extremely essential difference from one another

Hugo Chavez shows off István Mészáros
book Beyond Capital. Mészáros laughs with
Raul Castro in the background out of shot. The
Stalinism of Mészáros finds a response here.
on the question of the social character and the
tasks of the “dictatorship” which was to grow out
of the revolution… The perspective of Menshevism was false to the core: it pointed out an entirely different road for the proletariat. The perspective of Bolshevism was not complete; it indicated correctly the general direction of the struggle but characterized its stages incorrectly. The
inadequacy of the perspective of Bolshevism was
not revealed in 1905 only because the revolution
itself did not receive further development. But at
the beginning of 1917 Lenin was compelled, in a
direct struggle against the oldest cadres of the
party, to change the perspective (i.e. Lenin’s
victorious fight for the April Theses).” Trotsky,
Three Conceptions of the Russian Revolution,
1939.

Slaughter’s blatant lie
Slaughter continues, “He (Trotsky) went on to
question which classes would solve the task of
the democratic revolution and how those classes
would relate to each other”. Trotsky did not
‘question’ this but was absolutely sure that only
the working class could lead the revolution and it
could not simply be a ‘democratic’ revolution but
an ‘uninterrupted’, permanent one. He and the
Bolsheviks agreed that only the working class
could lead the coming revolution because of the
small size and belated development of the bourgeoisie and its subservience to both the Tsar and
foreign, mainly French capital. On this point both
were equally opposed to the Mensheviks, as we
have seen above. As to actually ‘solve(ing) the
task of the democratic revolution’ here Trotsky
disagreed with both the Mensheviks and the
Bolsheviks. To say he “interrogated Lenin’s formulation of ‘the revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry’ (p281) is
wrong. As to the relationship between the proletariat and peasantry Lenin’s formulation muddled precisely this question, not making it sufficiently clear (the ‘algebraic formula’) that the
peasantry could not be on an equal footing with
the proletariat precisely because Lenin thought
that the coming revolution would be bourgeois
led by the working class, period. And now we see
the function of the implication above that Trotsky thought the same as Lenin on this point.
Trotsky had a great deal more to say from about
1903-5 that was at odds with Lenin’s conception.
It was precisely this vagueness that the epigones
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(Radek, Zinoviev and Stalin) used against Trotsky
to revive the Menshevik formula so that in China
the national (liberal) bourgeoisie would lead that
revolution, leading to the disaster of 1927 in the
massacre of the Shanghai Soviet. And here we
get the blatant lie. In quoting from Trotsky’s
Permanent Revolution (1905) he says,

by the peasantry, remains entirely within the
bounds of that very same dictatorship of the
proletariat and peasantry?” (XI, Part 1, pp,219
and 224. My emphasis [10]) And Trotsky comments:
“Thus Lenin puts a construction on the ‘algebraic’
formula here which excludes the idea of an independent peasant party and even more its dominant role in the revolutionary government: the
proletariat leads the peasantry, the proletariat is
supported by the peasantry, consequently the
revolutionary power is concentrated in the hands
of the party of the proletariat. But this is precisely
the central point of the theory of the permanent
revolution. Today, that is, after the historical test
has taken place, the utmost that can be said
about the old differences of opinion on the question of the dictatorship is the following:

“’the dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry’ would”, now comes the Trotsky quote,
“Have to carry through to the end the agrarian
revolution and democratic reconstruction of the
State. In other words the dictatorship of the
proletariat and peasantry would become the
instrument for solving the historically belated
task of the historically-belated bourgeois revolution. But having reached power the proletariat
would be compelled to encroach ever more
deeply on the relationship of private property in
general, that is to take the road of socialist meas- While Lenin, always proceeding from the leadures,”
ing role of the proletariat, emphasized and
developed in every way the necessity of the
This is the actual quote from Trotsky:
“What would be the social content of this dicta- revolutionary democratic collaboration of the
torship? First of all, it would have to carry workers and peasants – teaching this to all of us
through to the end the agrarian revolution and – I, invariably proceeding from this collaborathe democratic reconstruction of the State. In tion, emphasized in every way the necessity of
other words, the dictatorship of the proletariat proletarian leadership, not only in the bloc but
would become the instrument for solving the also in the government which would be called
tasks of the historically-belated bourgeois revolu- upon to head this bloc. No other differences can
tion. But the matter could not rest there. Having be read into the matter.”
reached power the proletariat would be compelled to encroach even more deeply upon the
relationships of private property in general, that
is to take the road of socialist measures.” Leon
Trotsky The Permanent Revolution, Introduction
to the First (Russian) Edition (Published in Berlin)
http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1931/
tpr/prre.htm, p5 New Park edition.

The revolutionary dictatorship of
the proletariat and peasantry
We can see that the bolded and peasantry above
(twice) is not in the Trotsky original quote, also
bolded. Further Trotsky is referring to the social
content of this dictatorship and not what ‘the
dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry’, an
entity which Trotsky never endorsed in all his
writings, might do. Slaughter has added it in to
confuse us on what Trotsky’s real position was.
[6] To clarify matters, ‘the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry’ means a
block of the two classes, possibly on an equal
footing in government, ‘the dictatorship of the
proletariat’ means the working class, via its revolutionary leadership ruling and leading the peasantry in a governmental alliance. There were
many occasions when Lenin came very close to
Trotsky’s Permanent Revolution as the following
passages from the Permanent Revolution show:
Trotsky: “... The formula which the Bolsheviks
have here chosen for themselves reads: the
proletariat which leads the peasantry behind it.”

Leon Trotsky, What is the Permanent Revolution? (Chapter 10 of The Permanent Revolution,
1929) Basic Postulates, makes it clearer in point
5;

that in backward Russia the working class consciously fought for and took power in the name
of that world revolution. We are meant to get
the impression from Slaughter’s meanderings
that Trotsky’s Permanent Revolution was merely
a formulation for achieving bourgeois revolutions
in backward countries. And all this reduces the
struggle to the national stage, Slaughter implicitly denies the global significance of Trotsky’s
great insight as Mark Hoskisson has done above,
with the same intended result.
This is how those dreadful enemies of Slaughter
since the mid-fifties, the ‘Pabloites’, have bowdlerised it. And this was also the game that Radek,
Zinoviev and later Stalin played in China in the
twenties and thirties, the two stage theory that
resurrected Lenin’s old formulation repudiated
by him in the April Theses, and extended it back
and politically reviving the old Menshevism. This
was the policy which destroyed the Chinese
revolution in 1927 and led to the admired
‘victory’ of Mao Zedong’s theory of the bloc of
four classes in 1949. He took power in the name
of this bloc in 1949 which politically excluded the
working class but he did not institute a deformed
workers’ state (with the working class still politically excluded) until 1952-3 when the advent of
the Korean war meant the their erstwhile allies
in the national bourgeoisie became too unreliable for government. This 1949-53 bloc of four
classes was made up of the working class, the
peasantry, the urban petit-bourgeoisie and the
national bourgeoisie (http://www.marxists.org/
glossary/terms/b/l.htm). Those expropriated
between 1949 and 1952-3 were only those who
had directly fought for the US-backed Kuo Min
Tang in the civil war, the landlord class and the
‘comprador’ bourgeoisie, agents for foreign
Imperialist interests who were defined as the
only enemies of the working class; the ‘national
bourgeoisie’ were allowed to remain in control
of their capitalist enterprises for about three
more years. They might never have been expropriated (the USSR did not expropriate them in
Austria post WWII or in Afghanistan after the
1979 invasion, despite holding state power). This
is the Popular Frontist two stage policy still pursued today by the SACP in South Africa via the
ANC and by Maoist and other Stalinist forces
from Peru to India, Nepal and the Philippines, to
give a few examples. Trotsky’s theory of Permanent Revolution provided the basis for the only
consistent revolutionary programme for these
countries.[7]

“5. Assessed historically, the old slogans of Bolshevism – "the democratic dictatorship of the
proletariat and peasantry" – expressed precisely
the above-characterized relationship of the proletariat, the peasantry and the liberal bourgeoisie.
This has been confirmed by the experience of
October. But Lenin's old formula did not settle in
advance the problem of what the reciprocal
relations would be between the proletariat and
the peasantry within the revolutionary bloc. In
other words, the formula deliberately retained a
certain algebraic quality, which had to make way
for more precise arithmetical quantities in the
process of historical experience. However, the
latter showed, and under circumstances that
exclude any kind of misinterpretation, that no
matter how great the revolutionary role of the
peasantry may be, it nevertheless cannot be an
independent role and even less a leading one.
The peasant follows either the worker or the
bourgeois. This means that the 'democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry' is only Slaughter correcting Trotsky’s ‘errors’
conceivable as a dictatorship of the proletariat Now we come on to Slaughter correcting Trotthat leads the peasant masses behind it.”
sky’s ‘errors’: “was Trotsky right when he wrote
We can see from the above that the political of the conditions being ‘fully ripe for the socialist
struggles that eventually culminated in the pro- revolution’. Now that we know the fate of the
duction of the April Theses which enabled the Russian Revolution and can make a confident
October revolution are absolutely incomprehen- prognosis concerning the likelihood of any genusible if the question of the world revolution was ine democracy in China, I think we must concede
not on the historic agenda, if global Imperialism that he was not.”

Lenin, “... Isn’t it obvious that the idea of all
these formulations is one and the same? Isn’t it
obvious that this idea expresses precisely the had not advanced to the stage that it had pro- So there is no ‘democracy’ (irrelevant whether
dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry – duced a global working class with at least strong bourgeois or soviet apparently) in Russia and
that the “formula” of the proletariat supported elements of a global class consciousness, such China so Trotsky was wrong. He must really hope
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we will not take the trouble to check this quote
either, no actual falsification this time but a classic of the ripping of the quote out of its context.
Here is that context:
“‘But do you really believe, the Stalins, Rykovs
and all the other Molotovs objected dozens of
times between 1905 and 1917, ‘that Russia is ripe
for the socialist revolution?’ To that I always
answered: No, I do not. But world economy as a
whole, and European economy in the first place,
is fully ripe for the socialist revolution. Whether
the dictatorship of the proletariat in Russia leads
to socialism or not, and at what tempo and
through what stages, will depend upon the fate
of European and world capitalism.”
A totally different story emerges; the world revolution has escaped Slaughter’s notice entirely. Cliff Slaughter falsified a Trotsky quote to make
And then he too inverts cause and effect;
it mean its exact opposite so as to charge Trot“We learned to understand its failure to spread sky with the hoary old lie that he did not unand its degeneration in Russia as the result of derstand the peasantry and that Stalinism paid
betrayals of leadership, consequent of the uto- a progressive historical role because they did.
pian doctrine of ‘socialism in a single country’
and the bureaucratisation of the Bolshevik party imbibed whole the philosophy of the Stalinist
and the Soviet state apparatus.”
Mészáros who listened to and learned his
Well no we did not learn that at all, those of us ‘Marxism’ from that other more famous Stalinist
who were listening. We learned that the German Georg Lukács, a lifelong loyal Stalinist with only
Social Democrats drowned the German revolu- minor oppositional stances, and become a Stalintion in blood and this caused the isolation of the ist himself.
Russian revolution and its consequent degenera- We might think how it is possible for the man
tion; the doctrine of socialism in a single country who championed Stalinism until 1956, then reand all the rest were a product of these material jected it because of Khrushchev’s secret speech
circumstances. They would never have arisen to the 20th Congress and the crushing of the
had the German revolution continued the for- Hungarian Revolution by Soviet tanks in the same
ward march of the world revolution. The recipro- year, then embraced what he understood as
cal reaction of cause and effect does not mean Trotskyism until 1986, then capitulated to Impethat we can substitute one for the other at ran- rialism by espousing the notion that ‘Stalinism is
dom like this. After 1917 the subjective factor in the most counter-revolutionary force on the
the unfolding of the world revolution was outside planet’ to now become a Stalinist himself once
of Russia.
again? Stalinism was a backward nationalist
The final insult to the name of Trot- capitulation to Imperialism by the bureaucracy in
the first workers’ state and Trotskyism was its
skyism
opposite, the fight for the world revolution as the
And the final insult to the name of Trotskyism: only way forward for the world working class
Slaughter explains that bourgeois-democratic leading the whole of humanity out of the imrevolutions after 1917 were all led by Stalinists passe forced on it by a decaying world Imperialist
(he still cannot handle Cuba) and “it was only via system. The manner and form of how individuals
this path – and not via the bourgeoisie – that and groups like the PR group and the MfS abannationalist capitalist states could be achieved; don that historic task are mere details and hisand that is the historic role the various Stalinist toric accident; we have established this fact by
regimes, ‘workers states’ played. They prepared, examining these details. In the Swamp Max
and effected the transition of the nation to capi- Shachtman, Raya Dunayevskya, CLR James and
Hal Draper mediated through the works of Georg
talism” (p284).
Lukács, István Mészáros, Cyril Smith and Cliff
Well there we have it! This implies the Bolsheviks
Slaughter now trump Lenin and Trotsky as politiwere wrong against the Mensheviks and Trotsky
cal models as well as on the intimately connected
was wrong against Stalin and present day Trotquestion of internal democracy and the need for
skyists are wrong against Stalinists everywhere.
a workers’ state. We must continue the struggle
Stalinism has played a historically progressive
without and against them; that fight will
role and their opponents on the left deserved
strengthen new revolutionists now emerging to
what they got for attempting to obstruct this
replace them; they will supercede them and
progressivism, as they always claimed – rememannul their failures.
ber Ho Chi Min’s remark on the great Trotskyist
leader Ta Thu Thau after he has had him assassi- Endnotes
nated in 1946 as told by Daniel Guerin: “He was a
[1] Its original central leadership are right wing in
great patriot and we mourn him ... but all those
long-term general overall theoretical and political
who do not follow the line we have laid down
orientation. But it is in fact to the left of the AWL
will be broken.” Slaughter has listened to and
on many issues of the rank-and-file class struggle,

as a group whose orientation is towards ‘left
communism’ of the type denounced by Lenin in
his 1920 pamphlet Left Wing Communism; an
Infantile Disorder would be – as Bukharin and
others appeared as an ultra-leftist opponent of
Lenin from the revolution to the early twenties
only to reveal the true content of this ultraleftism in 1924, he was the Bolshevik leader who
was most open to capitalist restoration before
Stalin ditched him in 1928. So taking into account
the increasing number of other amorphous disorientated tendencies drawn into its milieu, it
can only be accurately designated as ‘The
Swamp’, but with patches of dry ground here and
there.
[2] 28 July 1794, 9 Thermidor, (the hot month in
the ‘start again’ culture of the Revolution which
renamed the months of the year and began
dates with 1792 as year zero) when reaction
triumphed in the French Revolution with the
execution of Robespierre, St Just and 20 other
leaders in Paris.
[3] Lenin writes in the State and Revolution: "The
distinction between Marxists and the anarchists
is this: (1) The former, while aiming at the complete abolition of the state, recognize that this
aim can only be achieved after classes have
been ...abolished by the socialist revolution, as
the result of the establishment of socialism,
which leads to the withering away of the state.
The latter want to abolish the state completely
overnight, not understanding the conditions
under which the state can be abolished. (2) The
former recognize that after the proletariat has
won political power it must completely destroy
the old state machine and replace it by a new
one consisting of an organization of the armed
workers, after the type of the Commune. The
latter, while insisting on the destruction of the
state machine, have a very vague idea of what
the proletariat will put in its place and how it will
use its revolutionary power. The anarchists even
deny that the revolutionary proletariat should
use the state power; they reject its revolutionary
dictatorship. (3) The former demand that the
proletariat be trained for revolution by utilizing
the present state. The anarchists reject this."
[4] In fairness a temporary alliance with the ‘devil
or his grandmother’ (Trotsky), i.e. with Yeltsin
against Yanayev is clearly permissible in defence
of life and limb and the WIL were closer to that
principle but even they went some way towards
accepting capitalist restoration in order to attain
or preserve a non-class and unspecified
‘democracy’. Sometimes you must address your
propagandas towards the working class in abstract, calling on them to rise in their own selfdefence when all have abandoned the struggle
for their interests, even from a bureaucratic
corrupted, self-interested standpoint.
[5] Colin Roach died from a gunshot wound
whilst in police custody in 1983. The fight for
justice for Colin Roach and against racist police
murders gained widespread support among the
Black community and on the left in the years that
followed.
[6] It is difficult to believe this is a typing error.
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Such quotes are almost invariable cut and pasted
from Trotsky’s works online nowadays and the
lack of a page number in the footnoted reference
indicates that this was the case here. Clearly,
having used the phrase in introducing the quote,
he then altered the quote to suit his own political
distortion.

Guesde and Plekhanov. The principal reason for
their bankruptcy was that they were hypnotised
by a definite form of growth of the working-class
movement and socialism, forgot all about the one
-sidedness of that form, were afraid to see the
break-up which objective conditions made inevitable, and continued to repeat simple and, at first
[7] This is the point which Gerry Downing argued glance, incontestable axioms that had been
in Imperialism is the Main Enemy, Weekly learned by rote.”
Worker 726 Thursday June 19 2008, http:// So according to Lenin it was in the application of
w w w . c p g b . o r g . u k / a r t i c l e . p h p ? the Marxist dialectic that they failed; the rapidly
article_id=1001617 against Comrade Torab changed circumstances of WWI revealed that
Saleth, former International Executive Commit- they had become one-sided and were so transtee of the USFI (United Secretariat of the Fourth fixed on the rapid growth of the German working
International) who had attacked permanent class movement that they could not see the new
revolution as being irrelevant today in a previous content in the old forms. They were not crude
mechanical materialists as Cyril Smith tries to
Weekly Worker article.
portray them in Marx at the Millennium; they
were not undialectical thinkers in general but
were ‘erudite Marxists’ (which is more than can
be said for Smith) but they still had that separation of the Maximum Programme, which they
(apart from the revisionists Bernsteinites) still
passionately believed in, and the Minimum Programme, the everyday agitation for workers’
rights, wages and conditions. The means of uniting and applying the revolutionary programme is
Introduction
as Karl Kautsky been misjudged by the Transitional Method, which the Bolsheviks
serious Marxist historians who still has begun to develop since learning the lessons
believe in humanity’s revolutionary of the role of the Soviets in the failed 1905 revofuture? Is Lars T Lih right “to reassess” lution. In Lenin’s Left-Wing Communism: an
Lenin in order to rehabilitate his infamous rene- Infantile Disorder and in the struggles at the
gade even in his younger days before he openly Third Congress of the Comintern 1921 that prowent over to the class enemy? Has he really got gramme was elaborated and defended against
vital lessons to teach today’s working class mov- the ultra-lefts who orientated to the Maximum
ing into struggle against capitalism’s deepest Programme and ignored both the Minimum
crisis since the end of WWII? Or is Kautsky not Programme and the means to unite the two, the
becoming another Gramsci, who was so useful to Transitional Programme.

Part 3: Lars T Lih, the
CPGB, Cyril Smith
and Kautskyism

H

the old Euro-Communists of the 1970s and 80s in
avoiding revolutionary Trotskyism whilst abandoning Stalinism and moving towards open reformism?
Karl Kautsky was the highly respected “Pope of
Marxism”, Marxism’s chief theoretician after the
death of Engels in 1895, but he opposed the
Russian Revolution and was famously slated as a
traitor to the cause by Lenin, “burning with anger”, in his pamphlet, The Renegade Kautsky in
1918.
Vladimir Lenin’s, Left-Wing Communism: an
Infantile Disorder, April—May 1920:
“What happened to such leaders of the Second
International, such highly erudite Marxists devoted to socialism as Kautsky, Otto Bauer and
others, could (and should) provide a useful lesson. They fully appreciated the need for flexible
tactics; they themselves learned Marxist dialectic
and taught it to others (and much of what they
have done in this field will always remain a valuable contribution to socialist literature); however,
in the application of this dialectic they committed
such an error, or proved to be so undialectical in
practice, so incapable of taking into account the
rapid change of forms and the rapid acquisition
of new content by the old forms, that their fate is
not much more enviable than that of Hyndman,

V I Lenin, “highly erudite Marxists devoted to
socialism as Kautsky, Otto Bauer … proved to be
so undialectical in practice, so incapable of
taking into account the rapid change of forms
and the rapid acquisition of new content by the
old forms…”

crisis of revolutionary leadership becomes the
vital and indispensible element of the crisis of
the leadership of the proletariat as a whole. And
finally also note the qualifying word “chiefly”; the
crisis of the leadership of the proletariat is complemented and vitally dependent on the crisis of
national liberation movements/semi-colonial
countries in conflict with Imperialism. The correct orientation of revolutionary groupings to
this crisis, via the theory of Permanent Revolution, is a vital part of the crisis of leadership of
the proletariat on a global scale. The entire Transitional Programme explains that it is in this way
Trotsky begins the 1938 Transitional Programme that “The historical crisis of mankind is reduced
with these words “The world political situation as
to the crisis of the revolutionary leadership”.
a whole is chiefly characterized by a historical
crisis of the leadership of the proletariat”. Note: The character of revolutionary leadership needed
not just the crisis of revolutionary leadership or today to solve this is intimately tied up with how
even worse the ideological crises of small sects we assess past revolutionary leaders and crucially
many of whom “become” that leadership in their how we regard the historical lessons to be
ridiculous self-deluding imagination by self proc- learned from the Russian Revolution; how should
lamation. In that respect none are more arrogant revolutionary leadership relate to the Russian
and ridiculous than the North American Sparts and international working class? Brian Pearce,
lead by James Robertson and the Socialist Equal- the famous translator of many of Trotsky’s major
ity Party led by David North. No, Trotsky is talking works into English, concludes his review of Simon
about the actually existing counter-revolutionary Pirani’s The Russian Revolution in Retreat 1920leadership of the working-class; Stalinism as it 1924: the Soviet workers and the new Commuoriginated in the USSR , China and Cuba and its nist elite, Routledge (London) 2008, thus:
international adherents, the bureaucratic trade
union leadership and their reactionary political
expressions in bourgeois parliaments, the bourgeois-workers parties internationally and the
centrist vacillators who swing between reform
and revolution. All these are now, more than
ever, tied to the defence of capitalism and ever
more fearful and contemptuous of their own
membership.

“Ought we not to see what happened in those
years in Soviet Russia as a social process that
began through, and was driven by, the realities of
the situation, but was taken charge of by those
who found it had results to their advantage?
Must we not ask whether something like
‘Stalinism’ was ultimately inevitable, in a country
like Russia at any rate? What difference would a
revolution in Germany, say, have had on developHow self-proclaimed Trotskyist and other revolu- ments in Russia? We know that the best of the
tionary groups and parties seek to tackle this Bolsheviks set their hopes on that.”
crisis of leadership constitutes in turn the crisis of Terry Brotherstone , ex-WRPer and an adherent
revolutionary leadership and of Trotskyism and it of the Movement for Socialism, (MfS, they surely
is in this way and by this relationship that the have nothing as committed as a membership)
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cannot abide this quite moderate defence of the
heritage of the Russian Revolution – Pearce was
93 when he wrote that and his break with Stalinism was never quite complete because of the
nasty experience he endured in his encounter
with Gerry Healy’s ‘Trotskyism’ in the late 1950s.
Brotherstone, in chiding Pearce, supplies the
standard – and only possible – response to Trotsky’s opening line of the Transitional Programme:

liaments were the arena for “democracy” and,
as the working class was ever growing in numbers and proportion of the population, particularly in Britain, France and Germany then the
objective process of development would give us
socialism. This was the rationale of the revisionism of Eduard Bernstein in the German Social
democracy and, though rejected by Kautsky and
the party at the turn of the century, it did eventually reveal itself as the real, unspoken assump“Is the treachery of bad leaders of the workers’ tions of the majority in the 1914 vote for the war
movement (in that case the German Social De- credits to the Kaiser to enable WWI to be
mocrats) any longer an adequate explanation for waged.
the tragic disappointments of the 20th century? The working class itself was assigned the role of
Or do we have to re-examine the proposition of a stage army; their demonstrations and strikes
the Russian Revolutionaries that the 20th cen- served to force through parliament the enabling
tury was “rotten-ripe for socialist revolution” if acts to allow for the implementation of enough
only the “crisis of the leadership of the working nationalisation of the leading heights of industry
class” could be overcome? That was the essential and generous social welfare provisions so socialproposition behind the decision of many serious ism would be achieved by the progressive unpeople of Pearce’s generation to devote their folding of this inevitable historical process. This
lives to the cause of communism (including your- was the strategy of the far left in Britain in the
self, Terry!, RM) and, in the 1960s and 1970s, struggle for the Great Reform Act of 1832,
others (including the author of The Revolution in where they were deceived by the rising milRetreat ) followed suit, joining Trotskyist ‘parties’ locracy into assisting it in forcing a measure of
that claimed they had absorbed the lessons of power sharing on the landed aristocracy. CharStalinist as well as Social-Democrat betrayals… tism also focused on parliament, with fewer
was it right to define the 20th century as one illusions but nonetheless with no apparent alterrequiring only ‘the building of the revolutionary native. This parliamentarianism is the very borparty’ to bring about world socialist revolution as ing political content of all Tony Benn’s speeches,
‘revolutionary situations’ matured? … Do we not it is also the essence of the more leftist reformnow need new thinking? Thinking that absorbs ist, programme of groups as disparate as the
our history certainly. But thinking which recog- pseudo-Trotskyist Socialist Party, Socialist Apnises that it is only now … we can see, through a peal and the CPGB.
glass darkly perhaps, that the conditions for – The Paris Commune of 1871 was a proto-soviet
and the urgent necessity of – socialist planning and the failed Russian Revolution of 1905 finally
on a human-need basis and a world scale have put the working class centre-stage, finally the
emerged. If so, we need a radically new discus- conundrum was solved, here was direct mass
sion about how this has come about and what to participatory democracy as envisaged in ancient
do about it.”
Greece albeit for the elite male “citizens”.
Right, Terry, who will achieve this “planning on a
human-need basis” for us? The answer settled
upon by you, Cliff Slaughter, Cyril Smith, and
Lars T Leh et al is certainly NOT the working class
and building a revolutionary party to repeat the
“mistake” – “blind alley” Smith outrageously
called the victory of the Russian Revolution led
by the Bolsheviks. Pirani and the whole MfS
eventually accepted this. And lest any serious
intellect from academia should consider repeating the “mistake” of those earlier generations
and devote their lives to the cause of the revolution and so connect with workers in struggle let
us put as high a price as possible on our books,
£80 for Pirani’s tome, € 147.00 / US$ 210.00 for
Lars T Lih’s Lenin Rediscovered, What is to be
Done in Context, to perpetuate the division of
mental and manual labour as far as possible.

Kautsky and democracy

Therein lies the confusion about the dictatorship
of the proletariat which Smith and the MfS, Lih
and the CPGB, Hal Draper the AWL and the Commune exploit; because this working class democracy is directly counterposed to bourgeois democracy. If the MfS crudely equated soviet democracy with bourgeois democracy or democracy in general (e.g. the CPGB’s ‘extreme democracy’, i.e. a perfect form of capitalist rule) or
borrowed the anti-communism of Raya Dunayevskaya, Lars T is more sophisticated in his
anti-communism and confusion as to what is the
form workers’ rule must take. Crucially, were the
Bolsheviks right to dissolve the Constituent
Assembly in 1918 and rely on the Soviets as the
form of workers’ rule? Was the counterrevolutionary violence of Stalinism and the bourgeoisie the same as the revolutionary violence
employed by the soviets and Trotsky’s Red Army
during the Civil War? See: Universal rights and
Imperialism’s neo-liberal offensive by Ret Marut
in Socialist Fight no 2 (Gerry Downing’s documents on Scribd) for a detailed exposure of the
fraud of bourgeois democracy. This is the introduction:

Karl Kautsky, the ‘Pope of Marxism’ (1854
-1938). Famously slated by Lenin as ‘The
renegade Kautsky’, he sided with Imperialism against the Russian Revolution.

working class and poor of the world by a hypocritical championing of ‘democracy’ and ‘rights’ from ‘democracy’ within trade unions and
‘democracy’ for the USSR and Iraq all based on
the ‘free market’ and ‘free trade’. This ideological offensive left its victims far poorer and with
far less effective collective rights.
‘Revolutionaries’, like the SWP, hailed the fall of
the Berlin Wall, the neo-liberal counterrevolution's greatest achievement. They thereby foolishly welcomed their own political marginalisation. Ret Marut examines the ideological roots of
this offensive and outlines Marxism’s answers”.

Lars T Lih: the renegade’s champion
The young Kautsky was not so fundamentally
different from the renegade. We cannot adopt
the pre-1914 German Social Democratic party
(SPD) methods as Lih proposes. John Reese, in
his book The Algebra of Revolution (Routlidge
1998) makes a powerful case for the mechanical,
undialectical, Darwinian centrism of Kautsky’s
Marxism and points out that he never fought
Bernstein on method, only Rosa Luxemburg did
this. His pseudo-orthodoxy hid the real class
relations within the SPD; in reality the corrupt
trade union bureaucrats controlled the membership. Should we not accept Trotsky’s advice to
Burnham in January 1940 “beware of the infiltration of bourgeois scepticism into your ranks.
Remember that socialism to this day has not
found higher scientific expression than Marxism.
Bear in mind that the method of scientific socialism is dialectic materialism. Occupy yourselves
with serious study! Study Marx, Engels, Plekhanov, Lenin and Franz Mehring.” No mention of
Kautsky unlike Lenin in 1920 but certainly no
total, irresponsible rejection of the Marxist tradition of the Second International as a whole.

Behind the elevation of Kautsky and the attacks
The CPGB and Lih are using many basic Marxist
on Lenin and Trotsky is the question of democconcepts so ably propagated by Kautsky, Meracy. All through the nineteenth century the
hring, Wilhelm Liebknecht and others to smug“Red Republicans” equated the goal of universal
gle in the Erfurt programme of separation of
suffrage – adult male to begin with – with socialism; if the working class had universal suffrage “Imperialism’s neo-liberal offensive since the Minimum programme and Maximum prothen they would surely vote for socialism and it 1980s cloaked its brutal advance against the gramme which characterised the German SPD
and led to its shipwreck after their appalling 4th
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August vote for the Kaiser’s war credits already
alluded to, one of the blackest days in the history
of the world workers’ movement. Cyril Smith
uses total rejection to smuggle in the straightforward philosophical idealism which rejects all
materialism and all dialects in order to present a
ridiculous Libertarian non-revolutionary humanist Marx as the model for today’s revolutionaries.
Crucially, was Kautsky “the Pope of Marxism”,
and the SPD correct to pursue the model of the
“party of the whole class” armed with the Erfurt
Programme as opposed to Lenin and Trotsky’s
revolutionary party armed with a Transitional
Programme (workers’ united front 1920, TP
1938)?
Or was Marcel Liebman’s Leninism under Lenin
the more balanced assessment of why Lenin took
such a fundamentally different attitude to WWI
from the SPD? The fundamental difference which
we will seek to establish is that Lenin led the
Bolsheviks with an increasingly different theory
and practice after learning the lessons, crucially
on the need for Soviet/workers councils, from
the failed revolution of 1905. We will establish
that the goal of Liebman is to defend the Marxist
theory and practice of the revolutionary party
and programme as developed by Lenin which
was so spectacularly successful in leading the
Russian Revolution. It was this heritage that was
defended by Trotsky. The goal of both Smith and
Lih is counter-revolutionary and reactionary; to
deny the new generation of revolutionists these
indispensable weapons today in the struggle to
forge the leadership to make the socialist revolution in the revolutionary crises that this crisis will
produce in the coming months and years
Lenin made a major practical break with SPD
methods of organising after 1905 and deepened
this after August 1914, by evolving a different
theory on the party type and programme. This
was empirical at first; attributing the centralism
and struggle for theoretical clarity at least in part
to illegal Russian conditions but increasingly it
became conscious because of the revolutionary
practice of the party. This resulted in breaking
with the German Social Democratic party type
such that by 1917 the Bolsheviks were a totally
different type of party, capable of leading a socialist revolution. In contrast the SPD top leadership formed the spearhead of the counterrevolution and their model “party of the whole
class” splintered disastrously into its constituent
elements: open counter-revolutionary reformism
leading older, more demoralised and conservative skilled workers in the main, syndicalism,
centrism and a small and confused revolutionary
current. This is Liebman’s implicit proposition.
And it is into this Kautskyite blind alley Lars T Lih
and the CPGB seek to divert us.
Lars T Lih seeks to prove that, 1. Lenin never
broke theoretically from the pre-1914 Kautsky
and 2. that therefore the revolution triumphed
by the use of the min-max SPD Erfurt Programme
of 1891 and 3. implicitly the 1921 united front
offensive by Lenin and Trotsky and the 1938
Transitional Programme were reformist backsliding by the great revolutionists as Max Shacht-

man, Hal Draper, the CPGB and the AWL have
sought/seek to prove.
In developing his Marxism after 1905 Lenin no
longer used the medium of Kautsky or even
Plekhanov in the main but went straight to Marx
and Engels and eventually, in 1914, to Hegel as
the intellectual source of the dialectic. But the
CPGB wishes to develop a Kautskyite Marxism as
a fail-safe against revolutionary Trotskyism. And
Lars T Lih is the unwitting, or maybe willing, cat’s
paw in this project. Closely related to this is the
question of what lessons we draw from the history of the Russian Revolution and subsequent
history of the 20th century and the first decade
of the 21st in terms of the party and programme? We also need to restate the fundamental character of Lenin’s break with the old Bolshevik Democratic Dictatorship of the Proletariat
and Peasantry in the 1917 April Theses following
his famous analysis Imperialism the Highest
Stage of Capitalism in 1916 and its essential
coincidence with Trotsky’s 1904 theory of Permanent Revolution.
Why do we take the two apparently opposing
proposition of Smith and Lih and insist they are
essentially the same? Smith says that Kautsky
and Plekhanov distorted Marx so fundamentally
that they gutted him of his Marxism - Karl Marx
and the Future of the Human is one of his efforts
– and we must return to the real Marx. Lenin and
Trotsky followed the philosophy of these and so
were little better. We must return to Marx with
Cyril, who is the only one to have found his true
character. Strange how this ‘discovery’ gels so
well with outright reaction but that’s dialectical,
we must suppose!
Lih, on the other hand, says that Lenin remained
a Kautskyite all his life, only repudiating the open
crossing of class lines when he progressed from
centrism to counter-revolution by attacking the
Russian Revolution. But in truth Lenin’s collected
works are full of re-examination of what went
wrong with the German Social Democracy and
we make so bold as to suggest he corrected his
earlier illusions in them sufficiently to lead the
greatest revolution in history, so he got the bulk
of that one about right, it is fair to assert. Nevertheless we must all be more Kautsky than Lenin
today is the message Lih proposes, much to the
delight of the CPGB’s Macnair and Bridge.

Kautsky as the inspiration for
Lenin’s April Theses?
In bolstering the Stalinist/Menshevik version of
revolutionary history Lih seeks to prove that it
was Kautsky who was the main influence in
Lenin’s April Theses of 1917 and that Trotsky’s
theory of Permanent Revolution was totally
irrelevant, despite the complete political coincidence between the two internationalist outlooks. Crucially he fails to identify Lenin’s 1916
book Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism as the central political development in
Lenin’s thinking which enabled the April Theses
to identify with the third and most important
element of Permanent Revolution, the orientation to the world revolution. Reducing the fa-

Marcel Liebman. In Leninism under Lenin he
shows the inspiration for the April Theses was
not just Trotsky (albeit in a distorted form) but
Lenin himself in his earlier writings

mous Theses to the incapacity of the Russian
bourgeoisie to lead their own revolution and
portraying the adoption of socialist measures as
a national consideration without questioning
why the working class should had developed
such advanced internationalist consciousness, Lih
and the CPGB demonstrate their essential capitulation to the Menshevik/Stalinist theory of socialism in a single country and a left wing version of
the British Road to Socialism.
In an introduction to an article by Kautsky, Lenin
and the ‘April theses’ January 15th, 2010 by the
Communists
Students
http://
communiststudents.org.uk/?p=4074 (and in the
Weekly Worker) Lars T Lih argues that this was
the inspiration for Lenin’s famous April Theses.
Why anyone should think that this appalling
social chauvinist (and Lenin had called him just
this many times since 1914) should have inspired
Lenin in 1917 because of a few ambiguous formulations is a mystery. Here is how Lars T Lih
puts his case;
“First, what exactly was new in Lenin’s famous
April Theses? The following planks in Lenin’s
1917 platform are not new: all power to the
soviets, no support for the provisional government and the Imperialist war, the necessity of a
second stage of the revolution, in which the proletariat would take state power. These themes
can all be found earlier – in particular, in theses
published in October 1915. What is new is Lenin’s
insistence on taking ‘steps toward socialism’ in
Russia, prior to and independent of socialist
revolution in western Europe. This theme occurs
for the first time in remarks jotted down in April
1917 – immediately after reading Kautsky’s article. Of course, we cannot simply argue post hoc,
ergo propter hoc (“with this, therefore because of
this”). Nevertheless, this coincidence in time
opens up a possibility that should be seriously
examined.
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Of course, these verbal echoes are hardly direct
proof that Kautsky’s article had a large impact on
Lenin. Nevertheless, they add weight to the
strong circumstantial case for seeing Kautsky’s
article as the catalyst for Lenin’s great innovations in his ideological outlook. The innovations
are not at the level of the Marxist axioms themselves – Lenin as well as Kautsky continued to
take these for granted. The innovations reveal
themselves at the level of the empirical application of these axioms to Russia.”
If we read the ‘theses published in 1915’ – they
are in Lenin CW 21 – we see that Lenin is still
advocating a bourgeois democratic revolution in
Russia, albeit led by the working class and indeed
in this he is still a ‘Kautskyite’. The very weak
case that Kautsky led Lenin to break from Kautskyism, in this vital important matter is further
undermined if we look at the previous article to
the theses in Volume 21. It is Kautsky, Axelrod
and Martov – True Internationalists, of course
true internationalist social patriotic chauvinists is
the theme of the article. And it is on internationalism that the April Theses are based, they could
not be inspired from so hostile a source. Lih goes
on to remark:
“Kautsky’s April article also foreshadows the later
clash between Lenin and himself. Kautsky insists
that socialism is impossible without democracy,
by which he means political freedoms such as
right of assembly, of press, and so on. Of course,
Lenin also emphasised the relation between
democracy and socialism, but on a different
plane. Lenin’s entire emphasis in 1917 is on mass
participation in administration rather than on
political freedoms. This emphasis stands in contrast to earlier old Bolshevism, for which political
freedom was a central goal.”
This only goes to show that the reference to the
need for soviets made by Lenin in 1915 was not a
precursor to his powerful slogan All power to the
Soviets of April 1917. The ‘three whales of Bolshevism’ or ‘three pillars’- Democratic Republic,
Confiscation of the Landed Estates, Eight-Hour
Working Day, were still the programme then with
an entirely different political perspective. But
Lars T Lih then presents us with a profound historical mystery, where on earth could Lenin have
got the ideas of the April Theses if not from Kautsky?
“Many other candidates have been proposed for
the catalyst for Lenin’s ideological innovations in
1917. Among those put forward are Hegel, Bukharin, the political writings of Marx and Engels,
JA Hobson and, of course, Trotsky, but there are
difficulties with each of these. Some observers
have dispensed with specific catalysts and spoken
either of Lenin’s cynicism or of an existential
‘rejection of Big Brother’. I have now put forth a
new explanation: the role of catalyst was played
by Kautsky’s article of April 1917, which showed
Lenin how he could both remain loyal to central
Marxist axioms and move forward to a socialist
revolution in Russia without waiting for the international revolution.”
Lars T Lih would only have to skip one article in
his Volume 21 to discover, much to his chagrin,

that the inspiration was ‘of course Trotsky’. Here
is the extract from Lenin denouncing Trotsky’s
theory of Permanent Revolution in 1915. The
astute Marxist will be able to see that this is a
caricature of Trotsky’s Permanent revolution
nonetheless it is but a few short steps away from
the April Theses.

land, i.e. to win over the peasantry, make full use
of their revolutionary powers, and get the “nonproletarian masses of the people” to take part in
liberating bourgeois Russia from military-feudal
Imperialism” (tsarism). The proletariat will at
once utilise this ridding of bourgeois Russia of
tsarism and the rule of the landowners, not to aid
Here is Lenin, On the Two Lines in the Revolution, the rich peasants in their struggle against the
rural workers, but to bring about the socialist
Nov 1915:
revolution in alliance with the proletarians of
“This state of affairs patently indicates the task of
Europe.”
the proletariat. That task is the waging of a supremely courageous revolutionary struggle How do we assess Lenin on Trotsky?
against the monarchy (utilising the slogans of the Roy Wall says of this passage,
January Conference of 1912, the “three pillars”),
a struggle that will sweep along in its wake all “I hope you've had a look at page 42 of the New
the democratic masses, i.e., mainly the peas- Park edition of Permanent Revolution and Results
and Prospects. Trotsky states (Oct 1928) that he
antry…
thinks Lenin never read his stuff on permanent
To bring clarity into the alignment of classes in revolution. I think that Lenin is criticizing a caricathe impending revolution is the main task of a ture of Trotsky's theory of permanent revolution,
revolutionary party. This task is being shirked by he thinks Trotsky counterposes the socialist revothe Organising Committee, which within Russia lution to the "revolutionary-democratic dictatorremains a faithful ally to Nashe Dyelo, and sh ip of th e p rol e ta ri at a n d p e a sabroad utters meaningless “Left” phrases. This antry" (democratic dictatorship for short)
task is being wrongly tackled in Nashe Slovo by whereas Trotsky actually counterposes his perTrotsky, who is repeating his “original” 1905 manent revolution to the democratic dictatortheory and refuses to give some thought to the ship.
reason why, in the course of ten years, life has
About the same time, 1928, Trotsky realises that
been bypassing this splendid theory.
the epigones were lumping his concept of permaFrom the Bolsheviks Trotsky’s original theory has nent revolution together with another and differborrowed their call for a decisive proletarian ent concept of "permanent revolution" held by
revolutionary struggle and for the conquest of Radek and Bukharin. This latter "permanent
political power by the proletariat, while from the revolution" actually does counterpose socialist
Mensheviks it has borrowed “repudiation” of the revolution to democratic tasks, i.e. it gives up on
peasantry’s role. The peasantry, he asserts, are the Minimum program. Lenin's 1918 criticism of
divided into strata, have become differentiated; the Left Communists in the party is a criticism of
their potential revolutionary role has dwindled this giving up of the Minimum program, i.e.,
more and more; in Russia a “national” revolution wrongly raising only socialist tasks… As you say,
is impossible; “we are living in the era of Imperi- Lenin rejects the democratic dictatorship in his
alism,” says Trotsky, and “Imperialism does not April Theses where he effectively comes over to
contrapose the bourgeois nation to the old re- Trotsky's position. Roy”
gime, but the proletariat to the bourgeois naThe last sentence of the Lenin text is ambiguous
tion.”
on the timing of this socialist revolution; would it
Here we have an amusing example of playing have to await the proletarians of Europe? As we
with the word “Imperialism”. If, in Russia, the shall see this ambiguity is present in Lenin’s forproletariat already stands counterposed to the mulation in 1905 and was only finally resolved in
“bourgeois nation”, then Russia is facing a social- 1917. Imperialism the Highest Stage of Capitalist revolution (!), and the slogan “Confiscate the ism (CW 22) was written in 1916 as a vital part of
landed estates” (repeated by Trotsky in 1915, the preparation for the Theses but Lars T Lih and
following the January Conference of 1912), is the CPGB still treat the Russian Revolution as a
incorrect; in that case we must speak, not of a national event, speculate on the relationship
“revolutionary workers’” government, but of a between the working class and peasantry as if it
“workers’ socialist” government! The length was just a national revolution. So in their ideolTrotsky’s muddled thinking goes to is evident ogy Kautsky shakes hands with Stalin’s and Bukfrom his phrase that by their resoluteness the harin’s socialism in one country and the great
proletariat will attract the “non-proletarian [!] revolutionary socialist internationalists Lenin and
popular masses” as well (No. 217)! Trotsky has Trotsky are reduced to mere gamblers on revolunot realised that if the proletariat induce the non- tions in the rest of Europe. But this was not just
proletarian masses to confiscate the landed es- Lenin and Trotsky. Remember they found a retates and overthrow the monarchy, then that will ceptive audience for All Power to the Soviets in
be the consummation of the “national bourgeois April 1917; already the leftist Bolsheviks
revolution” in Russia; it will be a revolutionary- branches and many middle cadre like Molotov
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the and Shliapnikov were demanding the expulsion
peasantry!...
of the Pravda editorial board, Kamenev, Stalin
That is the crux of the matter today. The proletar- and Muranov, for betraying the revolution by
iat are fighting, and will fight valiantly, to win supporting the Provisional government’s war
power, for a republic, for the confiscation of the effort on the basis of Lenin’s old slogan “the
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democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and
peasantry” which the April Theses repudiated in
favour of the essence of Trotsky’s Permanent
Revolution.
Marcel Liebman shows that the inspiration for
the Theses was not just Trotsky (albeit in a distorted form) but Lenin himself in his earlier writing. In Leninism under Lenin the section Lenin and
permanent revolution pp. 79-83 details several
instances of Lenin himself independently considering the essential concepts of Trotsky’s famous
theory. Trotsky thought that Lenin’s democratic
dictatorship was ‘unrealisable – at least in a
direct, immediate sense’ Results, p202. Lenin
thought that the function of this democratic
dictatorship was to establish bourgeois democracy and facilitate capitalist development but
Trotsky maintained that ‘it would be the greatest
utopianism to think that having been raised to
political domination by the internal mechanism
of a bourgeois revolution, can, even if it so desires, limit its mission to the creation of republican-democratic conditions for the social domination of the bourgeoisie’. (ibid. 223-4).
Liebman quotes from a letter from Adolf Joffe to
Trotsky, before committing suicide in 1927, “I
have often told you that with my own ears I have
heard Lenin admit that in 1905 it was not he but
you who were right. In the face of death one
does not lie and I repeat this to you now.’ And
Lenin had adopted a ‘quasi-Trotskyist’ position
himself in 1905 and Liebman supplies a few
quotes, the best of which is what he calls a
‘typically ‘Trotskyist’ sentence’: ‘From the democratic revolution we shall at once, and precisely in accordance with the measure of our
strength, the strength of the class-conscious and
organised proletariat, begin to pass to the socialist revolution. We stand for uninterrupted revolution. We shall not stop half-way’ (Vol 9, 23637). What is this but the same phrase
‘uninterrupted revolution’ referred to in Trotsky’s Results, p. 212, as Liebman points out? This
re-emerged in his thinking again in April 1917
because of his own studies and influenced by
Trotsky and for this reason they became the
closest of comrades, the co-leaders of the revolution. It is risible to suggest he made that change
under the influence of the by-then counterrevolutionary renegade.

What happened on Lenin’s return in
April 1917
This extract from the Permanent Revolution
website of February 2007 explains well what
happened on Lenin’s return in April 1917:
“It was the editorial board of Pravda that occupied the most right wing stance within Bolshevism. Edited by Stalin, Muranov and Kamenev,
the paper declared on 7 March: “As far as we are
concerned, what matters now is not the overthrow of capitalism but the overthrow of autocracy and feudalism.”
On 15 March, Kamenev used Pravda’s pages to
advocate conditional support for Russia’s war
effort now that the autocracy had been overthrown. Small wonder then that by mid-March

rank and file worker Bolshevik cells in the Vyborg
district were voting for calls to expel the Pravda
leadership from the party. It was Lenin who was
able to transcend the limitations of the old Bolshevik programme and perspective. And it is
testimony to the vitality and strength of the
historically constituted Bolshevik cadre that open
debate in the party led to its programmatic rearmament at the crucial hour. Lenin’s writings
during the war, especially Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism, led him to see that Russia was one, albeit exceptionally weak, link in the
chain of world Imperialism. Of necessity therefore the programme of the coming Russian Revolution could no longer be conceived in terms of a
national and democratic revolution but instead
as a component of the international revolution
against capitalism itself.
Lenin’s return from exile to the Finland Station
allowed him to both intervene directly in the
Bolshevik Party and further sharpen his programmatic armoury. At the head of the Soviet’s official welcome party the leading Menshevik
Chkheidze urged Lenin to play his part in “the
closing of the democratic ranks”. Lenin promptly
declined, declaring instead: “The world-wide
socialist revolution has already dawned . . . Any
day now the whole of European capitalism may
crash. The Russian Revolution accomplished by
you has paved the way and opened a new epoch.
Long live the world-wide socialist revolution.”
Lenin’s forthright declaration in favour of the
socialist development of the revolution was a
severe shock not only to Chkheidze and the Mensheviks. Many of the leading Bolsheviks, especially leading right wingers like Kamenev, thought
he had taken leave of his senses. An eye witness
account of his arrival in Russia captures the
mood of initial bewilderment that greeted
Lenin’s new line:
“It had been expected that Vladimir Illyich would
arrive and call to order the Russian Bureau of the
Central Committee, and especially comrade
Molotov, who occupied a particularly irreconcilable position in regard to the Provisional Government. It turned out, however, that it was
Molotov who was nearest of all to Illyich.” http://
www.permanentrevolution.net/entry/1179
Lih emphases the organisational unity of the
Russian Social Democratic and Labour party, of
which the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks were only
the best known factions in order to suggest this
continued adherence to Kautsky’s theory and
practice. But Lenin applied a transitional method
here, not a min-max method. He understood that
political differences that the party leadership
understood were not understood by the party
ranks much less by the working class as a whole.
Therefore he practiced that approach serious
Marxists have come to understand as Leninism;
he was inflexible and doctrinally dogmatic on
principle once he understood it but he was totally flexible tactically and organisationally in
order to build the revolutionary leadership. And
it was this transitional method which triumphed.
There was joint Bolshevik/Menshevik branches
up until after the Revolution but the Bolsheviks

won the best of them, leaving the Menshevik
organisation with a shell in the period of the
revolutionary upsurge itself and its immediate
aftermath.
In Germany there was no significant splits and
coming together because the “party of the whole
class” had not differentiated either reformism or
centrism from revolutionary theory and practice,
Rosa Luxemburg’s struggle against Bernstein was
taken up by Kautsky but party unity had such
importance, which was accepted by all sides, that
ideological clarification could not be established
in time for the revolutionary crisis. Reformism, as
a separate and counter-revolutionary tendency
in the workers movement, did not separate itself
out in Germany, the leading party of the Second
International, until 1914. By then, whatever
Lenin’s continued illusions in Kautsky and his
method, he had a party leadership with a history
of ideological struggle against reformism and
centrism but one which did not mistake its own
understanding for that of its own ranks or the

Corin Redgrave in the Lambeth by-election in
1978. The petty bourgeois Redgraves’ clash
with the working class Oxford–based future
leaders of the WSL marked a turn away from
the working class. The corrupt relationship
with Middle-East dictators began soon after
this, led by Vanessa.

ranks of the other RSDLP factions. It pursued an
uncompromising political offensive against all
other political tendencies whilst maintaining
organisational unity with them where possible
and at the very least unity in action in the class
struggle. That is Lenin had fought not just left
bourgeois nationalists and reformists in Russia,
he had also fought the centrists; the Mensheviks
in the first place and now recognised Kautsky as
one after 1914, and this too was a new phenomenon appearing for the first time in the
workers movement.
Dialectics comrades; in order to have ideological
conflict with your opponents you must first establish at least a partial unity, an agreement that
you are fighting the common enemy and therefore the argument is your opponents politics and
his methods impede that struggle at best and at
worst are totally counter-productive in certain
instances and in certain cases. That is an understanding of the backwardness of his rivals did not
mean he did not regard them as comrades in the
struggle, until they had definitely crossed class
lines and gone over to the enemy class. Contrast
this to the organisational sectarianism employed
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by today’s SWP, SP etc and yesterday’s and today’s WRP. Lenin’s approach was not sectarianism as is portrayed by these who look at Lenin’s
polemics in isolation from his practice and it is
not Kautskyism as is practiced by the CPGB and
Lih who would look at his practice and try to
bowdlerise his theory to fit a reformist outlook.
That is the Transitional Method.

The Debacle that was Cyril Smith
Faust by Johann Wolfgang von Goethe:
Our spirits yearn toward revelation /That nowhere glows more fair, more excellent, /Than
here in the New Testament./To open the fundamental text I'm moved, /With honest feeling,
once for all, /To turn the sacred, blest original /
Into my German well-beloved.
[He opens a volume and applies himself to it.]
'Tis written: "In the beginning was the Word!" /
Here now I'm balked! Who'll put me in accord? /It
is impossible, the Word so high to prize, /I must
translate it otherwise /If I am rightly by the Spirit
taught. /'Tis written: In the beginning was the
Thought! /Consider well that line, the first you
see, /That your pen may not write too hastily! /Is
it then Thought that works, creative, hour by
hour? /Thus should it stand: In the beginning was
the Power! /Yet even while I write this word, I
falter, /For something warns me, this too I shall
alter.
The Spirit's helping me! I see now what I need /
And write assured: In the beginning was the
Deed!

The WRP’s “red professor”
And was not the old Workers Revolutionary
Party’s “red professor”, the Libertarian MarxistHumanist Cyril Smith’s Marx at the Millennium
another attempt to “rediscover Marx” in order to
gut Marxism of its revolutionary content, to ‘turn
Marx into a common liberal’ as Lenin famously
said Kautsky had done? Having succeeded in
transforming the Cliff Slaughter group (the MfS)
into an anti-Trotskyist, anti-communist cabal are
we not obliged to give them open ideological
battle lest he, Lars T Lih and the CPGB destroy
more potential revolutionists?
At the beginning of Smith’s Marx at the Millennium we are treated to this rant,
“At the end of the twentieth century, humankind
is not a pleasant sight. We humans have had
centuries of ever-accelerating natural-scientific
and technological progress. With this immeasurable advance in our ability to understand and
transform the natural world, it ought to be easy
to make ourselves reasonably comfortable…
Instead, humanity seems to be in the grip of
some invisible, malevolent force…For reasons we
are quite unable to explain, we devote a huge
part of our energy and ingenuity to lying and
cheating, to hurting or killing each other.”
That this should be penned by a Marxist is unbelievable. That it was penned by Smith is no surprise to those of us who recognised his trajectory
early after the 1985 WRP split. The quote is devoid of class analysis and class anger. It is

“humankind” who “are not a pleasant sight” not
the capitalist oppressors and the oppressed
victims. It should be “easy to make ourselves
reasonable comfortable,” (you didn’t do too
badly at that, Cyril, you never got fired from your
LSE lectureship for supporting occupations) only
“humanity seems to be in the grip of some invisible, malevolent force… for reasons we are quite
unable to explain”. Real Marxists have no difficulty explaining that. Elsewhere Cyril let us into
the secret. Not alone does he to take the wrong
side of the Enlightenment debate on human
nature above but according to an obituary by
David Black in The Hobgoblin, Cyril assures us in
his Karl Marx and the Future of the Human,
http://www.thehobgoblin.co.uk/
2008_12_DB_CyrilSmith.htm)

Marxists have always sought those
closest to materialism

When we look at pre-Enlightenment figures
Marxists have always sought out those closest to
materialism and who had a sophisticated approach to reality which approximated in some
way to dialects. They tried to penetrate the religious-mystical husk to see the real human spirit
fighting to get out. Of course the Greek dialecticians like Heraclitus and the Roman atheists like
Titus Lucretius Caro are of prime interest along
with Aristotle and Plato for their astounding
breadth understanding. But with the fall of the
ancient world in the West it was only partially
preserved in the Byzantine Empire and by the
Muslim scholars, who did begin to develop it
“traced the origins of “self-creation” in pre- before the Crusades.
Enlightenment thought and showed how it re- But it is possible to see it begin to re-emerge in
emerged in the dialectical thinking of Hegel and the neo-Platonists and Gnostics which culmiMarx (and the visionary poetry of William Blake). nated in the first really modern thinker, Europe’s
The scientific-rationalists and their “Marxist” greatest philosopher of the early middle ages,
inheritors had seen the natural world “in terms of Johannes Scottus Eriugena. He was condemned
mechanically interacting particles of matter and by two councils: that of Valence in 855, and that
humanity as a collection of individuals.” Cyril of Langres in 859. By the former council his argucontrasted this view with the pre-Enlightenment ments were described as Pultes Scotorum (an
“mystics, Hermetics and magicians,” for whom Irishman’s porridge) and commentum diaboli (an
the human is only an aspect of the natural and invention of the devil). Eriugena's great work, De
divisione naturae (Periphyseon), which was convice versa:”
demned by a council at Sens by Honorius III
And now quoting Smith;
(1225), who described it as "swarming with
“… Hegel takes the side of the magicians on this worms of heretical perversity," and by Gregory
issue: the movements of nature, history and XIII in 1585.
psychology all express the unfolding of Spirit. But
what about Marx? Does human self- Leszek Kolakowski, the renowned Polish Marx
emancipation, a task for humans to tackle in scholar, has mentioned Eriugena as one of the
practice, require any specific conception of the primary influences on Hegel's, and therefore
universe? In the inhuman shell of private prop- Marx's, dialectical form. In particular, he called
erty, money, capital and the state, Marx uncovers De Divisione Naturae a prototype of Hegel's
the source of the mystery of self-creation. Once Phenomenology of Spirit, (Main Currents of
that ‘integument has burst asunder’, relations Marxism, Vol. 1, pp23-31). Source Wikipedia
within a free association of producers, truly hu- h t t p : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a . o r g / w i k i /
man relations, will be transparent and thus so Johannes_Scotus_Eriugena. It is indeed a comwill the relationship between nature and human- mentary on the enormous bulwark to human
progress the Church represented that Ireland
ity as a whole.”
became the ‘Island of Saints and Scholars’ in the
But we are too harsh on Cyril, are we not? Surely early middle ages because it was far enough
by the use of the word “seems” in “humanity removed from the Roman Church’s influence to
seems to be in the grip of some invisible, malevo- think independently in monasteries under the
lent force” he meant this was the false ideas of protection of semi-tribal potentates yet near
others and the revolution would burst the enough to have picked up some learning from
“integument” (shell) asunder? Sadly no. Smith the Roman influence before the dark ages degoes on to attack the fundamentals of Marxism scended over Europe.
(which he attempts to marginalise by putting it in
inverted commas). He is a fundamentally dishon- Pantheism and Gnosticism were central to dragest polemicist. In the guise of attacking Stalinist ging philosophy out of its mystical idealism. Of
distortion of Marxism he attacks Marxism, in the course the new must come out of the old; it is
guise of attacking Kautsky’s and Plekhanov’s within mysticism and religious backwardness that
‘mechanical materialism’ he attacks all material- progressive movements emerged. And the great
ism, in the guise of attacking dialectical material- seat of bigoted reaction in Rome recognised
ism he advocates pathetic idealism, in the guise everything progressive which would challenge its
of attacking historical materialism he attacks the total monopoly on thought and persecuted it
very notion of human progress in the fight with the fires of the Inquisition coupled with the
against oppression. In the manner he advocates misogynist witch hunts of knowledgeable women
the pre-Enlightenment clerical mystics as the pre which followed. The theology of the Cathars of
-cursers to Marx one can only liken him to the the Languedoc was apogee of the great flowering
Chinese Falun Gong who similarly see the of heresies in the 12th and 13th centuries, the
Enlightenment as the beginning of where it all ‘First Renaissance’ so appallingly annihilated in
the Albigensian Crusade on the urgings of Pope
went wrong.
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Innocent (!) III by the ‘northern French barbarians’. This included the slaughter of the entire
20,000 inhabitants of Béziers (July 1209) and
when the Cathars finally surrendered in March
1244 the burning of 220 at the foot of the pog
(peak) of Montségur when they refused to renounce their faith.
Ideologically it was the emergence of pantheism
and its struggles with all other forms of theism,
including the most advanced, the deism of Newton, John Toland, Anthony Collins and others,
which facilitated the application of the scientific
method alongside religious belief in some of the
early Enlightenment thinkers. This opened up the
road for philosophical and political thought. And
Eriugena was awarded his true worth in 1681 as
Schopenhauer says:
“On the whole, one might be surprised that even
in the seventeenth century pantheism did not
gain a complete victory over theism; for the most
original, finest, and most thorough European
expositions of it (none of them, of course, will
bear comparison with the Upanishads of the
Vedas) all came to light at that period, namely
through Bruno, Malebranche, Spinoza, and Scotus Erigena. After Scotus Eriugena had been lost
and forgotten for many centuries, he was again
discovered at Oxford and in 1681, four years after
Spinoza's death, his work first saw the light in
print.”
Schopenhauer, Parerga and Paralipomena, Vol. I,
"Sketch of a History of the Doctrine of the Ideal
and the Real"
Contrast this with the adulation of mysticism that
Smith produces in his Future of the Human to see
just how reactionary he had become by then. He
calls mysticism ‘human’ as if the entire struggle
was not how to slough off this repressive ideology that had fallen so completely on the western
world after the collapse of the civilisation of
antiquity. Pantheism, Gnosticism and neoPlatonism was the form the long struggle to
reassert the critical faculties of the individual
took. After all it was but a short step from
Spinoza’s ‘thought and its extension, matter, are
one substance’ because God is in everybody and
everything as the source of life and movement to
the materialist assertion that there was no God
but that movement and life itself are properties
of matter and thought is simply thinking matter
reflecting on itself. This is too much for the idealist God-man Smith who can see none of this in
the history of human thought and struggle.

precisely this ambiguity conferred mysterious
power.”
We will try to assist here. ‘Primary’ means first in
time and importance and matter does ‘cause’
changes in ‘mind’. If nature was not first in time
then God did it all, if it is not first in importance it
is not source of thought and finally what causes
changes in the mind is matter in motion, again
the brain is matter that thinks and reflects on
itself. But Cyril knew all this as he lectured on it
for years to WRP members, his pretended confusion is intended to confuse:
“On the other hand, ‘dialectical laws of development’ were somehow extracted from the system
of G. W. F. Hegel – who was, however, an
‘idealist’, which meant a mirror-image of the kind
of ‘materialist’ referred to just now. This was a
reference to Engels’s ‘three laws of dialectics’.
(But great problems were caused for the faithful
when it was found that, after ‘the passage of
quantity into quality’ and ‘the struggle of opposites’, Stalin had forgotten the third of Engels’s
‘laws’, the ‘law of the negation of negation’.)”
Don’t you like the “somehow extracted” as if
Smith had not lectured innumerable times on
how Marx ’stood Hegel on his feet” materialistically? Stalin was undoubtedly a scoundrel but it
did not mean everything he said was wrong.
Indeed Hegel was a very important dialectical
source of Marxism as Marx himself averred, ‘I am
proud to consider myself a pupil of that mighty
thinker’ which Smith quotes and Lenin and Trotsky concurred so the ‘somehow extracted’ is a
deliberate mystification as if he did not know all
this and hoped to confuse his readers on it. And
if Stalin forgot the third of Engel’s ‘laws’, (note
the derogatory inverted commas again), why
can’t he tell us all about them? And did Stalin
really ‘forget’ and why would he do that? Only a
genius like Smith would know the answer and
now he can’t tell us; we are lost!
“This utterly dehumanised way of thinking was
now ready to be ‘applied’ to human history: The
material life of society, its being, is also primary,
and its spiritual reality secondary, derivative....
The material life of society is an objective reality
existing independently of the will of men, while
the spiritual life of society is a reflection of this
objective reality, a reflection of being.

Hence social life, the history of society, ceases to
be an agglomeration of ‘accidents’ and becomes
the history of the development of society according to regular laws, and the study of history becomes a science.... Hence the practical activity of
Cyril Smith’s switcheroo
the party of the proletariat must ... be based ...
Here he is doing the switcheroo between Stalin on the laws of development of society ... and the
and Marx, Lenin and Trotsky,
data of science regarding the laws of develop“Let us bring ourselves to look briefly at the way ment of society are authentic data having the
the Stalinist catechism of 1939 hitched up a validity of objective truths”. Page 23-24
highly mechanised materialism with something Why is recognising material reality ‘inhuman’?
called ‘dialectics’. On the one hand, ‘Nature, Yes, of course ‘The material life of society, its
being, the material world, is primary, and mind, being, is also primary, and its spiritual reality
thought, is secondary.’ What does this word secondary, derivative’ because when you die it all
‘primary’ mean? Does it mean ‘first in time’ or stops, unless we believe in ghosts and spirits and
‘first in importance’? Or does it mean that matter that dreadful God again. And here we happen on
‘causes’ changes in ‘mind’? Nobody can tell, and a curious phenomenon. Because Cyril accused

Johannes Scottus Eriugena on the Irish £5 note:
His De divisione naturae was condemned by
successive popes and Church Councils from 859
to 1585 because of its implied materialism.
Lenin of having a ‘superstitious panic of God’: “it
is particularly comic to see Lenin’s superstitious
panic every time Hegel mentions God” in his
Philosophical Notebooks (vol 38)! (page 182
Marx and the Human). Lenin was superstitious
about the non-existence of God??? We always
read that as exasperation at Hegel’s failure to
appreciate material reality, something he had in
common with Smith, who really did seem to find
God in his old age.
He uses Stalin to denounce historical materialism; “There is a ‘force’ which ‘determines’ the
‘physiognomy’ of society: ‘This force, historical
materialism holds, is the method of procuring the
means of life necessary for human existence, the
mode of production of material values – food,
clothing, footwear, houses, fuel, instruments of
production, etc.’”
Really it would only take a sentence or two to
explain what historical materialism says without
this gobbledegook stuff to rubbish it all. And it is
not even clear that that is what is claimed in
Stalin’s work, such is the mixture of inverted
commas and explanatory text. A passage directly
quoted might give the wrong impression, it
seems. Now Trotsky and Lenin come in for withering scorn from the pathetic Smith. Trotsky was
a pedestrian fellow who while “never claiming
any special philosophical knowledge” only “got
through 30 pages of Hegel’s Science of Logic… at
best, the Trotskyist could strive to defend an
existing body of theory” (p. 25 Marx at the M).
Lenin was just as bad – he “was never able to
complete his break with the philosophical ideas
learned from Plekhanov” (p. 45 ibid).
“Trotsky refused to accept the often-parroted
notion that Stalinism was the inevitable continuation of Lenin’s work. This idea, now more fashionable than ever, actually explains nothing. The
false ideas of one person cannot be explained
simply by the false ideas of another. However,
what is true is that, when Stalin erected his massive historical road-block to communism, he
exploited to the full every weakness contained in
the outlook of Lenin’s party. Unless we investigate these defects as thoroughly as we can, it will
prove impossible to find our way through” p26.
That means that, yes, Lenin did lead to Stalin.
Simon Pirani was the only one in the MsF to
criticise this appalling book but while we concur
with most of his criticisms, he never tackles
Smith’s onslaught on Marxism itself. Pirani is
correct, for instance in pointing out where Smith
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stupidly asserts that Marx was right on the Russian question where he supported those Narodniks who thought that Russia could go straight
from the pseudo-egalitarian peasant communes,
the Mir, to socialism without having to endure
the horrors of capitalist accumulation. Marx
shunned Plekhanov’s Marxism. Lenin solved the
dispute beyond doubt when he produced his epic
work, The Development of Capitalism in Russia,
constituting the whole of Volume 3 of his collected works. Plekhanov was entirely correct,
peasants cannot lead a socialist revolution as
Smith ridiculously proposes, “Russian revolutionary socialists must redouble their efforts to prepare for this revolution, while rural property
forms still survived , otherwise this chance would
not return” (ibid, p60-1). In this manner this
ignorant poltroon consigns Marxism’s greatest
theorists and practitioners to the dustbin of
history, sounding a great deal like Robert Service
in his appalling biographies of Lenin and Trotsky.

social being rather than the other way about”.
(our emphasis) Main Currents of Marxism Vol 1 –
Kolakowski, p. 345, Oxford University press,
1978.

Part 4: Max Shachtman, Hal Draper and
Raya Dunayevskaya:
How the MsF and The Commune unite to attack
Matgamna’s AWL and the CPGB from the right!

T

he foregoing serves as a good introduction to current political problems on the
anti-Trotskyist left, if we may call them
that. When the US SWP split in 1939
Burnham and Shachtman refused to defend the
USSR as a degenerated workers' state against the
enormous anti-communist witch hunts then in
Cyril ‘corrects’ Marx by making him train following Stalin's pact with Hitler, joint
invasions of Poland, and invasion of the Baltic
a liberal like himself
states and Finland. The desertion of the cause of
But Cyril knows the real Marx better than anyone the revolution by leading intellectuals like Max
else it seems. Nevertheless he has to “correct” Eastman, Sidney Hook etc. had been going on for ture of the Human in 2004. The grouping is obviously entirely outside the labour movement,
Marx when his formulations are a little a decade
“confused”; “The ‘Marxist’ discussion of the rela- The specific issue raised the question of the concentrating on the isolated alienated individtion between ‘material social relations’ and con- dialectic in the analysis of the class nature of the ual's angst under capitalism and seeking solusciousness implied that it accepted their separa- USSR and Trotsky explained both in clear terms tions in mental revolutions which avoids the
tion. Human activity can be considered independ- which the serious Marxists can find in the collec- necessity of the class struggle and mass mobilisaently of consciousness and its forms only by ig- tion In Defence of Marxist. Whereas Burnham tion for a socialist revolution.
noring what humanity is. When Marx said: ‘It is became an open apologist for Imperialism imme- Althusser's epistemological break between the
not the consciousness of men that determines diately Shachtman took the Kautsky road before young Marx of The German Ideology and the
their being but their social being that determines becoming a renegade whose anti-communist mature Marx of Capital is their false starting
their consciousness’, the ‘Marxists’ heard that propaganda was dropped from US war planes to point where goal and means are totally sepahuman thinking is inevitably moulded by external demoralise the North Korean communists. In his rated - Trotsky’s Terrorism and Communism was
‘social conditions’. They weren’t listening. Marx centrist phase between Trotskyism and outright the book that Smith hated the most because it
was pointing to the way that alienated social life reaction he led the Workers Party (some 40% of defended unapologetically the revolutionary
appears to those who live it. Their liberation the SWP at the split) and they continued to call violence necessary to win the Civil War, later
means the expansion of the power of conscious- themselves Trotskyists whilst producing analyses codified in his famous book in defence of Comness to determine their social being, determined of the revolutions in China and capitalist over munist morality, Their Morals and Ours.
to discover all its implications and its objective turns in Eastern Europe which defended Imperi- Althusser rejects the humanism in Marx in order
basis. He began to probe every aspect of the alist interests, as Kautsky did between 1914 and to justify Stalinism and rubbish the communist
ideas of the International, including especially his 1917.
goals of human liberation. Smith rejects the
own – although he rarely says so”. (p90)
This centrist semi-Trotskyist semi-Imperialist revolution in Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky in
So after the revolution and the construction of outfit with their bureaucratic-collectivist analysis order to make his peace with the liberalcommunism it will be, “Thought that works, of the USSR proved too radical for some and they reactionary establishment, just as Professor
creative, hour by hour?’ as Goethe lampooned it suffered a split to the right led by CLR James, the Dühring did in Engels's time, Kautsky did in
and we won’t have to work anymore, just think Trinidadian ex-Trotskyist and Raya Du- Lenin’s time and Dunayevskaya did in Trotsky’s
hard enough! Bad enough coming from Smith nayevskaya, Trotsky's former Russian language time.
but listen to another ‘Marxist professor’ saying secretary who left over the Stalin-Hitler pact.
When The Commune broke from the AWL in
the same stupid thing:
It must be emphasised that by the anarchist 2008 it was to this current Chris Ford orientated.
“Nor should it be supposed that ‘social being that nature of groupings of this type no one entirely They have succeeded in drawing in Cyril's former
determines consciousness’ is an eternal law of agrees with anyone else and no one fights to comrades, Cliff Slaughter's Movement for Socialhistory. The Critique of Political Economy de- clarify the group politically on any question lest ism and Permanent Revolution comrades, who
scribes the dependence of social consciousness on they become offended at being challenged. The are moving from anti-democratic bureaucratic
the relations of production as a fact that has AWL has a liberal regime with a guru, Matgamna, centralism but with political struggle to anarchoalways existed in the past, but it does not follow to hold it together despite a wide range of differ- syndicalism in organisational form and increasthat it must be so forever. Socialism, as Marx saw ences from outright anti-communism to posi- ingly in politics. They were closest to The Comit, was vastly to change the sphere of creative tions approaching Trotskyism. The Commune and mune in their reaction to the British jobs for
activity outside of the productive forces, freeing Marxist-Humanism groups have nothing but their British workers strikes. Mark Hoskisson's repuconsciousness from mystification and social life demoralised angst to hold them together.
diation of Leninism and Trotskyism in PR 17 can
from reifies social forces. In such conditions,
only be seen as an abandonment of revolutionThis group went on to found the school of Marxconsciousness, i.e. the consciousness will and
ary politics and an accommodation to this antiist-Humanism who welcomed Cyril Smith's Marx
initiative of human beings, would be in control;
at the Millennium so enthusiastically that they communist milieu. He takes it for granted, for
of social processes so that it would determine
example, that the taking of the St Peter's and
published his next effort, Karl Marx and the FuLeon Trotsky: I am confident of the victory of the Fourth International; Go Forward!
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Paul's fortress by the Bolsheviks in Kronstadt in
1921 is indefensible as is the temporary banning
of party factions at the same time. A weasel
formula allows him to sidestep the appalling
conditions imposed by WWI, the Civil War and
defeat of the German Revolution to lay all the
blame on Lenin and Trotsky, not even approaching the class conscious defence by Brian Pearce
above; given these conditions the triumph of the
bureaucracy was inevitable, only the advance of
the world revolution could have defeated Stalin.
Lenin too would have been jailed by Stalin had he CLR James with Raya Dunayevskaya and Grace
lived, as his widow Krupskaya said.
Lee during the 1940s. They were leaders in the
These groupings call themselves 'critical Marxists' Johnson-Forrest Tendency of the USFI.
and have produced an impressive amount of anti
-Trotskyist literature which is common ground Scheidemanns and Kautskys, Renaudels and
for the CPGB, the AWL, The Commune and the Longuets, Hendersons and MacDonalds, who
MfS. Feuerbach resolved the religious essence from now on will be treading on each other’s
into the human essence. But the human essence feet, dreaming about “unity” and trying to revive
is no abstraction inherent in each single individ- a corpse. Bolshevism has created the ideological
ual. In its reality it is the ensemble of the social and tactical foundations of a Third International,
relations of modern capitalism. This we must of a really proletarian and Communist Internaoverthrow by our rigorous pursuit of the class tional, which will take into consideration both
struggle, so shamefully neglected by our Marxist the gains of the tranquil epoch and the experiHumanists like the MfS. Some ‘critical Marxists’ ence of the epoch of revolutions, which has belike the CPGB, the AWL and The Commune do gun.”

policy of compromise, still poisoning the atmosphere even in parties tending towards the Third
International, must be thrown aside. This book
must serve the ends of an irreconcilable struggle
against the cowardice, half-measures, and hypocrisy of Kautskianism in all countries.”

participate in the class struggle in a serious manner but without a transitional programme, that is
with methods and perspectives which are nonMarxist. They always must fail the test on crucial
questions; be it support for the Palestinians
against murderous Zionism, No Platform of fascists, British jobs for British workers, Jerry Hicks
for Unite General Secretary or support for Irish
Republican POWs

Now we learn from this same professor that
there were no essential differences between
Lenin’s newly considered orientation, and that of
Kamenev, Stalin, Zinoviev and other leading
members of the central committee of the Bolshevik Party throughout the months between March
and October, save for ‘misinterpretation’ of the
words vlast, kontrol and compromise. Is there
really a ‘science’ in this work of Lih? If so, what
science can truthfully dissect and analyse Lenin’s
conception of old-Bolshevism from this, purported re-direction as outlined in the April Theses, itself a seminal document and precursor to
the Bolshevik/Soviets taking power in October
1917?

From Terrorism and Communism
Leon Trotsky, May 1920: “Precisely because
historical events have, with stern energy, been
developing in these last months their revolutionary logic, the author of this present work asks
himself: Does it still require to be published? Is it
still necessary to confute Kautsky theoretically? Is
there still theoretical necessity to justify revolutionary terrorism?

And a few extracts from the greatest Marxists of
Unfortunately, yes. Ideology, by its very essence,
the twentieth century on Karl Kautsky:
plays in the Socialist movement an enormous
From The Proletarian Revolution part. Even for practical England the period has
arrived when the working class must exhibit an
and the Renegade Kautsky
ever-increasing demand for a theoretical stateVladimir Lenin,, November 1918: “The Bolshe- ment of its experiences and its problems. On the
viks’ tactics were correct; they were the only other hand, even the proletarian psychology
internationalist tactics, because they were based, includes in itself a terrible inertia of conservatism
not on the cowardly fear of a world revolution, – the more that, in the present case, there is a
not on a philistine “lack of faith” in it, not on the question of nothing less than the traditional
narrow nationalist desire to protect one’s “own” ideology of the parties of the Second Internafatherland (the fatherland of one’s own bour- tional which first roused the proletariat, and
geoisie), while not “giving a damn” about all the recently were so powerful. After the collapse of
rest, but on a correct (and, before the war and official social-patriotism (Scheidemann, Victor
before the apostasy of the social-chauvinists and Adler, Renaudel, Vandervelde, Henderson, Pleksocial-pacifists, a universally accepted) estima- hanov, etc.), international Kautskianism (the staff
tion of the revolutionary situation in Europe. of the German Independents, Friedrich Adler,
These tactics were the only internationalist tac- Longuet, a considerable section of the Italians,
tics, because they did the utmost possible in one the British Independent Labor Party, the Martov
country for the development, support and awak- group, etc.) has become the chief political factor
ening of the revolution in all countries. These on which the unstable equilibrium of capitalist
tactics have been justified by their enormous society depends (i.e. on the Centrists RM). It may
success, for Bolshevism (not by any means be- be said that the will of the working masses of the
cause of the merits of the Russian Bolsheviks, but whole of the civilized world, directly influenced
because of the most profound sympathy of the by the course of events, is at the present mopeople everywhere for tactics that are revolu- ment incomparably more revolutionary than
tionary in practice) has become world Bolshe- their consciousness, which is still dominated by
vism, has produced an idea, a theory, a pro- the prejudices of parliamentarism and comprogramme and tactics which differ concretely and mise. The struggle for the dictatorship of the
in practice from those of social-chauvinism and working class means, at the present moment, an
social-pacifism. Bolshevism has given a coup de embittered struggle with Kautskianism within the
grace to the old, decayed International of the working class. The lies and prejudices of the

Part 5: Lars T Lih,
Kautsky, Lenin and
the CPGB By Ray Rising

I

have speculated and considered over a
period, the last year or so, on the reason
why the CPGB/Weekly Worker has given so
much time and space to the investigative
method and the, not so modestly invoked, revelatory discoveries of Lars T Lih.
Firstly, he suggested last year, that it was Karl
Kautsky, who personally made it ‘apparent’ to
Lenin the inspiration for his ‘April Theses’, by way
of Kautsky’s article in ‘Die Neue Zeit‘, writing as
he did at the time on the 1917 February rising in
Russia.

The concluding five points Lih made in this latest
’revelation’, excludes the very mention of the
proletariat as ‘being’ at the very heart of the ‘old
and new’ Bolshevism. Is this accidental? I would
suggest that Lih has taken even Kautsky’s view of
1917 Russia even further back, to feudal times
with his emphasis on the peasantry. How preposterous.
The author is billed as a Canadian historian/
academic, presumably he does not consider
himself a Marxist, or if he does so he assuages
any self definition thus so to, again presumably,
give to his work an air of ‘academic neutrality’ as
distinct from any accusation of ‘dogmatism‘.
There have been many earlier minds similarly
‘tuned in’ on the ideological driving-force as to
Lenin’s directives and urgings during those
months of 1917 - and they all testify to the class
positions of these ‘viewers’ regarding the social
and political overturn of October.
The simple fact is this, that without the totally
new economic, social and political conditions
revealed in the Imperialist war beginning in 1914,
old-Europe, like old-Bolshevism, could not have
been the stage for October’s revolution. Professor Lih, in his latest article, brings prominently
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before us his often repeated views of Kamenev,
as the archetypical old-Bolshevik leader, as distinct from Lenin, where he says: “Those Bolsheviks who, like Kamenev, were opposed to Lenin
were arguing that his opposition to the Provisional government was too empty, too formal too much like just sitting there saying that it is an
Imperialist government. They asked: how do we
get across the message that an Imperialist government is bad? Let’s put across some specific
demands to expose this government. Let’s be
more specific and help the Bolsheviks who are
working in local soviets.

Did Lih ever read Trotsky’s ’History of the Russian
Revolution’? Did he dismiss altogether the multifarious archive basis of that enormous work?
Perhaps Trotsky’s earlier foresight (‘Permanent
Revolution’, in theory and leader of St Petersburg
Soviet 1905, in practice) and immediately on his
arrival at Petrograd in May 1917, having a total
attachment to the revolutionary process in its
actual making and success. Trotsky, is in Lih’s
view (in this piece unmentioned) an inconsequential absentee - why so? Was that ’other’
essential leader (non-Bolshevik?), suitable for
omission in this, his most authoritative of new
So my argument about this whole debate is that appraisals.
it was a kind of misunderstanding. Lenin read in “…The power is taken over, at least in Petrograd.
the papers about kontrol and got upset. When Lenin has not yet had time to change his collar,
hearing Lenin say that all that was needed was but his eyes are very wide-awake, even though
patient explanation about the need for soviet his face looks so tired. He looks softly at me, with
power, others responded by pointing out that that sort of awkward shyness that with him indithey were in a revolutionary situation and there cates intimacy. “You know,” he says hesitatingly,
was a need to be doing things. That is the rather “from persecution and a life underground, to
paradoxical aspect of this whole debate. These come so suddenly into power... He pauses for the
old Bolsheviks were accusing Lenin of being right word. “Es schwindelt,” he concludes, changrather passive! And if you read some of what ing suddenly to German, and circling his hand
Lenin was saying then you can see why they were around his head. We look at each other and
wondering what their chief was actually thinking. laugh a little. All this takes only a minute or two;
In any event, I think this debate is not as impor- then a simple “passing to next business.”
tant as it is made out to be and that both sides The government must be formed. We number
were thinking along the same lines and just try- among us a few members of the Central Commiting to formulate a concrete strategy.” ( Lars T Lih) tee. A quick session opens over in a corner of the

Ray Rising: “Did Lih ever read Trotsky’s
’History of the Russian Revolution’? Did he
dismiss altogether the multifarious archive
basis of that enormous work?”
dare contradict it. But the fact remains that Lenin
only mentioned Svyerdlov and Bukharin. He did
not think of any others.” Trotsky - ‘My
Life’ (1930)

But let us here go back a while and reflect on the
views of the historical linearity of Russian Marxism as a precursor to Bolshevism, and what that
tradition said: “…To appreciate Lenin’s historic
contribution there is no need whatever to try to
room.
show that from his early years he was obliged to
“What shall we call them?” asks Lenin, thinking
break the virgin soil with a plough of his own.
aloud. “Any thing but ministers that’s such a vile,
“There were almost no comprehensive (Marxist)
hackneyed word.”
works available (to Lenin when he began his
“We might call them commissaries,” I suggest,
studies),” writes Elisarova (a Stalinist historian),
“but there are too many commissaries just now. parroting Kamenev and others. “It was necessary
Perhaps ’supreme commissaries’? No, ’supreme’ for him to study the original sources
does not sound well, either. What about ’people’s
(government local statistics on peasant and
commissaries’?”
worker life) and draw from them his own deduc“’People’s commissaries? Well, that might do, I tions.”
think,” Lenin agrees. “And the government as a Nothing could be more offensive to Lenin’s own
whole?”
rigorous scientific scrupulousness than this claim

Lih asserts most certainly that there was somehow just a difference in interpreting vlast and
kontrol - therefore Bolshevism was spun simply
on a misinterpretation! As the events of social
and political processes unfolded over the spring
to summer - summer to autumn, the unviability
of the Kerensky, Miliukov and Guchkov provisional government, straddled between, on the
one hand, the war weary, hungry, displaced
workers and landless displaced peasants forced
together in military combinations (in war) and
thereby into disparate armed soviets and those
urban soviets of workers, who were initially the
more politicised because of their tradition of “A Soviet, of course..., the Soviet of People’s
‘founding‘ the one ‘big’ soviet in 1905 St Peters- Commissaries, eh?”
burg.
“The Soviet of People’s Commissaries?” Lenin
Reflecting the political orientation of these afore- picks it up. “That’s splendid; smells terribly of
mentioned soviets were the parties to which revolution!”
they either sympathised with or were members
Lenin was not much inclined toward the æsthetof : The Socialist Revolutionaries (left and constiics of revolution, or toward relishing its “romantic
tutional), Menshevik (constitutional and internaquality.” But all the more deeply did he feel the
tionalist) and Bolshevik (Leninist and compromisrevolution as a whole, and all the more unmisers) - on the other hand the prevarications of the
takably did he define its “smell.”
provisional government whose attitude and
control of the war had brought through to promi- “And what,” Vladimir Ilyich once asked me quite
nence the reactionary Kadet Party- Junkers and unexpectedly, during those first days “what if the
Cossacks of the Whites’ reaction with General White Guards kill you and me? Will Svyerdlov and
Kornilov’s plans to overturn the whole preceding Bukharin be able to manage?”
- bourgeois democratic strikes/constituent as- “Perhaps they won’t kill us,” I rejoined, laughing.
sembly - the February earlier passage.
“The devil knows what they might do,” said
Unless the reader has an empathy and an understanding of the very process then forming the
actual future of the ’undefined’ democracy in
Russia at this time, i.e., revolution and counterrevolution implicit in the contending dual-power
showing itself, academic ’misunderstandings’ can
be passed for good coin and simple differences.

that he took no account of his predecessors and
teachers. Nor is it true that in the early Nineties
(1890s) Russian Marxism possessed no comprehensive works.

The publications of the Emancipation of Labour
Group already constituted at the time an
abridged encyclopaedia of the new tendency.
After six years of brilliant and heroic struggle
against the prejudices of the Russian intelligentsia, (Georgy) Plekhanov proclaimed in 1889 at
the Socialist World Congress in Paris, “The revolutionary movement in Russia can triumph only
as the revolutionary working-class movement.
There is and there can be no other way out for
us.” These words summed up the most important
general conclusion from the entire preceding
epoch and it was on, the basis of this generalization of an “émigré” that Vladimir (V. I. Lenin)
Lenin, laughing in turn.
In 1924, in my recollections of Lenin (after his pursued his education …” - Trotsky on ‘How Lenin
death), I described this incident for the first time. Studied Marx’ (1936)
I learned afterward that the members of what The Russian Marxist movement of Marxist/
was then a “trio” Stalin, Zinoviev and Kamenev Plekhanov origins, was particularly distinguished
felt terribly offended by it, although they did not from the ’Peoples Will’ or anarchistic peasant
oriented Narodniki, and by their turn, to the
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revolutionary nature of that class of proletarians
who by their nature would be the only consistent
‘class’ i.e., progressive social force to both underlie the possible capitalistic social growth and
conflict, both with and without the bourgeois
representatives in the form of an organic liberal
democratic challenge to the feudal Romanov
dynasty around which the overwhelming majority population of middle and lower peasantry
farmed the nature of the productive land. We
know that both Lenin and Plekhanov were two of
the principle figures of the émigré editorial board
of the Iskra (The Spark) group in 1902/03 London, and it was at this time that the young Trotsky joined the sitting six on that board alongside
Lenin, Martov and Potresov in the ’new generation’ as against the older émigrés of Plekhanov,
Zasulitch and Axelrod.
But Lenin’s appreciation of Plekhanov’s earlier
role as propagandiser and populariser of Marxism did not alter, his émigré-London acquired
total conviction, that a functional fighting revolutionary party required more than that which the
’old man’ Plekhanov had in him
to give. The soon to be revealed
split between the majority Bolsheviki and minority Mensheviki
was at the ‘foundry’ where
sparks flew apart and where
Lenin, ironically, initially with the
backing of Plekhanov, split with
Martov on the forged commitment of a party members’ responsibilities.

damentals are corrected, the student will wander “ … The (presumably here Lih means Bolshevik)
in darkness led astray by the likes of Lih.
idea was that the tsar was on his last legs and a
Virtually every line of his latest piece is an eclec- democratic revolution was bound to occur. But of
tic jumble of part programme - part perspective, what kind, what would be the results, and how
it’s like an elusive multi-headed monster slipping far could it proceed? The Bolshevik strategy was
out of one’s grasp through lack of substance or for the working class to take as much as it could
placement. Where Lih says: “Old Bolshevism can during this period of ferment while it had the
be defined as strategy, as an outlook. Lenin him- chance to do so. The constituent assembly would
self, in 1910 or 1911 said that Bolshevism be- come in two, four or five years and the aim in the
came a tendency in 1905 - a strong hint that we meantime was a widespread social transformashould be looking for the strategy pursued in this tion. The slogans were confiscation of the esera…” Lenin defined Bolshevism as a revolution- tates, agrarian reform, a democratic republic and
ary tendency - as opposed to the ’undefined an eight-hour day - reforms embracing the peaspopular front Social Democracy’ tendency of ants, workers and all citizens…”.
Menshevism - as the essential different tendency, to build a resolute, determined party
capable of single-mindedly leading the proletariat to power - and not anything more, neither in
outline nor otherwise Mr Lih. Lih says; “…First,
old Bolshevism was a vision and strategy of democratic revolution, and carrying through the
democratic revolution to the end …” - old Menshevism had exactly the same goal (in theory - at
least) during the
period under consideration Mr Lih.

What a most stupid and presumptive assertion to
make. As if Lenin’s party were suggesting solely
propagandising to steal in (with the workers
leading - or in tow) and grab as much politically
accrued credited loot as possible during chaos
and ferment, only later to be cashed in and resuscitated on an eventual evolutionary result
very much of a German-type model - built up SPD
-style.
Professor Lih demonstrates he has very little
understanding of either the nature of the essence of capitalism in political and economic
fundamentals, less further still its Imperialist
juncture that underlay the first world war and
the subsequent political consequences. It was
precisely this that Marxists of the communist
type like Lenin and Trotsky were seeking to seriously tackle at the head of the international
working class and peasant masses in a culturally
diverse and backwardly vast expanse of land. I
believe he is making an apologetic case for Kautsky’s theoretical betrayal on the eve of the dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry through
Soviets, and with that ’impossibility’ in mind, he
thereby justifies the eventual degeneracy of
Russia under the Stalinist ’Thermidor’ after the
event. This finds resonance only with those that
are too lazy politically to make a real Marxist and
thereby scientific analysis of the successes and
setbacks of the Russian revolution and its global
significance then and now. In short Lih is a fraud
and the Weekly Worker is guilty of disseminating
a fraudsters meanderings without offering any
critique of their own toward this junk at all.

“That
phrase
‘carrying the democratic revolution to
the end’ - is probably more helpful
t h a n
t h e
‘democratic dictatorship of proletarIn the light (or darkness) of Lih’s
iat and peasantry’. It
previous reference to Lenin’s
was commonly used
appreciation of Kautsky, it can be
at the time, but its
said at this point as a suppleuse has been obmentary, that it was universally
scured by Soviet
accepted amongst both wings of
translators
into
Russian
Social
Democracy
English, who not
throughout this time, that Kautonly paraphrased it,
sky was right as against Bern- “In short Lih is a fraud and the Weekly
but used different
stein in the German Social De- Worker is guilty of disseminating a fraudparaphrases each
mocracy struggle for ideological sters meanderings without offering any
time.” Carrying the
correctness. But their growth critique of their own toward this junk at all.” ‘democratic revoluand polemics were in their own
tion to the end’ was
‘national and legal plane’ and their development used within the context of all oppositionists to
was in a totally different environment and tradi- Czarism, including the bourgeois groups in the The Weekly Worker article can be found here:
tion within the 2nd International. These two state Duma, where these social/political tenden- h t t p : / / w w w . c p g b . o r g . u k / a r t i c l e . p h p ?
schools became three after 1914 with the princi- cies would fight it out or capitulate entirely until article_id=1004181
pled and defined communist emergence of Rosa resurrected after burrowing into the ‘rightist’
Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht.
bureaucracy after 1924.
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