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Where we stand: (Extracts) 
Revolutionary socialism 

1. We stand with Karl Marx: ôThe emancipation of the 
working classes must be conquered by the working clas-
ses themselves. The struggle for the emancipation of the 
working class means not a struggle for class privileges 
and monopolies but for equal rights and duties and the 
abolition of all class ruleõ (The International Working-
menõs Association 1864, General Rules).  
Revolutionary strategy and tactics 

3. We recognise the necessity for serious ideological and 
political struggle as direct participants in the trade unions 
(always) and in the mass reformist social democratic 
bourgeois workersõ parties despite their pro-capitalist 
leaderships when conditions are favourable.  

6. We totally oppose all economic nationalist campaigns 
like for ôBritish jobs for British workersõ that means 
capitulation to national chauvinism and so to the political 
and economic interests of the ruling class itself. We are 
therefore unreservedly for a Socialist United States of 
Europe. 
9. We are completely opposed to man-made climate 
change and the degradation of the biosphere which is 
caused by the anarchy of capitalist production for profits 
of transnational corporations. Ecological catastrophe is 
not ôas crucial as imperialismõ but caused by imperialism 
so to combat this threat we must redouble our efforts to 
forward the world revolution. 

Special Oppression and Racism 

10. We recognise that class society, and capitalism as the 
last form of class society, is by its nature patriarchal. In 
that sense the oppression of women is different from all 
other forms of oppression and discrimination. Sexism 
and the oppression of women is inextricable tied to the 
ownership and the inheritance of private property. To 

achieve sexual and individual freedom women need to 
fight in the class struggle in general to overthrow class 
society itself. We cannot leave the struggle against wom-
enõs oppression until the revolution but must recognise it 
as one of the most fundamental aspects of the revolu-
tionary struggle itself or we will never make that revolu-
tion. We therefore reject the reactionary òintersectionaló 
theory as hostile to Marxism, to the class struggle and to 
revolutionary socialism. 
11. We also support the fight of all other specially op-
pressed including lesbians and gay men, bisexuals and 
transgender people and the disabled against discrimina-
tion in all its forms and their right to organise separately 
in that fight in society as a whole.  

13. We fight racism and fascism. We support the right of 
people to fight back against racist and fascist attacks by 
any means necessary. Self-defence is no offence, we 
support it. 14. We oppose all immigration controls. 
International finance capital roams the planet in search 
of profit and imperialist governments disrupts the lives 
of workers and cause the collapse of whole nations with 
their direct intervention in the Balkans, Iraq and Afghan-
istan and their proxy wars in Somalia and the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, etc. Workers have the right to 
sell their labour internationally wherever they get the best 
price. 

Revolutionary internationalism 

16. We were and are for the immediate withdrawal and/
or defeat of imperialist armies in wars like Iraq, Afghani-
stan, Libya, Syria and Ukraine. Whilst giving no political 
support to the Taliban in Afghanistan, the Sunni and 
Shia militias in Iraq, Hamas or Fatah in Palestine, Gadda-
fi (as was) in Libya, Assad in Syria, the ôIslamic Stateõ in 
Syria and Iraq, the theocratic regime in Iran or the Don-
bass leadership in Eastern Ukraine we recognise US-led 
world imperialism as the main enemy of humanity and so 
advocate critical support and tactical military assistance 
from the working class to all those fighting for the defeat 
of imperialism as part of the perspective of Permanent 
Revolution. 
18. We are for the overthrow of the Zionist state of 
Israel and for a Multi-Ethnic workersõ state of Palestine 
as part of the Socialist Federation of the Middle East. 
19. As socialists living in Britain we take our responsibili-
ties to support the struggle against British imperialismõs 
occupation of the six north-eastern counties of Ireland 
very seriously. For this reason we have assisted in found-
ing the Irish Republican Prisoners Support Group and 
we will campaign for political status these Irish prisoners 
of war and for a 32-county united Socialist Ireland. We 
reject all ôtwo nations in Irelandõ theories. 
21. We are for the re-creation of a World Party of Social-
ist Revolution, a revolutionary international, based on the 
best traditions of the previous revolutionary internation-
als, critically understood, particularly the early Third and 
Fourth Internationals, with their determination to com-
bat and overcome both reformism and centrism. ʹ 
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Introduction  

Nick Rodgers, in line with CPGB theo-
rists Jack Conrad and Mike McNair and 
fellow thinkers Lars T Lih and Eric 
Blanc, rejects the tradition of the Rus-
sian Revolution and seeks to falsify the 
nature of the Bolshevik party. In place 
of that great tradition they seek to reha-
bilitate the renegade Karl Kautsky and 
his political and philosophical out-
look. The Proletarian Revolution and the 
Renegade Kautsky, one of the greatest 
theoretical work by Lenin, directly re-
futes all our afore-mentioned anti-
Leninist and anti-Trotskyists theorists, 
on the history of the Russian Revolu-
tion.[1] In line with this ignoble offen-
sive they seek to rehabilitate the organi-
sational forms of the German Social 
Democratic Party (SPD) and its rela-
tionship to the masses. 

 Nick Rodgers in Leninõs misreading of 
Marx, (Part 1, 1.8) [2] and Marxõs vision
(Part 2, 8.8) [3] has got himself into a 

great old muddle about the transition 
from socialism to communism and dis-
tinct phases, etc. in his misreading of 
Chapter 5 of Leninõs State and Revolu-
tion such that he really does seem to im-
ply that the ôundemocratic ideologyõ of 
Lenin, Trotsky and the Bolsheviks led 
to Stalin. 

Noteworthy in these two pieces and in 
the article that he wrote in WW issue 
830, on 25/8/2010, Communist Transi-
tion, [4] Comrade Rogers completely 
fails to reference the experience of the 
Soviets or indeed to make any serious 
reference to Chapter 3 of State and Revo-
lution. This is where Lenin traces back 
his understanding of revolutionary so-
cialism to the Paris Commune of 1871 
and asserts in such an inspiring manner 
his faith in the ability of the oppressed 
masses in France back then, and his 
then current faith in the Russian masses 
to make the revolution themselves, giv-
en the correct leadership. This he had 
fought for so determinedly since 1905. 

https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn1
https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn2
https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn3
https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn4
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For that reason, he critically evaluated 
the Communards in 1871, what they 
got right and where they failed and 
noted the one issue that caused Marx 
and Engels to correct their Communist 
Manifesto of 1848. As Lenin recounts in 
that Chapter 3: 

òOn April 12, 1871, i.e., just at the time 
of the Commune, Marx wrote to Kugel-
mann: òIf you look up the last chapter 
of my Eighteenth Brumaire, you will find 
that I declare that the next attempt of 
the French Revolution will be no longer, 
as before, to transfer the bureaucratic-
military machine from one hand to an-
other, but to smash it [Marxõs italicsðthe 
original is zerbrechen], and this is the 
precondition for every real peopleõs rev-
olution on the Continent. And this is 
what our heroic Party comrades in Paris 
are attempting.ó (Neue Zeit, Vol.XX, 1, 
1901-02, p. 709.) (The letters of Marx to 
Kugelmann have appeared in Russian in 
no less than two editions, one of which I 
edited and supplied with a preface.) The 
words, òto smash the bureaucratic-
military machineó, briefly express the 
principal lesson of Marxism regarding 
the tasks of the proletariat during a revo-
lution in relation to the state. And this is 
the lesson that has been not only com-
pletely ignored, but positively distorted 
by the prevailing, Kautskyite, 

òinterpretationó of Marxism!ó [5] 

Note that the smashing of the state is 
the work of the masses and that work 
is clearly only possible via the Soviets, 
which Lenin retrospectively saw in em-
bryo in 1871 in Paris, encountered in 
real life in 1905 and promoted so 
strongly in his April Theses only a few 
months after writing State and Revolu-
tion: òAll power to the Sovietsó. We 
have recorded elsewhere the opposi-
tion of Kamenev, Muranov and Stalin 
to this vital document which swung 
the whole Bolshevik party, with those 
notable exceptions back then 
(Zinoviev was later to join this Right 
Opposition), towards the second, Oc-
tober revolution. [6] Those Rightists 
have their champions today in the 
above-mentioned theorists. 

Comrade Jack Conrad replied to Nick 
on 15 August, The two phases of Com-
munism. He made many correct points, 
the failure to assess the isolation of the 
revolution and the capitulation to so-
cialism in a single country sounds 
Trotskyist: 

Rather the Russian Revolution, having 
been isolated by imperialism, having 
failed to spread to Europe (crucially to 
Germany), having being forced into full-
scale retreat with the New Economic 
Policy, turned in on itself. Stalinõs doc-
trine of socialism in one country was a 
nationalist adaptation to isolation. His 
first five-year plan unmistakably marked 
the horrendous counterrevolution within 
the revolution. After that, reform - even 

https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn5
https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn6
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a political revolution - became impossi-
ble.  

And, of course, he is correct to dismiss 
Comrade Rogersõs contention of two 
separate phases: òThere were two 
phases of the future society: a begin-
ning and a full realisation.ó  

But he retains the essential Third 
Campist dismissal of the central neces-
sity of the Soviets as the vehicle for 
human liberation, preferring the Dem-
ocratic Republic. None of the features 
listed by Lenin, and endorsed by Com-
rade Jack, from Chapter 3 of State and 
Revolution are possible without the Sovi-
ets. Lenin is clearly endorsing that view 
in State and Revolution, in complete 
contrast to both Comrade Rogers and 
Conrad.  

Comrade Conrad has only one passing 
reference to the necessity to produce 
the superabundance of wealth: 

Until then, when it comes to consump-
tion, while there exists the principle of 
need, it is at least partially checked by the 
òbourgeoisó principle of work done. The 
reason I highlighted partially should be 
obvious.  

That really needs to be spelled out in 
some detail to fully expose what is 
wrong with socialism in a single coun-
try. But then the CPGB ambiguity the 
Brexit debate means that Third 
Campism can only make a passing ref-
erence to this indispensable necessity 
for communism. 

Lastly, before taking up Comrade Rog-

ers articles in detail, let us recall that 
the State and Revolution and the April 
Theses were the product of two further 
works where Lenin developed his in-
ternationalism which still shines out so 
brightly for revolutionary socialists 
over more than a century that has 
passed since the 1915 work by Nikolai 
Bukharin, Imperialism and World Econo-
my, for which Lenin wrote the intro-
duction [7] and Leninõs own Imperial-
ism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, 
1916. [8] An intimate knowledge of 
these four works is necessary to appre-
ciate the global political and social sig-
nificance of the Russian Revolution. 

The irreconcilable difference 
between Kautskyõs organisa-
tional forms and Bolshevism 

Mike McNairõs 8/8/19 article, Widening 
the frame of debate, says the following: 

The Bolsheviks were deeply rooted in 
the working class and based on the mod-
el of Germanyõs SPD, Mike Macnair 
begins an examination of the ôKautsky 
debateõ that is taking place in the US left. 
é The SPDõs organisational forms were 
adopted in the Russian Social Democrat-
ic Workers Party in 1905-06, initially by 
the Mensheviks. Though submerged in 
clandestinity, they were applied in Bol-
shevism through 1917 and into the civil 
war period, when they were partly re-
placed with ômilitary centralismõ for rea-
sons of the imperatives created by the 
destruction of the majority support for 
the Soviet government by the Brest-

https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn7
https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn8
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Litovsk treaty, and by the 
practical needs of conducting 
the civil war. [9] 

We contend that this is pro-
foundly wrong. Trotsky con-
tinually asserted that the Bol-
sheviks led the revolution in 
1917 because they learned the 
lessons of 1905. We would 
assert that what the Bolshe-
viks learned from 1905 was: 

1. The need for the united 
front and transitional politics. In seek-
ing to develop these the realisation de-
veloped this was the application of the 
dialectic and a new approach to the UF 
was needed. 

2. The need to study and develop the 
dialectic itself to defend and develop 
dialectical and historical materialism 
against Mach and Bogdanov. Lenin 
began this work as early as 1906. 

Leninõs aspiration in 1902 was to re-
cruit the entire vanguard and his sche-
ma equated the revolutionary leader-
ship with the vanguard and denied the 
existence of other forces and the ne-
cessity to relate to them in struggleñ
Kautskyõs ôparty of the whole classõ 
approach. The Bolsheviks were devas-
tated by the fact that Trotsky and the 
Mensheviks had led much of the failed 
revolution of 1905 and they were mar-
ginalised. They had to reassess their 
attitude to the masses, and other 
groups claiming to be revolutionary 
and to re-arm themselves theoretically 

for 1917. Lenin even 
railed against soviets for a 
few weeks in 1905, unable 
to see the content behind 
the form. 

Democratic centralism 
(DC) now became much 
more like the ôseething 
internal democracyõ that 
Trotsky asserted in The 
Revolution Betrayed the Bol-
sheviks operated. The 

principle of DC as outlined in the 
Transitional Programme now began to 
operate: 

Without inner democracy ð no revolu-
tionary education. Without discipline ð 
no revolutionary action. The inner struc-
ture of the Fourth International is based 
on the principle of DC: full freedom in 
discussion, complete unity in action. 

Did Lenin and the Bolsheviks become 
soft on Trotsky and the Mensheviks 
after 1905? No. They realised their tac-
tics were proved to be hopelessly in-
flexible. The consciousness of the 
working class was not simply either 
bourgeois ideology or social-
democratic Marxism as represented by 
themselves. There were many interme-
diate stages and different levels. It 
could veer sharply to the left but not 
knock on their door. They had to fight 
for it, and therefore for the leadership 
of the class, in a different way. 

This is Leninõs What is to be Done? con-
troversial formulation for the develop-

https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn9
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ment of class consciousness: 

We have said that there could not have 
been Social-Democratic consciousness 
among the workers. It would have to be 
brought to them from without. The histo-
ry of all countries shows that the working 
class, exclusively by its own effort, is able 
to develop only trade union conscious-
ness, i.e., the conviction that it is neces-
sary to combine in unions, fight the em-
ployers, and strive to compel the govern-
ment to pass necessary labour legislation, 
etc. The theory of socialism, however, 
grew out of the philosophic, historical, 
and economic theories elaborated by edu-
cated representatives of the propertied 
classes, by intellectuals. By their social 
status the founders of modern scientific 
socialism, Marx and Engels, themselves 
belonged to the bourgeois intelligent-
sia. [10] 

It was not simply that the Mensheviks 
turned left after 1905 but the Bolshe-
viks, in a sense, had to turn right. They 
knew that they were correct about the 
working class having to lead the revolu-
tion, but the task was to convince the 
workers to accept their leadership. 
Hence the reunification moves with the 
Mensheviks and consequent intensified 
political struggles. It we look at Leninõs 
revised views after 1905 we see he 
changed his opinion on the first, more 
elemental, definition of revolutionary 
consciousness, only. He did not, and 
could not, revise his opinion on the sec-
ond, more profound, meaning. 

In a 2011 polemic with the US League 
for a Revolutionary Party we quote 

them: 

This very question illustrates the relation 
between the revolution and the proletari-
at: we have been arguing. And it occurs 
even where communist leaders them-
selves come from non-proletarian back-
grounds. Lenin first recognised the inher-
ent revolutionary capacity of the working 
class through (the experience?) of the 
1905 revolution! 

Yes, but what is the nature and extent 
of this ôinherent revolutionary capacityô? 
They quote Lenin: 

The working class is instinctively, sponta-
neously Social Democratic and more than 
ten years of work put in by the Social-
Democracy has done a great deal to 
transform this spontaneity into con-
sciousness. [11] 

And they quote from Leninõs ôThe lessons 
of the (failed 1905) revolutionõ: 

In combat with this enemy (the capitalist 
class) the worker becomes a socialist, 
comes to realise the necessity of a com-
plete reconstruction of the whole of soci-
ety, the complete abolition of all poverty 
and oppression. [12] 

Yes, the first quote is from Volume 10, 
written during the 1905 revolution. The 
second quote, from several years after 
the event (in Volume 16 of the Collect-
ed Works, 1910) describes the class 
conscious worker who has come to see 
the need for revolution (how? without 
political interventionõ?) but not one who 
is a Marxist, not a scientific socialist. 
What the 1905 revolution showed was 
that in 1905 at any rate, the working 

https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn10
https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn11
https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn12
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class might be ôinstinctively, spontane-
ously Social-Democraticõ but many 
opted for the wrong Social Democrats, 
the Mensheviks and Trotsky! 

Moreover, the phrase ôthe Social- De-
mocracyõ implies the Mensheviks also 
had to be credited with developing the 
revolutionary consciousness of the 
masses. But this did not mean that 
Lenin was therefore about to concede 
leadership of the revolution to them. 

He understood that a socialist revolu-
tion cannot succeed without the con-
struction of a revolutionary Marxist 
vanguard party to lead it. And this par-
ty must have learned scientific social-
ism as first elaborated by Marx and 
Engels and as developed by various 

others, chief among whom nowadays 
must be counted Lenin and Trotsky. 
This was surely contained within 
Leninõs 1902 formulation above along 
with the confusion. It permeates all his 
writings before and after and we must 
defend that whilst rejecting his 1902 
bias which amounted to a measure of 
party sectarian voluntarism, a la 
Kautsky. Political theory like this can-
not evolve ôspontaneouslyõ. Marxism 
cannot spontaneously arise in the 
working class no more than a building 
worker could enter a hospital operat-
ing theatre and suddenly discover he 
or she could perform intricate brain 
surgery. 

This struggle shows how Lenin devel-
oped the theory for a very opposite 
type of a party to the one that Kautsky 
and the Social Democrats constructed. 
And history records that in the test of 
revolutionary times and situations the 
German Social Democrats failed mis-
erably, and Leninõs Bolsheviks suc-
ceeded brilliantly. And yet Mike 
McNair can claim that Lenin based 
himself and his Bolsheviks on the or-
ganizational structures of the SPD and 
others claim that Kautsky was doing 
brilliantly right up to the 4th August 
1914 when the German SPD betrayed 
the working class in Germany and in-
ternationally by voting those war cred-
its to the Kaiser to persecute WWI. 
Rosa Luxemburg saw that coming be-
fore either Lenin or Trotsky. 
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John Reese, in his Algebra of Revolu-
tion [13] Kautsky, Centrism and the fail-
ure of Mechanical Marxism, shows us 
that Kautsky had not suddenly political-
ly collapsed after August 1914 but he 
had a long history of centrist vacillating. 
In fact, he can be counted as the very 
first centrist. We evaluated this in 2011 
in In Defence of Trotskyism No 2. 

Lars T Lih: the renegadeõs 
champion 

The young Kautsky was not so funda-
mentally 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 Kautskyõs Marxism and 
points out that he never fought Bern-
stein on methodology, only Rosa Lux-
emburg 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 Trotskyõs advice 
to Burnham in January 1940 òbeware of 
the infiltration of bourgeois scepticism 
into your ranks. Remember that social-
ism to this day has not found higher 
scientific expression than Marxism. 
Bear in mind that the method of scien-
tific socialism is dialectic materialism. 
Occupy yourselves with serious study! 
Study Marx, Engels, Plekhanov, Lenin 
and Franz Mehring.ó No mention of 

Kautsky unlike Lenin in 1920 but cer-
tainly no total, irresponsible rejection of 
the Marxist tradition of the Second In-
ternational as a whole that some do 
from the other side. 

The CPGB and Lih are using many 
basic Marxist concepts so ably propa-
gated by Kautsky, Mehring, Wilhelm 
Liebknecht and others to smuggle in 
the Erfurt programme of separation of 
Minimum programme and Maximum 
programme which characterised the 
German SPD and led to its shipwreck 
after their appalling 4th August vote for 
the Kaiserõs war credits already alluded 
to, one of the blackest days in the histo-
ry of the world workersõ movement. 

 Crucially, was Kautsky òthe Pope of 
Marxismó, and the SPD correct to pur-
sue the model of the òparty of the 
whole classó armed with the Erfurt Pro-
gramme as opposed to Lenin and Trot-
skyõs revolutionary party armed with a 
Transitional Programme (workersõ unit-
ed front 1920, TP 1938)? 

Or was Marcel Liebmanõs Leninism under 
Lenin (Amazon) the more balanced as-
sessment of why Lenin took such a fun-
damentally different attitude to WWI 
from the SPD? The fundamental differ-
ence which we will seek to establish is 
that Lenin led the Bolsheviks with an 
increasingly different theory and prac-
tice after learning the lessons, crucially 
on the need for Soviet/workers coun-
cils, from the failed revolution of 1905. 

We will establish that the goal of Lieb-

https://socialistfight.com/2019/08/13/the-kautskyite-state-of-the-cpgb-and-the-revolution-of-nick-rogers/?preview=true&frame-nonce=7a098938f5&iframe=true&calypso_token=5c76a142-8bda-4859-b165-75a7b20c88cf#_edn13
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man is to defend the Marxist theo-
ry and practice of the revolution-
ary party and programme as devel-
oped by Lenin which was so spec-
tacularly successful in leading the 
Russian Revolution. 

It was this heritage that Trotsky 
defended. The goal of Lih is coun-
ter-revolutionary and reactionary; to 
deny the new generation of revolution-
ists 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 dif-
ferent type of party, capable of leading 
a socialist revolution. 

In contrast the SPD top leadership 
formed the spearhead of the counter-
revolution and their model òparty of 
the whole classó splintered disastrously 
into its constituent elements: open 

counter-revolutionary reformism lead-
ing older, more demoralised and con-
servative skilled workers in the main, 
syndicalism, centrism and a small and 
confused revolutionary current. This is 
Liebmanõs 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 tri-
umphed 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 rev-
olutionists as Max Shachtman, 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 He-
gel as the intellectual source of the dia-
lectic. But the CPGB wishes to devel-


