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DEXINEST THERRY OF PARTY GRUANISATION

the questicn of organisation is a very important one for revoluticnaries.
Organisation has been correctly described as the link between thecry and
sractice. Withrut a nroper attitude to organisation it becomes impcssible

tc translate theory inte practice, and without a constant checking of theory
against real nract.ce, thecry itself degenerates intc irrelevant academic
sonhistry. worganisation is the frrm of mediation between theory and practice W
wrote George Luckas with some insight - wand, as in every dialectical relat--
icnghin, the terms of the relat&gy only acquire cocncretness and reality in

and by vartue of the mediation®s ’In this much at least, Luckas was right.

A 1ot is explained about the different tendencies on the so-called "far Left"
by understanding this; it explains why they are unable to cc—-exist in one
organisation despite their apparent similar political pcsitions; why they
miltiply into innumerable little sects, proclaiming their own organisation
as the one and true repcsitery cf genuine Marxism. This phenomonon is not
such a great mystery as the scentic would have it, when we grasp the exact
significance of organisation. Luckas again puts his finger on it. "The
ability of organisation to mediate between theory and practice” he says

wis seen most clearly by the way in which it manifests a much greater, finer
and more confident sensitivity towards divergent trends, than any other
sector of political thought and action®.(2) ’

Given the numerical lack of strength on theffar left" and the inevitable
operation of centrifugal forces within it, it is easy to understand hew

much more sensitive organisation is to even minor differences on strategy
and tactics.

For any small organisation, and that includes miniscule grsups with a hand-
ful ~f members, to grouns sevsral thousand strong, the probYem of interven-
ing in the class struggle i.e. of relating to practice, because of nhysical
factors, is enormous. This in turn, means that the pit falls in develoning
thesry are more numercus and treachercus than they would otherwise be. Apd
finally it means that the prcblem of organisation, as a mediator between
theory and practice has a dimensicn all cf its own. As much as for the mass
rrganisatisn which because of its size, autcmatically has certain organis-
atinonal difficulties, the small group has its problems alsc. The tendencizs
towards bureaucratism or vcluntarism, towards centralism or federalism,
towards homegenity or amorphousness, although generated by different factors
are no less strong. ‘ A

For this reason it has been cbligatery on all small groups despite the
limited size of their infrastructure (or more correctly because of it)




-2-

to pay particular attention ¢y crganisation. A very fruitful discussion
on this subject has been guing on in the amorphous new revolutionary van-
guard which has emerged to the left of the traditicnal reformiste JArties
since the sec.nd wrrld war. A wealth of hew material has been produced in
tie precess and old and half-forgotten names have gained a renewal of pop~
ularity. Many attempts are being made to revive or re-interprete, formgr i
gtalwarts such as Luxemburg, Gramsci, Trotsky and even Robert Michels.""/But . i
#.netheless the name of Lenin continues to outshine the rest. Today, perhans, ‘
w re than ever, a real attempt is being made by the new revoluticnary van- |
gaard to assimilate and apply his thecries. From the ex-Castrcist currents !
‘n fatin America tr the Ufficial Sinn Fein in Ireland, an offort is being ;
mde to create ~rganisations Yon the Bolshevik model®,

THE STALIUIST LECLIPSE

But, of course, for nolitical currents like these, having no sclid Marxist
tnﬁit ion, the task of interpreting Lenin is very great. Sc encrmous is it,
tt it s hard for some necnle even to legin to see the problens involved.

T.s leads very often tuv an unconsdous imbibing of widely circulating bourgecis
~talinist distortions of Lenin.

nin never actually sat down and Systematised his organisatiocnal views in

ppe _comprehensive and coherent work. what he has left us with however, is

¢ thecry moulded in a definite historical context; a theory which can only

¥e fully grasped by sifting that ccntext. Among other things this requires

¥ying particular attention tc Lening? own voluminous writings. It will ;
murely be admitted that one of the most striking things to amerge from such

i study, is his own warning on how to interpret the thecry and method of
¢emscratic-centralism.

-for one thing he warned. against a simplistic ahistcrical approach which M2
yould reduce the "application® of demccratic-centralism to an act of pray—;éé:;-*'L
ing to an icon in a corner® (4) (Does this not ring a bell for some latter L-
y super-Leninists?). At the Fourth Congress of the Commmist International
in 1522, he spoke on this very subject. ' He refered tc the long thesis on *
sarty structures which had been nassed at the previcus congress and while he
agred with them formally, he cauticned, that formal acceptance was entirely
insufficient. Above all he cauticned the non-Russian delegates about their
inexperience. He expressed the view that they had voted for the thesis
without actually studying them. The only way to really understand and
pssimulate the Bolshevik organisational experience, according to Lenin, was
> take it in its Russian context (5). '

i

That is the cbscure paradox of the Statement in the thesis he refers to, which
says that in building their crganisaticns "the parties in different countries
nust adapt to the historically determined peculiarities of the ccuntry con-
cernaed” (6). It is clear that in order to do this one must study the his-
torically determined peculiarities of Russia so that it is possible to see

the specific adaptation of Russian Bolshevik demccratic-centralism, Lenin‘®s
fear was that an inability to distinguish between what was accidental and
what was essential in Bolshevism would lead to schematism, dogmatism, or

what today has becom known as “orthodoxy™.
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As it turned cut, his worst fears were fully justified. The first place

the Russian experience was dumped overboard was Russia itself. Because

of the strategical role of the revcluticnary party in the dictatorship of
the prcletariat, it was the first institution to be attached by the nascent
bureaucracy. It proved no easy task, since a real Bolshevik structure
contains a built-in resistance to political and crg anisational degeneraticn
and disintegration, as the repeated Stalinist purges testify in a negative
way. But perhapns one of the most irmmortant conditions for the eventual
Stalinist victory over the Party, anart from the objective factors under-
lying the growth of the bureaucracy, was the rapid influx of unexperienced
people intc its ranks. As early as 1522, only 2% of the party membershipn
had*actually been in the party before the revolutionary events of 1917 (7).
Zven while Lenin was still alive this caused many problems which he reccgnised
and sought to rectify by shedding the more backward anclitical elements. In
a major offensive in 1£22 for example, up to 24% of the narty membership

was either forced to resign or was expelled.(8) But of course after Lenint's
death, Stalin quickly restored the balance through the infamous Lenin levy.
And his right-hand man, Molotov, never snoke a truer word when he said that
fithe develeprient of the party in the future will undoubtsdly be based on
this Lenin enrolment(9)%,

Cn the basis «f an unexperienced membership which knew practically ncthing
of the history and traditions of Eclshevism, Stalin was able tc Ysmuggle
in" (t~ vuse a favourite expression of his own) a completely bastardised
versicn of what the Bolshevik party shculd be. e surmed up his concocted
version of the Leninist party by describing its "style in work™ as a cross
between "'the Russian revolutionary sweep" and "American efficiency® (10).
How and where Lenin picked up "American efficiency® is not explained). The
bureaucratic nature of this formulaticn shines through on its own.

Unce the Leninist concenticn of the internal narty structure had been crushed
in Russia, it was an easy task to expurgate it from the non-hussian Corm-
unist parties. This needless to say was in large measure due to the fact
that Lenin's earlier warning had gone unheeded. The Yorthodoxy® which becane
the hallmark of Sycophants like Toglatti, Thalmann and Thorez. paved the
wvay for the strangulation of any Leninist concentions which might have taken
rcot. On top of that the Stalinist-Goviet machine moved in and carried

out a thorcugh Ycleansing” operation. It is worth reading Ruth Fischer,

who was a leader of the German Corraumnist party, for a detailed descriptiocn
of how Stalinism phymically uprooted, crushed and cbliterated all the
revclutionary and Leninist traditions of the non-Russian secticns of the
Third International (11). In places where independence of Stalinism was

toc strong, as was the case of the Communist Party of Poland, which had
supnorted Trotsky, entire layers of the leadershipnwere lured to their

deaths before the firing squad, and their narty disbanded (12).

It is cnly when one realises themagnitude of the offensive and "counter
revoluticn™ against Lenin, that one can comprehend how deenly the real
Leninist theory of organisaticn has been buried and the amount of effort
that has replaced that of Lenins®,

But it was not a desire for "American efficiency' which motivated Lenin.
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0f course that is not to say that he did not demand efficiency; he did,

But organisation and efficiency were identical for him and so it would have
been tautological to pose one as the means and the other as the end. Instead
Lenin, as always, started from the standpoint of the class struggle and it

was the problem of relating tc this struggle, which was his chief consideration
when e came to the question of organisation. Put ancther way: it was the
reccgnition of organisation as the link between theory and practice, which

led lenin to attach sc much importance to it.

.A look at the objective situation in which he began to develop his organ-

isational theories, testifies to this. The RSDLP was born in the lull
bef:re the storm. The péricd of 1854 tc 18¢8 during which its foundations
were prepared say the consolidaticn of the Russian working class and the
begining of its struggle against capitalism., It was at this noint that
Werxism became a social movement. But the Structure of the RSDLP was yet
tery frail and the sterm of economic discontent that broke out in 18¢8,

:nd found its mighty climax in the whirlwind of 1805, tcre it asunder again.
the unity of the party dissclved under the pressure gf police renression

nd the uneveness of the struggle itself. The party not only stagnated

jut lapsed back into its pre-~18¢8 days, when it was nothing but a collection
»f autoncmous committees and groups. A dialactical nisfortune onz could
say, since the impulse of the workers struggle might have been expeced to
reinforce, rather than render the only movement which represented the
ristorical interests of tha nroletariat.

The upshect of all this, was a paralysis of Russian Marxism, thus preventing
it from seizing the lzadarship of the growing struggle. And as we can see
from his early writingg/ & crevice which was widening between the RSDLP and
the class struggle, that Lenin approached the problem of organisation "The
inmediate task of cur movement”™ we find him saying ".,..is tc call for the
establishment of a reveolutionary org anisation capable of uniting all the

forces and of guiding the movement not only in name but in practice." (14)

So it was nct se much his recognition of the need for organisation but the
yay in which he saw this neced, which was the distinctive feature of Lenin.
fhis is seen by contrast with the Menshevik Martov, who also agreed with the
necessity of org anisation, but who conceived of it, not in the context

of the class struggle, but in the context of pure administration. This
introverted conception was sumraed up by him when he described organisation

© as a "fly-wheel" which sets the party in motion. (15).

It is important.tc understand the way in which Lenin saw organisation because
it has a direct bearing on the methods of organisation he adopted. As we

can see, he had a dynamic view of organisation as something acting cn the
class struggle. His opponents on the other hand, had a static, introverted
view more suited.to the burecaucrat than the revolutionary. Organisation

to them was only an internal matter of the Marxist vanguard and not a
relationship between the vanguard and the class. Such a passive view was

"bound to lead to adaptation, since if the revolutionary organisation dces

not assert itself - the class struggle will. And the class struggle in its
most elemental form, is so extremely uneven, diverse, and punctuated, it
is only capable of throwing up a federated, disorg anised, movement,

v
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spontanecusly. Herein lies the secret of the Economists and Mensheviks
gravitation to feoderalism and Lenints firm-insistance on-centralism,

’

POLITICAL CENTRALISM

A common distorticn of Lenin's concent cf centralism is to divorce it from
its political content. Thus we get the juxtapcsiticnm of centralisn and
democracy. This distertion is, of course, entirely misleading. The sub-
ject matter of the debate in which Lenin participated on this question was
not: super-centralism -v- democracy and moderate centralism, but centralism
-v— federalism and anarchy.

To'comphréhend the full meaning of this, we must turn to the context of the
debate. S _

As we Lave said abewe, the RSDLP, since its foundation in 1868 had been a
federation of local groups which functioned autoncmou 'y. The RDSIP was::
therefore not a separate entity, but merely an arithmatical sum of:dits "
various groups. - something less than a united front. Lenints ' afmiwas to
transcend this situation and create a real party, which united and: subord-
jnated these grouns within it, The method he envisaged to accomplish-this,
was commlately in accord with the dialectical method and was based on'the
principle : the whcle is greater than its parts; and its. corpllenys the
part is subordinate to the whole. %A single party and consequently a
centralised one" was how he put it.(16) In practice therefors. heé' called
for a structure where local organisations weuld be subordinate: to a cantre,
and where lower party crgans would function under the leadership of higher
narty ~rgans. In short he believed that it was necessary to begin by
"huilding the narty frem the top downwards.™ (17) '

Perhaps this formulation and approach scems’ bursaucratic. Indeed Lenin des-
cribed it as such, in ircnical paranthesis, for he knew that his fcrmalistic
and empirical opponents would be incapable of grasping that this was the

only way to build an integrated organisation actively rejecting bureaucratism.

The idea of building the party from the bottom upwards, the apparently demo-
acatic proceedure; is actually only an idealogical reflex of bureaucratism.

It is conditioned by:the fact that bureaucratic cliques, by their very nature
tend to become ex usive and restricted in size and are consequently faced
with the threat of being swept away cn the first major impulse of mass
action. Accordingly the bureaucracy is forced tu widen its base as far as
possible, to.draw in behind it every backward and diletantish element;

to create a mass ndemocratic” crganisaticn which in reality is only a shell.
The membership despite all their apparent rights, are not functioning parts
of the whole (are only "platonic" members, to us an incisive characterisation
of Lenin's) but merely a.rubber stelp for the activities of bureaucracy.

As Robert Michels perceived "the party in which the circle of the glite is
unduly restricted, or in which, 'in - o'ther words, the oligarchy is composed of
too msall a numbe r of individuals, runs the risk ¢f being sweot aay by

the masses in a moment of democratic. effervestence. Hence the modern party,
like the modern state, endeavours to.  give its cwn crganisation the widest
pcssible base and to attach to itsalf in financiH bond, th: largest possible
number of individuals® (18). In this way crganisation is transformed into
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the mode of existance of the bureaucracy, which becomes like a worm in

an apple, and ceases to be an organ of the class struggle.
"Mechanism becomes an end in itself®

Despite this, it is always necessary toc be on guard against the
bureaucratic connotations of Lenins  thory precisly in order to
combat any attempt to use it as a cover for burcaucratism.

The'building of the party from the top downwards" does not help to
mechanically do away with bourgeois individualism, or different forms of
politicafoppertumismlior conversely does it mechanically creat a common
will leading tc smooth operations, "MAmerican efficiency in style of
work' etc. Such an interpretation stands Lenin'!s concept on its head.

In actual fact for Lenin, a “common- political will® in the form of a
party programme 1is an absclute prerequisite for centralism. He
repeatedly warned that cchesion could not be introduced by
administerativz meathods. ¥Such unity cannot be decreed”,he said "It
cannot be brought about by a decisicn,say of a mesting of renresentatives
(20) And parallel with his emphasis on centralism, went an equal
insistance cn the need for ideclogical homogeniety and a party

programme ,

This intertwining . .« . of centrelism and a common party programme
is apparant in lenin's writings from an early stage . For instance in

the series of three articles for Rabochaya Gazata(2l) of 1859, which

seem bo be his first written thoughts on the subject ,he begins by
stressing the unifying choesive force of a programme in an artile

entitled fYur Programme™ and then follows up with "Our Immediate Tasks",
where he deals in a general theoretical way with organisations, questions
and he concludes with an article entitled”"Urgent Guestions which deals

in a practical way with such questions. The connection between the two
things was obviously already established in Lenin's mind and he toock

the oppertunity of his essay cn A Draft Programme of Our Party s

written in the latter half of L1855, to develop the theme ™ From comrades
active in Russia we have heard the opinion expressed that at this parti-
cular moment there is no special néed to draw up a programme; that the
urgent question is one of developing and strengthening local

organisation” Naturally Lenin disagreed with this opinion, his view

being that it was necessary to transend local organisation and create

a centralised party. And this he insisted "is a step for which a programme
is n ecessary'', (22) ‘ . ‘

Early in 1600 with the publication of Iskya his views were madepublic

for the first time and here he spelt out the connection between party and
programme. "To establish and consolidate the party means to g¢stablish .
and consolidate unity among all Russian Social-Democrats®. But, he warned
"such unity cannot be decreed, it cannot be brought about by a decision®.
Instead "In the first place, it is necessary to work for sclid ideclogical
unity which would eliminate discordance and confusion....." And "this
ideological unity" he continued "must be consclidated by a Party prog ramme"
(23) It is clear from that in Leninfs concept of centralism the bureau-
cratic desire to promote homogenity and discipline is completely absent.
Although centralism and ideological unity condition and reinforce each
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other, ideological unity is clearly the only foundation upon which centralism
can be layed. .

DISCIPLINE

There is another problem associated with what we have just been discussing

and it is often a sore point with populist-type organisations moving towards

a Leninist position. That problem is the neced for discipline. And it is

a problem which is all the more prominent, especially (in all honesty) if

their turning towards lenin is a product of stagnation and decline; if

they have the illusion that the Lenninist method of organisation can improve

their position on a purely administrative level. But, of course, it is

not a problem confined merely to these organisations; it is also exper-

ienced by many small dogmatic .sects where a tendency to organisational

neurosis and demoralisation, manifested in a ¢yclica 1 fall of in commigtt~ dlyuj‘

ment, is constant. _ ol g,

: N . — f VT,

Just as it is wrong to think that centralism can be introduced by admin-
istrative methods, so it is wrong to think that discipline can be "tight-
ened up” merely by intreducing new organisational procedures. Discipline,
arong other things, means the negation of bourgecis individualism. Bourgeois

C7<individualism itself is the negation of individualism in general, isnce the
unilateral freedom of one person is founded on the restriction of the
freedom of everybody else. (Example: if the employer takes the surplus
social product in the fom of profit, then his werkers cannct take it
in the form of increased weges). Discipline, therefore, necessitates
a different concept of frdedonm; one which at once allows for the full
development of the individuals potential but without restricting the
potential of others. This may appear as;an attempt to develop a method
whereby one can eat one's cake and keep it. But it only appears so
because we have been conditioned by a society where individual freedom
is a reflex of individual ownership of the means of production, which
because of the mechanism of capitalism irplies competition and struggle
against all other individual owners of the means of production.

- This new freedom can only be gained in the struggle to change the present
~(i.e. thé capitalist order in which we presently live) which is the
negation of freedom. This is the.very object of the Marxist programme,
hence it is in common struggle with other Marxist militants arcund this
programme that the idividuals potential gains full scope and that ke
is consequ ntly free to cormit himself. Only from this self-cormittment
on real discipline be forged within the revolutionary organisaticn.

A double-edged obstacle here confronts an organisation like the Ufficial
Sinn Fein. Firstly for historical reasons, members are not attracted on
any precise programmatic basis, but rather because of the general revol-
utionary traditions of Republicanispm, which are practically the only
revolutionary traditions of the country. This means that YecCruits are
in no way prepared for a common disciplined struggle. Secondly, the
Officials still cling to the eclectic aims of traditional Republicanism,
which is the nearest thing they have tc a programme This exiudes the
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possibility of developing a common will to action within the organisation.
This is born out negatively by the fact, that, when d cisions are taken,

it falls to the lot of an exceptional few to carry them out in practice.

Here we have the exact symptcms of the " ndiscipline® from which the Offidals
are manifestly suffering. ‘

Te lessep here is clear: discipline is not an administrative problem but

a volitical one. And there is a warning inherent un this: any attempt to
doal with a general problem of discipline in an administrative way will
unieash centrifugal forces and reinforce bureaucratic tendencies. Centri-
fugal forces are guaranteed to be cashed because they are already in-
horent in a situation where an crganisation is nct bound together by a
ceaerent programme, and all that is required to set them free is some
adilinistrative insensivity. And bureaucratism will be reinforced becCause

tne leadership is pemitted to perpetrate "legitimate injustices™ -
Megitimate injustices™ in the sense that the fault of indiscipline

lies not with the individual alone but with the movement as a whole, 5 AN |
an¢ thus both leaders and ranks, punishers and punished are qually b ;

¢ . . _,."“"-"—_”J

quilty of the crime. :

-DEMOCRACY AND CZNTRALISM

When lenin warncd against a f 31l acceptance of democratic centralism
without gaining an understandirg of its dynamic in the Russian context, he
was, in ef fect, saying that genuine democratic-centralism, while being

a conscious application, must alsc evolve as a process. Put another way
this means that the revolutionary party functioning in accordance with

- the Leninist concent of organisaticn, can cioly be forged in struggle.

mis incidently throws an interesting side light on the nature of sectar-
jan grouplets, that have littevcd the history of our movement, especially
‘in Ireland. Because they prefer to function within the limits of what

they define as the class struggle, they never become involved in the real
struggle and hence derwcratic-centralism always remains for them a set of
abstract rules and regulaticns which are impcsed cn the organisation. This
leads inevitably to the Yregime of despotisr® which is such a familiar
characteristic of all these grcups.

Lenin's idea of building the organisation in struggle, of ccurse, has
nothing to do with the economist concept of Worganisation-as-process™, which
sinply means that the revoluticnary organisation miraculously springs up
during the course of the class struggle. This in particular was Rosa
Luxemburg?!s failing. She was not against a centralist organisation as many
of her latterday folowers like to believe. In fact,she frankly admitted
that there was Strong tendency tc centralisation in the entire labour
movement, which she was wnopposed to. But she Saw this not as scmething
conscious, but rather as a product of the centralising tendencies of
capitalism itself. WThis tendency springs from the economic maxe-up of
capitalism which is essentially a centralising factor® (24) she wrcte.

The corner stone of her apnroach consisted in the maxim “The uncenscicus

~
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comes before the consc:.ous“ (25) But the relationghiy between the uncon—
scious and the conscious is much more complex than 8¢ inmagined. ‘As

is clear from the’cont xt, Lmenburg uscd her formuldc€icn not terely as
an alstomcalg. trydgn  but aiscas &’ sheniar for solving immediste problems.
In doing so'%he ‘reduced their dialectical -péationshiy to a purely temporal
cné. Such’ a elolutlona.ry concept orovented her from seeing how ‘the un-~
conscious a.nd ‘the conscious fuse in the actual ‘struggle. ~

It was Lenin's a,bﬂlty to grasp this complex relationship which was at

the core of hls organisaticnal concept. (26) As he saw it, the party

(the conscious), demrreates itself from the class (the unccnscious) but

only in order to assimilate its essence and reabtlng ipon it become its
es§ence,, nhus tha nNrocess is: first ‘the unconseicus,’ next the conscious

and then the cumec'c,.\,ul inter n:‘tlun in which the conscious beging to
permeate the unconscious. Thus we gee the real meaning of the old definition
of the )arty as the “conscmuq szolxesma.a of the unconscmus rroceﬂs" (27).

A good exarmle of the intricate relationship between the conscicus and the
ungonscicus, between the party and the class, is glven by Trotsky from =
those crucial five days of the February Revolution, when the inexperience
and Snontanelty of the urb;m masses seemed to lead inexorably, towards

a major clash with the Czarist trocms. (28). Such a clash wculd have
resulted in the crushing of the revolution at its birth. While the masses
had been failed in leaders‘un, from above, by both the Mensheviks and the
Bolsheviks, the rank and file Bclsheviks, who were naturally an inherent
sart of the upsurge gave exemplary leadership from belcw in their individ-
val capacity and averted the impending clash. Thus when commentators
refer to the spontanicus nature of the February Rc,volu’clon, they overlook
that complex relatlonsam between the conscious and the unconscious s by
which what seems to be unconsc:mus, is actually aetermmed by a rmmmm
of cousc:tcuswless. '

It is essentla.‘ to unde”stand thi S, in order to uhderstand the I‘\..LB.»J.OﬂSﬂl‘J
between democrpcy and centralism in Lenints tnecry of organisaticn, It iz
only the tem*agmg of centralism with democracy that ensures taig link-
between the conscious and the unconscmus, which in effect means the
leadership of the class by the Party. The Leadershih organ cf the party is
the embodiment of the narty over and against its individual parts —4’:;13)1; '
is the significance of centralism for Lenin and this is why Tlower party
organs are subordinate to higher ones and not the other way vound. But

it is only through its individual parts, 'the neoples tr ~ibunge¥; that the
party projects its wiil, which is tie higstorical will of the ‘class, and
actually becomes Ythe conscious snokesman for ‘the uneonscicus processt-

Thus Lenin stood firmly against any centralism which leéd to exdusivness
of leaderskip, independent or above the rank and file oi the party. The
solicies and dec:.smns of the leadershkin, even in conditions where elective

prccem,.res were nov—oneratlve, had o be firmly and honestly based on

the experience of the ordinary party members. Trotsky exmertly captured the
spirit of Lenin's ccncept when he wrote that "leaders are offen impatient
in seeking tc rerove the bstacle in the path of the narty's activily. 1In
such @ases, the party can and rust correct the precipitatedness cf the
lcaders, since it is not only the leaders who educate the party but the
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party as well which educates the leaders. Herein lies the salﬁ%ary dialectic
of democratic centralism® (25).

Lenin was driving at just this when he wrote: "This brings me to a highly
important principle of all party organisation and all party activity : while
the greatest possible cengralisation is necessary with regard to the
ideological and practical leadership of the movement and the revolutionary
struggle of the proletariat, the greatest possible decentralisaticn is
necessary with regard to keeping the party centre ( and the party as a whole)
informed about the movement and with regards to responsibility to the party."
He makes this plain when he writes a little further on that "This decentra-
lisation is an essential corrective to_it" (30) Thus for Lenin the only
centralism permissable is that which enables the rank and file to control
and educate the leadership.

This principle of centralisation and decentralisation is summed up concretely
by him in yet another principle. "We define it as unity in action, freedom

of discussicn and criticism” (31) he wrote. It is the acticn of the party
which brings it intc contact with the masses, and this contact can be
retained, strengthened and deepened only on the condition that the experience
of this action becomes the guideline for the party leadership in the
formulation of its positions. But this experience can only be assimilated

by the party as a whole and not merely by its central organs. Consequently
there is an absclute need for full and open internal discussion especially
amongst the rank and file in which this experience is distilled. Only -
after this party metabolisation, so to speak, can the leadership take the
final preduct and get on with the job of presenting the will of the party

as the will cf the masses, Thus we see that for Lenin in his concept of

the party as the conscious articulator of spontanecus process, there is an
crganic connectiocn between centralisation and decentralisation, unity in
acticn and freedom of criticism — in a word : there is an organic unity
between democracy and centralism in his concept of democratic centralism.

FACTIONS

But t¢ say that democracy in the form of freedom to discuss and criticise
is necessary, dcés nct exhaust the matter. Even Stalin could boldly nroclaim
this necessity. Every difference is a contradiction and contradicticns in
acccrdance with the laws of the dialectic must work themselves out in
struggle. Therefore discussion and criticism must not be Seen merely as an
Wexchange of ideas™ but where necessary, as a clash of views. From the
standpoint of internal party orgemisation, it is precisely the difference
on this which separates Stalinism from Leninism. This is manifested in the
attitude to factions. Stalin adopted a categcrically hostile attitude to
the formation of "independent® ideclogical grcupings within the party, and
he elevated this hostility to the level of a orinziple. “The existence of
factions is compatible neither with the party's unity, nor with its iron
discipline® (32) was his formilaticn.
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As against this, Lenin adopted o nuca MOTS flexabie position.Gencraily

' speaking he was in faveor ¥ factiocs. Thus wiwl o WAS arguing against

. federalism in the narty, he was careful to stress that he wgs mot oopesed
to facticns. Speaking Won the nlace of the Dund in the RSDLPY 33) for
exammle he said ® As it is, there will always (pur emphasis) bé different -

groupings in the party, groupings of courades Wic do nut think quite alike :

rn questions . f prograie, tactics or crganisation; but let all like=-

minded members join in a single aroup. ... Aad later om,-cormenting C @
e

more generally cn the question o discussion and cricicisa he wrote: "Whei
we have a Party prograiie and a 2ariy ~rganisation, we must not only hosoitably
throw ~pen the culwms of the P%t*,r organ for exchanges of oniniocn, but
mst afford those grouns which Tr-m inconsistency support Sore of the dognas
of revisicnism, cr for one reason or an-ther insist upcn their separate
and individual existence as grouns, the opportunity of systematically setting
forth their differences, however slight these may be. Precisely in .rder
t: av.id being tuc harsh and stiff-necked... tcwards Yaparciistic -irdivid-
ualism? , it is necessary in cur ooinin, to do the utist,- 2ven if it

‘ involves a certain departure from the tidy natterns of centralism and from

! _ ahsclute. cbedience ©o discinline,- o enable these groups to speak out and
give the whule narty the Goportuiity tu weigh - -the lmurtance-or unimportance .

.

of these differences and determine just where, how and o whose part incon-
sistency is shoum®.(34)

x T is ciear from this that Lenin 1id not see the departure frum “ihe tidy
natterns cf centralismi leading to the disruption . f centralisn but cn the
contrary to its strengtl:ening.

Put it was not only in thery, but alscin nractice, that Lenin adopted this
flexible attitude. Deginning with the differences in the iskra group at

the second conference «f the RSDLP in 1803, the histury of Bulshevism is

one «f ceascless internal struggle, in which varicus grouss, tendencies and
factions fouvght over every Wignestion »f programae, tactics or crganisaticn®.
Ilh less than fifteen immoriant factions can be counted in fhe twenty years
of the partiys existence. And it was in the course of the conflicts surroun-
ding the formation of these facticns that some of the more unique and dis-
tinotive features of Bolshevism were given sueh an incorruptible and uncor-
promising form — hostility to social-democratic opportunism, internationalism,
the permanency of revolution in backward countries, the strategy of con-
structing a sccialist eccnomy and reinforcing the dictatorship of the

: proletariat in backward countiies, to menticn but a few. Can anycne doubt

2 that it was the vigorcus, healthy and even bitter struggles within the party
that made Bolshevism the most nersistent defender on a world scale of the
historic interest of the working class cn all these issues? Bolshevism with-
out these internal struggles would not have been Bolshevism, and in this we
see the facile nature of the sseudo-scientific attempts to depict Bolshevisn
as the father of monclithic Stalinism.

e AR i i e b L i

But while facticns have their ncsitive side, it would be wrong to glorify
! them as a virtue. There are cbvicus cangers. As Trotsky puinted out:in any (35)
, ( sericus factional struggle the interests of different classes assert themselves.
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Just as in the class struggle the conflict of these interssts tends towards
the disruption ¢f socities equiliberium, so too within the party unity in
acticn can be disrupted by the clash c¢f factionalinterests. Once that
happens the faction ceases to be an integral functioning element of the party
and in actual fact becomes a separate party . In that case the revolutionary
party is forced to adopt a hostile attitude and just as it demarcates itself
from other class parties it is forced to draw a clear line between itself

and ity disloyal copponents through expulsiocns. ’

Given the negative factcrs involved in factions it would nontheless

be disasterous to try and place a restricticn on them in advance. Even
where disruption or a split is the final outcome we cannot +dook back with
hindsight and say that the struggle should not have been permitted in the
first flace. If we take for example cne of the very few instances in the history
of Zolshevism in which the cutcome of facticnal struggle was a split - the
Recallist dispute - we can still see many positive achievments not the least
of which was the formation ¢f a real leadership within the party. In add-
itionmost of those who were expelled cbviously learned something in the
course ¢f the rthree years struggle since the majority of them found their
way back into the Bolshevick camp before I517.(36)

The strangulation of the Bolshevick party itself during the mid-twentiesis
a fearful warning against any attempt to judge the effects of factions

a priori. Both Lenin and Trotsky favoured the move to clamp down on factions -
within the nartr in J92I because of the general precaricuss.state of affairs
Of course it must be pointed cut that they did this withreluctance and only
as a tempory measure. Moreover while the vganisation of free discussicn

and criticism through facticns was forbidden thry contdnued tostress the
need fr the - -organisation of free discusskon and eriticiso bby the
party in the form of special journals for dissenters, more oppertunity for
debate etc. It was cnly latter on when Lenin and Trotsky both attempted to
form a block against the threat to the party from the burcaucracy that the
magnitude £ their error became apparent.

THE RELEVANCE OF LENIN TODAY

To understand the unity <f Lenin's thecry of crganisaticn as we have tried

to outline it above, is to see immediately its universal and continued
relevance. An ihability to grasp this wnity always leads to the familar
raticnalisations: demccratic-centralism was permissable, even necessary,

in a repressive, backward country like Russia, but in advanced capitalist
countries with bourgevis demccracy it is not practical. Or; Lenin worked cut -
cut his thecry over seventy years ago - a lot has changed since then. :
Salvaging their conscience with these megre excuses, many revolutionaries iz Z
inevitably proceed tc pick Lenins brain for ingrediens tc make their cwn
flpaupers broth® a little tastier. They take from him what ‘they feel they

need - this rule, that regulaticn. They debase democratic-centralism to the
level ¢f a lifeless schema - like a stone from which chips may be knocked
without imparing the wnity of the chips or the remnant, and not like a =
living body from which limbs cannct be torn without destrouying both the

limbs and-the bcdt.

The idea of taking bits and pieces from Lenin makes as much sense as the
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idea of grafting on limbs.to a stone in the hope that it will walk. It —
fails tc see houw the. methodology of democratic-centralism is related to the

class struggle. Where ever there is class struggle the methodology of

lenin is relevant. In conclusion therefcre, it si necessary to stress the

uriity of Lenins theory of organisation. It is the only way that we can

cofprehend its importance for all revoluticnaries in the class struggle today.

It is only by taking it in its unity that it can have any contenporae

relevance at all. , ' :
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CONNOLLY AND THE REVOLUTIONARY

ARTY

In the experience of the Irish workirg class, the role of the Leninist
party hes not been gre.t. That this has been so is no nccident any more than was
Russia's development of such n form of org:risation .nd it8 enjoymert of that ors-
anis tion's success, The compirative couses of Russia's achievement 2nd Irelardts
frilure lie in the two countrics' different levels of ecoromic development, The
highly sociilised,(if not, relative to total populition, large) Russisn proletariat
was morc suited to develop its socinlist consciousness than w-os the workins cluss
of Ireland. The latter's most socialised clements (in Ulster) had their division of
skills reinforced by the riligious issuc. .s - whole its members lost their natural
leaders on the emigrant ships. The Russian working cl-ss produced the Bolshevik
Party ; its comrades in Ircland could not (until faced with the example of October
1917 ) advance buyond the I.T.G.W.U. .nd the Irish Citizen Army. Except for brief
periods, the Irish worker could not look for rcvolutionary leadcréhip to any van-
fuard political body, whether for his dwn island alons or for hoth the Briticsh Isles,

This last point is rclcvant. In Conrolly's time, all Irclard w-s port of
the single Stote of the United Kingdom. There was the possibility th.t a revolution=-
ary purty wmight develop to lead the workcrs of both Britain and Ireland. Such a de-
velepment would have bce»_i¥ }ine with the organisational etrategy of Bolshevism,
which Trotsky summed up as follows$ "iherces in nationally homogeuscus shates the

" bourgcois rovolutions developed powerfnl cuntripetal tendeneics, rallying to the

idea of overcoming purticul-rism, as ir Frunce, or overcoming natior-l disunior,

as in Italy and Germany - in nationnlly heterogencous states on the contrary, such

as Turkey, Russic,sustri~~Hung ry, the belated bourscois revolutior released conte
rifugnl forces. In spite of the apparent cohtrarinuss of these processcs when cxyrc=
ssed irn mech:nieal torms, their historical fumetion whs the same, In both cascs it
Wos a qucstioﬁ of using the naticnal writy os .2 fundwmental industrial rescrvoir.
Germany had for this pupposc to be united, iLustria-Hungary to be divided,.Lornin

cnrly learned thne inevitobility of this development of centrifusal national move-
menygs in Russia, and for many years stubhornly fought most particularly against

Rosa Luxemburg - for that famcus paragraph nine of the old party programme which
formulated the right of nations to self determination - that is, to complete separat-
ion as states. In this, the Bolshevik Party did not by any means undetdke an evangel
of separation, It merely assumed an obligation tc strusgle implacably against every
form of national oppression, including the forcible retention of this or that natl?n—
ality within the boundaries of the gencral state. Only in this way could the Russian
proletariat gradually win the confidence of the oppressed nationalities.

"But that was only onc side of the matter. The policy of Bolsheviam in
the national sphere had also another side, apparcntly contradictcery to the first
but in reality supplementink it, Within the fromework of tbe;party. an@ of ?he WOEE;
crg! organisations in genoqal,ﬂﬁoshgxigm_insiﬁiﬁdmnnon_a_rlﬂld‘centraljmm_ e s -

LA
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Worring: acinst every taint of nation:lism which might set the workers one arainst
the other or disunite them. While flatly rcfusing to the bourgecis states the richt
to imposc compulsory citizenship, or even a state lansuace upej a national minority -
Bolshevism at the same time made it a verily sacred task to unite as closely as
Possible, by means of voluntary class discipline, the workers of different nrtional-
itiess Thus it flatly rejected the national-fedcration principle in bhuildin;: the
party: & revolutionnry orgonisation is not the preototype of the future state, but
merely the instrument for its crcation. An instrument o ht to be adapted to fash-
icning; the product; it ought not t- include the product. Thus a centraliscd orian-
isation can gusrantee the success of revolutionnry strusle - even where the task is
to destroy the centralised oppression of nationalities.” - History of the Russian
Revolution, Vol. III p.p. 40-41, Sphere Beoks Ltd. London, 1967. (PreSert writer's
en@hasisi

"In contrast to this, it is a good iden - following the method of cont-
rasts - to compare it with the policy of the Austrian social democrnts, Bolshevism
bascd itsclf upon the assumption of an outbresk of nntional revolutions contiruing
for decades to come, and instructed the aflvanced workers in this spirit. The Austrian
social democracy, on the centrary, submissively accomodated itself to the policy of
the rulin, class; it defended the compulsory co-citizenship of ten nations in the
Austro-Hungarian monarchy, and at the same time, being absclutely ineapnble of
achievin: a revelutionary union of the workers of these different noticnalities,
fencéd them off in the party and in the trade unions with vertical partitions.”

Ibid P. 59, emphasis as before,

"History hos provided on incormaurable checkup of the two policies on the
notiontl question. Whercens hustria~Hungs s5oxy, whose prolotariat was cducated ir the
spirit of 2 cownrdly halfway policy y went 2ll to picces under o formnl shake-up, nnd
morcover the initintive in this process w.s taken in the mnin uy the notional sect-
ions of the Social Dumocrntic party, in Russia on the ruins of Czarisa a now stto
composed of nntionalitics hos been fornd, and hoe been eloscly welded togcther hwth
ceonvmicnlly and pcliticnlly by the Folshevilk Prrty,

ohetever vy be the furthor destimy »f the Sevict Union - and it is
still for frow o quict haven - the notional pelicy of Lenin will find its ploce
amon; the eternnl tr:.surce of wonkind " Ibid P. 62.

THE SYTLLBIRTH OF UnITED KI:GDOM BOLSIEVISH.

though less drumntic, the notion~l pelicy of tho revoluticonary 107t of
the British Islcs befrre Octoboer 1917, w2y Ve @8 tuch 8 that of the lustro-Hunrri-n
Sceinl Democrates, n example of how not to go about it The only Inbour pelitienl
croanisstion that tricd to bridoe the Irish S,w vos the petit bourccdis and roform-
ist Independent Lobour Party. For tho remninder, so {nr wire circunmcstoncoes from thrsc
of Czarist Ruesin, that it whe o sign of proerSb rother than otherwisce for Sccinlicts
to forn scperate crginis-tions for Srit in anl Irelond - not ~nly ir the politienl,
but alsc in the industri 1l sphere. This was chowm by thc foct that in forming the
I.T.G:W.U., Juncs Loxrkin wes not only broeakis fron: British but froo burcrucratic
control By his net he created the micleus of whet would Yo the lenling: poce-setter
in indus trlal action in the British Isles for yenrs to cone, ovon ~ftor 1918, In the
Dritish Isles, the situntion wms an early monifestotion of whnt wos B pv@“* 2 fre-
quent internationnl oceccurrcrce throwh the twenticth cerbury s the undevelened wotking:
class of the celony, advancing and ocutpocing the ancient netropelitan proletﬁrlxt.
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and bYlesscel by Lmerican copitalism. The constitetion 1 feris th-t the
B.1.C.0. ‘ismisses centemptucusly ( Ihic, pp 5-6) cxpress - politieal wve-lity
thot livides state power in the -ritish Telos ~e it “oee not hetweon inelan?
anl walcs an? Scotlanl,

Jut, then, why o 32 county scetiin ? Surcly the 3,1.C0.0. is correct when
it saoys ( i, p 5 ) "If only the conetitutional feori of the stote is t~kon into
account, it lea's tc o Unite! Kir.:lom party, which inelucs Horthern Irclan:,

il oo party of Scuthern Irclante, Suporficinlly purhinps, it is correct, hut hore
tov we arc ¢ lin- with - peliticnl renlity, =n? one thot wis not unknowr to the
Jolsheviks. The Northoern Irish,Protcstanrs.bqﬂ:thcir own state power yntil 1972,
If the current crisis enls witheut 2 Proletarian Revolution, they will endoy it
o, 0dne Their suberlin.tion to Sritain was notod nere in the ceonsriic than in. the
militnryigm:thd*politioml Ficlls. As fr as the mechniics of sfnte POCWT Wng
concerncl, the -Unicnists het o frec hon'l teo 1969, 207 o consilerahle influcnee

to 1972 Lo (ically then, 1t mi, ht be c-rneclule ! thot the..cory
aticn-wauld be thot, of the Stoliniste up till 19705 cne Co
the 8ix onl the Pwunty -Six Countics,

et form of ormnia-
munist Party each for

JHere nadm,  there is n sna, ¢ the relntiondhip of forees in the Six
Courntice menns th&tﬁa'WQrkers' Reputlic Of Herthern Irelan® with any re-l
authority overp that territory coull uxist only, ns o catnlyst for Revelution
~olnr or stagce., The smoshis, Cof Orande power will o as neceestry o prret of the
Irish Revoluticn ne will Lo the lestruetion of 211 moro lircetly clerienl power
of 211 Kmominations, borthern Irclon? (mot Just its Prrlicmert) is p expression
of Oror ¢ power 520y successful revelutilw will sweep it vy, The tetrtorsnin
of the proletoriat in Irclon? will cover 211 32 courtivs, whether Ly thumsclves,
o s opart of o creater. proletericn unit of the sritish Isles, Burono, or as we
intend, os scon as pcesible the whole w:rll. T

It is .these facts thot lecile our territorinl basig of rosndention,

( To be cineloler )




CLASS CONSCIOUOGNETSTS AND THE LENIN'ST PARTY
(The following is a speech made by Ernest Mandel,Secretarx of the
Fourth International, on the occasion of Leninfs centenary. )

The only way we can live, and pay tribute co Lenints contributaon to the
history of mankind, is by being revolutionaries ..d Lenin had that in
common wath Marx: - he ° understood the necessity of unity between
th%ory and practice on a very high level of theory and a very high level
of practice, revolutionary theory and revolutionary practice. So instead
of making here this evening an agitational speech, and telling you all
about what you already know- Lenin's theory of imperialism and Lenin'g
concept of state and revoliation - I will try to dwell on what is by far
his mast important contribution to the development of Marx theory, to
the development of a theory which actually descovered some gaps in the
waiting of Marx and Engels, some non-developed parts of that theory.

in discussing the theory of revolutionary organisation I shall try to raise
. the analysis and the understanding of that theory to a somewhat
higher level than is done generally in disputes regarding that theory, which .
still go on sixty years after What is to Be Done has been written, and :
as it will still go on probably for many years. I think if I concentrate
on what I could call the theoretical roots of Lenin’s theory of organisation.
I will also contribute to underlining and stressing his practical activity.
Because that practical activity is today understood in the light of the
Russian revolution, understood in the light of the cteation of the Third
International, understood in the light of the development of the Russian
workers state and the creation of revolutionary Marxist organisation such
as ours outside of the control of the ruling bureaucracy there. This
continuity is in the first place essentially the continuity of this theory
of organisation . Many people see Lenin’s theory of organisation in the
first place as some technical gimmick; they see it as some rule, some
solution of having a functioning organisation, Lenin®S theory of
organisation, is not by any means an amalgam of a number of organisational
rules; ° its roots are much deeper. It is concerned with much more impo-
rtant, much more keen questions ,central questions to the very concept
of a socialist revolution, and of self-emancipation of the working class,
and it is about these deeper roots of Lenin’s theory of organisation that
I would like to make some comments.

LENIN'S THEORY OF ORGANISATICN AND TWO CONTRADICTORY THEMES IN MARX.
IN reality, what Lenint®S theory of organisation is about is essentially
a theory of working class consciousness, of the development of class—
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consciousness; of the absence of a regular and even development in the
working-class consciousness. We have to understand this theoretically, we
have to try to match this theory against contending concepts and thaories
which were developed fifty or sixty years ago, and from which we can draw
‘a’historical bilance sheet today; and we have to match them also in the
light of historical experience, .in light of empirical evidence which has
accumulated over the last period. Now we could start with two very
contradictory -statements which are to be found in Marx?’s writing, which
logically lead to very very different types of organisational concepts.

One exposition of the development of class consciousness: of the problems
of class consciousness which can find in the writings not only of the young
Marx, but also of Marx and Engels of later years (although they became
modified later,but which you still find in them) is its development

more or less automatically out of class struggle. You have then a sy-
llogistic type of reasoning: capitalism is torn, .unavoidable -torn, -

py class struggle.The working class and the cap. talist class have fundam .
entally historically different interests, and they clash. These clashes
lead to fights and out of these fights ( you will find the o formulae in
several writings of Marx and of Engels ) unavoidably working class:
consciousness developes, that is to say that at a certain poimt in

these fights, the workers organise first the trade unions and then the
political parties, and then they become conscious of their interests as

3 class and they fight for self-emancipation. This is one . line of
reasoning and this line of reasoning was true of .the writingef Marx and
Engels. Partially at least this concept ends in a certain’ concaptof
Wgocial ‘democratic’ mass parties ( which I will come back to after a

few ininutés ) as we knew them at the end of the 1¢ th and the

beginning of the 20th century.

But then you have another line of thought, of analysis which also runs
through Marx!S writings, especially the more mature Marx, which leads to
rather opposite conclusions: and it is the concept that in every

society which is a class society the ruling ideology is*the ideology of

the ruling class, and of course if it is a meaningful sentence this cannot
be dealt with as meaning that the ideology ‘of the ruling class is the

the ideology of the ruling class, 'because that would nét be a sentence at
all - that would just be tautclogy. What Marx means when he says the
ruling ideology is the ideology of the ruling class is that, of course,
the ruling ideology is the ideclogy of all classes, and not only of the
rulers themselves. And it is not difficult to understand that these two
lines of reasoning lead to a very different conclusions, because if it

is true that the ideology of the working class under stable capitalist
society is bourgeois, or petit bourgeois then it obviously does not

follow that it is sufficient to assemble the workers somewhere - anywhere
on the conditions of beginning class Struggle, to have them develop

more or less automatically a socialist class consciousness to combat the
capitalist class. You them approach the question as a much more complex,
much more complicated problem,and then the whole type of reasoning whi ch
is at the basis of Lenin's theory of organisation can be understood
perfectly. Let me say immediately that this type of reasoning was not
invented by Lenin, that it was worked out much earlier by Kautsky and other
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Austrian social democrats. You can find it in the original uomeland

of the Austriam sccial democraty so calied in the menifesto which was
adopted in 1889, and you can find it very clearly, I believe, in scue

of the later writings of both Marx and Engeis. I will give just oue example
» & very striking example, because it has the very words which were later

So stronglg used to reproach Lenin when he used them many years later.

UNEAVEL AND COMBINED DEVELOPMENT OF WORKING- CLASS CONSCIOUSMESS

On January lst 1870, Marx worte a circular letter for the Firat International
concerning a problem which is still on the order of the day today - the
problem of working- class conscicusness in Britain - and he says that some
people, the lat er anarchists, the people who weee at that time inside the
First International reproached us for cur contacts with the trade-unicn
movement inside the general council of the First International. They do

not understand why we maintain these sort of relations; but, says Marx, the
British capitalist nress understand very well what we are trying to do; we

 try to introduce into this movement of the Britishwaorking class revolutionary

socialism, revolutionary socialist consciousness. Now these very words

you will find in Lenin's What Is to Be Done: that is, the introduction
fron outside/° evolutionary socialist conscicusness into a class that
obviously did not have that consciousness. Anybody who wants to study English
history will accept that the English working class of 1870 did not have ‘
a revolutionary socialist consciousness, so this attempt, conscious attenpt,
made by Marx was taken up and used by the early sccial democrats, and it

is from that cource that Lenin took some of these rather provocative
sentences in "What Is to Be Done" for which he has been attacked so many t--
imes. So what this is all about is the develonment of class consciousness .. °
Now, we can try to avoid seeing the problem, and try to avoid finding a
road to solving it, by saying either that there is no problem, or that

it has been solved, and that is an casy position. Because it is also rooted’
in Marxf®s theory, we can say that during a revolution, working-' ¢lass
consciousness jumps forward by leaps and bounds and - can even overtake -
at st time does overtake -~ the consciousnsss even of revoluticnary -
organisations; and then you can give examples that in the Russian
revolution of 1617 the revolutionary workers: of Petrograd were in advance
of the Bolshevik apparatus, that in the Spanish revoluticn of 1¢36 the
revolutionary workers of Barcelona and other tcwns were in advance of all
political organisations, which is generally true. I wall not dispute this
interpretation, but as I said before, this does noct solve the problem of how
to make the revolution under conditions of late capitalism.

The problem is how you work for that revolution: whether the only thing

for you to do is to sit and wait till this revclution comes and then -
working class’ conscicusness will make suddenly tremendous leaps forward.

Once you understand ¢ » especially that revolutionary situations do not

occur every day, every rwnth or every year, you are faced again with the
problem as it was posed by Lenin: you have a working class which in general
does not have an automdtically socialist political class consciousness,
which cannct have an. aetomatically socialist political class consciousness
given the conditions of life under capitalisn, and which waill have different
and varied forms of progress towards class conscicusness, develcning -
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one time, discontinuing at another time, moving ) ++ in different

geographically layers; different regions, different factories, certain

trades as opposed to others, and so on and so forth. I thjink that it is

undeniable that this concept of the combined and uneven development of

class consciousness of the working class corresponds to historical.

re2lity of the working class. The example of England is probably the best

oze to analyse the mistakes which the young Marx makes - very big mistakes.
mere is a wmriting of Marxfs of 1845 which has a famous paragraph s

which was quoted later by the Mensheviks against Lenin in a very foolish

vy, because they did not see that Marx had been wrong, completely

wrong. It is a paragraph describing what is  nappening in Western

furope, around 1840, in England, in France, and in Germany, and he says
siere: "Well, we see how capitalism creats a class that has only misery
ond burd ens on its back; it is such a class that you need in order

:y overthrow all types of private property, of exploitations®, and so on and
o forth. All things which are of course evident, and the paragraph ends

w saying: "and we see before our eyes how the British...."( he also

:ays French and German workers; I won't go into ti:t; but the British ~-
mat is what strikes one as exceptionally 4ifficui¢ in this type of
~easoning ) %..wesee how the British worzers aie drawing all the necessary
~olitical conclusions out of that sisvaticn ", Thatwas written :in 1845_.
forty years later when Endels .wrote . about the English working class
sound 1885, he ‘did not write a thing like that, he -quoted - . what

warx was saying a few years before, that the British working class

'as essentially bourgeois pclitical concepts; ti- torking eldss 1tself’ is
curgeois', Well, it is a bit of an - exeggsration, I woulc at ge along

sAth this extreme statement: but it is obvious that forty years after
qis over-cptimistic estimation of Marx, the Pritish workers were not
‘rawing revolutionary scocialist conclusicas cut of their prolerarian
wxistence. '

nd if we look at the story 100 years later or 120 years later this is

even more obvious. It is cbvious that khis typs of reasoning which

iraws an immediate straight line from conditicns of existence to consciousness
s as wrong today as it was then. I alsc thi~k that if we look in a n
sbjective way at hiStorical evidence we rmust- z::cept that:the uneyen developnt
and irregular movement.of class conscicusness proves itself nearly. e¢verywhere
T will give a striking cxample from France; you can give many othor . ...
Samples 5§ the same” gype, hut this was extromely” striking Because it wag o

‘hsuch a shopt time that'you had ‘3 switch in 'th attitide of tha French
working class between the months of May, 68 and’ Junc when. they-went-to:~. -
the clections. And many people tried to:interpret one in the light of the
other, as we have heard here a few months ago when we had a debate with
Monty Johnston ( see Marxist REview no. 1. ) they tried to interpret the
attitude of the workers during the general strike by their attitude during
clections. The whole argument is very old. We have heard the same thing

. in the beginning of 1619 in Germany: there were teemendous revolutionary

. _ movements setting up workers councils, setting up soviets,

goind near to the border of a socialist revolution in the months of
November, December, January 191¢; in February you had general elections
the social democrats got 43% of the votes, bourgeios parties got the rest,
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and the small votes cast in favour of the revoluticnary tendeicy were

completely insignificant, But does this mea. t th >se workers who w
/43 e A B e 0 e A G T I B g
revolutionaries? Mo, it does not mean that. It means that working -~
{ ‘ class consciousness develops exactly in this way, as Lenin saw it, and as
i I said before, in Uneven and irregular movements, That it can make _
big leaps from one extreme to another in rather a short time, that
it can make big spurts forward and then come back again after that, and
that as long as you look at the disorganised class in general, ycu can
have your hat turned by contradictory indications which vary if nct from
day to another, at least from month ~or from one year to another. How does
this bappen? Well, we can have several explanations for this uneven and
sirregular development or working class consciousness, ‘

The first, of ccurse, which is by far the most important, is that masses

of p&ople do not learn from reading, masses of pecple do not assimilate
experience and consciocusness through reading or indiviidual study. They
assimilate experience and consciousness from action and a permanently de-
eveloping class conscicusness has as its pre-condition a permanently

active class, and a bermanently active class is in contradiction with the
svery nature of capitalist society.It is by the nature of capitalist sociwty
that workers are forced to sell their labour power in order to survive,

and therefore they cannct be on a pernanent strike, and they cannot

be on alipermenant®revolution, They cannot meke strikes and revolutions every
day because if they - .did -+ that they would starve.

So this discontinucus nature of workirz - class action determines the
of working class consciousness. It is only in big spurts of actions
that you have a big leap forward of consciousness, and it is inevitable
that after such a big spurt forward of action you have a retreat once
this action has not led to a revoluticnary result. Just in passing,
that is the reason that the missing likk between the way in

which class consciousness developes and the key rule of a revolution
to push that class consciousness forward in a very quick way, because

Clrcumstances with business as usual, with day-to-day life under capitalism,
is that in a revolution people become very active, and permanently .

active. You have demonstrations nearly every day, you have meetings
nearly every day, which completely disrupt normal life, that is, normal
integrated life in bourgeois society; and because of that reason, cons-—
cilousness can come forward, leap forward much, much quicker than under
day-to-day stable conditions. '

The second reason, material reasocn, or if you want, materialist reason

for this uneven, discontinucus and irregular ‘evelopment of class
conscicusness 1is rooted in the composition of the working class. The
working class has a history like every class, and the history of the working
class reflects itself in its stratification. You have the families of the
working class who are themselves descended from the urban workers, since

for several centuries at least, in certain parts of the world, not in

all parts ( and from that point of view England and By own ccubtry,

Belgium, are probably amongst the most privileged cnes ), where you have
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"had actual long traditions of urban working class, of urban wage

earners, for many centuries. You have other parts of the working dlass whe
are descendants of ‘  rural seni-proletarians, €or a much. sherter period;

and you have other layers of the working class who. are descendahts of the
petty commodity producers, that is to say, lande c¢wning peasants, self-
producing farmers or small craftsmen, small artisans, small tradesmen.

You have workers who are only recently urbanised as again§t workers whe

have been workers fur a long period, and if ycu combine this historical
result, the result of the history of the crigin of the working class, in

its relaticn with the ideolcgical and cultural stratification, then you have
leyers of the working class who are still today under the powerful

grinx of, for instance, churches. I think ¢f the Catholic church in countries
lize Italy or Belgium ( the Flemish part gé@@elgium) . You have parts

o the working class who are under/ ot o ~ ing-class ideclogical
surrents  and institutions You have the other side of the Spectrum, :
rarts ¢f the working class whose parents and even grandparents were alread
:rganised in the trade union movements, in the socialist movements in

‘he social democratic movements or in cther working class tendencies.

if you combine this ideclogical stratification, and if you inject into

chat another element of which, cf course, generally Marxist do not like

‘¢ speak sc much, but which is unfortunately a fact: that you have also
:adividual differences, that you hage certain people who have a natural.
eaction tu revolt against injustice and you have other pecple who are

wre nassive when they are faced with oppression ‘and- injustice.

When you combine all these social, édeclogical and individual differences,
7ou will understand very clearly that it is not the prcblem of great

thecry and cormlicated metaphysical thought ti see that parts of the

working class conscicusness, political class conscicusness, and revoluticnary
sceialist.  class conscicusness.There have been some striking sociological

énquiriéﬁ‘éadégéﬁiing the last years which confirmed this in a very clear
vay in. the recent history of the international labour movement,

SOCIOLOGICAL ROGTS OF BOLSUEVISM ' .
THERE is an eminent English scciclogist ( left, fake left, if you - ~weally
want to go into that definition ) called David Lane, whc has written what is

“to my knowledge the first sociology of Menshevism and Bolshevism... but

of ccurse there are not sc many facts which can be assembled on this
subject. But from the facts which he has assembled from all pcssible
socurces,” a very striking difference arised; it seems that the great

‘majority of industrial workers in towns with rather long industrial traditicns

big towns with big factories, were Bolsheviks. The stronghold of the
Mensheviks, who had a geat number of the workers, and talking cf the
period 1602 and 1910 and 1518 - the Mensheviks had their strongholds in
small type industry, in industries which are by definition nct in big
towns, like the mining industry or the cil industry. In discussing the
dictatorship of the proletariat you will find in “State and Revoltition¥
a single line abcut the leading role of the Party as against the Soviet. It's
nonsense, because that.leading role was conceived by Lenin as a result of
political authority, as a result of capacity for convincing workers,
but not as something ¥m which has to be imposed by censorship, by viclence
or by repression against the mass of the people. I say that this concept
which is cne of a truly workers rule and workers state, is Lenin's concept.
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How can you really reconcile with this, caricature of Ledin concerning
the Party as substituting itself fcr the work » class or for the masses?
If you try tc make anc cbjective syn hesis between what Lenin worte about
the Party, and what Lenin wrote about workers? councils, about Suviet
power and about workers? state; you will have to admit that for him the
existence of a revoluticnary party, the authority of a revclutionary
narty, the leadership capacity of that revolutionary party, { . was
not only not counternosed, but a precondition for a development of working-
class self-a ctivity and working class consciousness, without which the
Party could never have developed to suvh a degree. And here we alsc can make
a historical commariscn, because history has answered that questicn
abcut substitutism, that accusaticn made against Lenin . Compare workers?
councils in different parts of the world,because we have already seen
them in different parts of the world.Compareé them in the Russian tcwns
where you have the Bolshevik majority in 1617 —-1920, and ccmpare them
with workers? councils whivh we saw in cther parts of Russia where you
had the Mrnshevik majority. Compare them with the workers? ccuncils in
Hungary or in Spain and tell the truth, where did they last the longest,
where did they show the highest degree of working class iniative: where
did they show the | possibility of lasting for a long time, and enabling
the workers to have the maximum of self-expressicn and self-activity? where
you had a Bolshevik Party as their leadership or where the workers were
relatively unsolitical, they were under the sway of anarchist tendencies.
Mever befcre in histyry have we seen so mugh self- activity, so rmch
self-crganisation and sc much initiative of werkers, as in the Jussian
workers®councils, in the Russian Soviets, under Bolshevik leadership
between 1917 and 1920 --1921. That is the historical answer tothis
question. Of course we can say afterwards it fell down, but what caused
it te swerve downwards was the activity of the workers themselves. The
root of the degeneration of the Russian revoluticn is not a plot by the
Bulsheviks; not even a plet by Stalin. The rect is the growing passivity
of the Russian working class as a result of all histrcical circumstances
which we know- hunger, isclation, defeat of world revolution, decimation '
¢ the werkers-that .is the real historical root. The rule ¢f Stalin, #
the pcwer cf the bureaucracy, is the consequencé and not a cause of this
_phenomenon, so the only thing you can say is that when you donft have an
active working class, you canft have self-activity of the workers or
Soviets. This is rather self-evident, but what history has not shown, what
. it has notshown -anywhere, is that the existence of a strong revoluticnary
vanguard party, which is a real working-class narty. , which has real rocts
in the working class, and which has gained its authcrity by its nolitical
capacity, is in any way whatscever an cbstructicn, or an cbstacle, on the
- road of self-crganisation and self-activity cf the working class.

In that sense when we say that Leninism today, that the continuity of Leninism
tcday, lies in the Fourth International, we are conscicus of the fact
. that by wishing, by wanting, by trying to build a revolutionary organisaticn,
revoluticnary warties, a revolutionary internaticnal, we in nc way conflict
or impede the rcad of growing wapking-class activity, self-expression and
“initiative, but cn the contrary, as we have already shown cn a small scale
in the case of France, we only creat better conditicns for g high level of
self-accivity, self- crganisatim and initiative.
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" Trotskyism has become theoritically irrelevant to the Irish working
class movement. The political level of its oppertinism has fallen sc
low that new ground is no longer broken in exposing it."

So thought a centributor to Irish Communist no. 39, thecritical jowprnal
of the British and Irish Communist Organisation. However, forty five
issues later the Ieish Communist is still™expcsing™ this irrelevant

" body of “thecry. And; as’ " Jack Lane in no 49 proves, the -B.I.C.O.-

is still ¥ breaking new ground" in the precess. In his attempt to
defend his original mistakes in criticising Trotsky ( I.C. no.80)
Lane now converts them into absurdities, some of which are unparalled
in the neurdtic histcry of the Irish left.

. The Naticnal Revslution in Ireland

The ' first part of his =~ ejoiner has two prongs. Firstly
he makes a pedantic criticism of our terminclogy concerning the basis

_of the national revolution and “its tasks. What we meant was quite

clear. Even Lane understood it. We simply a said that Trotsky beleived
the Irish bourgeoisie incapable  ¢f leading the naticnal revcluticn

‘tc’ sucess in Ireland, but that he.by no means implied .that the naticnal

revoluticn was obsclite. It had mearly changed in such a way as brought
the workingﬁglass to the fure as its chief agent. As we noted Trotsky

.. actually said that the naticvnal revoluticn in Ireland had in practise
become an uprising of-the workers.

Lane doesAtcare to discuss the accuracy of this prognosis. Instead he
prefers to give us a lecture on semantics, teaching us the difference
of similarity between the words Basis and tasks. . He. flatters himselft

His second critisism is in the same véin,/gffghtly more political. A
distinction is made between the national tasks and the bourgecis democ- -
ratic mational tasks of the revolution The former includes merely the
struggle for self-determination. It is reactionary and the working class
has ~ no interest in fighting for its fulfillment. The latter includes
"the land being owned by the peasants and the ' establishment of
bourgecis demccracy”. According to Lane these latter tasks had been
accomplished even before 1916. Consequently it was ridiculcus for us

or Trotsky to speak about carrying cut the naticnal revolution in Ireland.
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the rost conservative and reactisnary s ns of the Irisli bcurgecisis
were rere radical «n this than cur Stal.. & critic. Eut that should
suryrise nobedy,

Finally let us n.te in passing that no such agsciibly exdsts in Ireland
evenr tu the nresent day. Because of the divisi-n of the country, sunnortad
and reinfurced by BDritish irmerialism, The asseimbiy in the Scuth renresents
cnly one worticn of the country. The Irish bourgecisie, nut to mention

the werking class and small farmers still have no representative insti-
tution and this is n one ¢f the underlying factors of instability in the
Hurthern situwation.

Once More on Lenin.

in cefending Trotsky we alsc had tu challengss-ne distorticns rade of
Lenin's pusitiin. Lane claimed in effect that Lenin condommed the 1516
rebellisn as reactisnary in content and welcomed it sclely wn thc basis
that it came at an oppertun mnilent in the internaticnal cunjunctur
which weakened imperialisi. We showed from Lenints writings that while
recignised the internatiwnal significance .f the Zaster revolt he alse
saw its nositive side in being the latest climax in the generaticnsold
struggle against British imperialism,

lane does nt attemnt to refutz this. As usuval he shys away from the real
questicn by introducing a quibble. We menti.ned in cur defence of Trotsiy
that the B.I.C.0. is foreed to disturt Lenin in order t- diszuise their
corprador theuries on the naticnal questicn in a  shroud of Marxist
orihedoxy. Ve wrote:

<D

s atteint
naticns dogma.
L£.6. 1t cones
2 Lendn took a

WAll these amazing revelations are but a sart of the BE.I.C.¢
to rewrite histury in crder to make it fit in with the
in view <f scn e of the more bizarr: sositions -7 the B.I
8s no surprise that they should try €. establisl: thnat eve
stant against “bourgecis Catholic naticnalis@ii,

Instead «f criticing the real ncint we were macing Lans takes up this
incidental remark and tries to make great capital cut of it.le inflates
abcut three nages with chunkks of quuiations ©r.n Lenin vhich  are
directed against . Irish bourgecis nationalisn,

But even within the linits ¢f this diversicnary »loy Lane is dishonest,

He neglecte to mention that what Lenin and sresent~day marxists meant

by Irish bourge.is naticnalism is not what the 5.7.0.u. have in ndnd

when they speak about bourgeois Catholic Hationalism. By the latter th
B.1.0.0. mean the struggle of the Irish neopie for seli-determinaticn
vhich they ccnsider reacticnary. lenin ~n the c.atrary supnorted this right.
When he snoke against Irisl nativnalism, or any nationalism fur that macter,
he spoke enly against its aepative aspects suck as clericalism and gombeen
sentimentality which =©f course are aighly dangerous. It was because of this
difference in internretation that we placed the words bourgecis Catholic
naticnalisn in inverced corras.
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et us stress that we do not
ish rebeliicn as cuntrd ibuting
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and did Ceny the Liportance of th

to the disir tegratlzp of the mewer of dmperialism, There is ne use in
‘Lane going on abcut it. e is sreaching to the converted. S :

The real question which he should answer is whether or not Lenin saw the
revolution in Ireland as a laticaal revolt and whO“q or not he ernsidered
it o fgrb331Ve in itself, Ve have answered both these questinns in thae
affirmative. e , on the tther hand confrses ¢he matter by crunter
posingthe internaticnal dimersiom of the revelt ¢ its national dinension.
Lenin®s whole noint ,however, in refering to the internaticaal sign-
ificance of the Baster uprising was to shuw that struggles for national
self-determination still had a vital and explosive content in THensslves.

If we ook at the namldet Wl he Ciscussicn un Self-Deterinatinn Sunzed

Uz in which Lenin wrote Lis Farus Liaece con Irelan we will sec chat

he was nolenicising wrecisely against those Wi Leld that the struggle fir
selfi-determinati.n was reacticnary and .bs.ulete. o

u)mhlag tae sectlzn on Ireland ne wrote: ,

o

The views of the romunents of 5°11 latermination lzad o the conmclusion
that the vitality of small nations cosressed by J’_.~ eriaiisi has aiready becu
sawbed, Yiat they cannct wlay a@y'foxe arainst irmorialisn , that suy

of their nurely naticnal asperaticns ~wiil lead oo nothing® {cur 2o

Y’.‘I’ ar

Lenir then proceeded to shuw how thie world was lears awat the cuter
wrazvings, sweens away the cbsclete and revels the underiying ""1333
and fopees' and exprses the full woteatial o f the natiocnal strugsle. Le
chese Ireland as an excellent ex ‘

(l-«

Sc Lane is lovking at the -dcturs .. unside dowm in fact. It was not tu
exmmuse the freactionary’ nature of the straggle fur self-determination but
L 3 LT,

‘in order to sluw its reviiuncionary »otential, that Lenin -lace Ireland
in an -international coniext. Co

NATIUNALISM Al SYMDICALISH

Lane a did admit in his criginal crlthue of Trmtsky that his
characterisaticn of Irish wurklng class conscicousness as oscilliating .
between naticnalism and syndicalism was "fairly accurate”, But nc scuner
had he dcne this than be began tc carp about Trursky's failute to

indicate how tu get rid of "at least cme of theseV (naticnalism presuaably)

NS L
s e—

Lane obv1ously censidered syncicalisii to have 'some DuSltlve content.

By trylné to show how nationalism and syndicalism did not appear eclec-
tically in the cunscicusness of the working class but grew cut of the same
scil of imperialist exploitaticn, we endeavoured to emphasiss the
pusitive nature of both aspects. -

Typivally, Lane displays a marked reluctance tc discuss the problem we
nosed. Insteal he prefers tc deal in abstractions which allow him room
for mancruvre.ind to cover up the weakness of his approach he throws in a
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few b.ts pf invective which his cwn netit bourgecis mentality imagines
must surely tcuch us to the quick.

Tc show how syndicalism and naticnalism are mutuzlly exclusive Lane

‘dees not bother with cur concrete analysis but “akes the exauple of

the American syndlcallst Industrial Werkers o the World. There is nc
dlfflculty in showing that the I.W.W. ccmbined militant trade unicnism
(for in essonce syndicalism is little mcre) with a vigercus anti-
naticnalism. Thus syndicalism and nationalism form an  antagonistic
contradiction based on-the atagonism between labcur and capital .

In other words they can never be cozmlimentary, or "form a dialectical
contradicticn as ent1t1b51n tnelsulves” (te th a bit of Lane's ovwn
high-faluting ; 1bb;r1sh) \

This is a classic examplu of sterlle abstraction. It forgets that the
world is divided into  smpressor and oppressed nations. The I.W.W.

existed in an “DUPBSSGP nation. The contradiction between capital and labour
tock a Wpure? form. Moreover, not only was the American working class not
naticnally copressad but its bourgeoisie oppressed the workers of other
naticns and othsr national mincrities within the United States. ience

it was ﬂviu ‘natural that American revoluticnaries should cembine synd-
icalism with anti-nationalism, or more correctiy anti-chauvinism,

However in an onpressed country the werking class is not only oppressed

by its own bourgeoisie but by that of anciler country as well. Thus the
contradiction between labour and capital produces a conflict between a
naticnally cporessed working class on the one nand and imperialisiz and its
clients on the other. The working class in this situation is even more
onpressed than its cvm bourgeoisie, and consequently has a definite interest
in national self-determinatiocn as the starting point of deﬂocracy and
equality. For this reason, despite the loudest } 3t=stat10ns cf Lane

that “"there is not and never can be a dlalectlcal contradiction between
natiohallsn and syndigalism as entities in' themselves®,Just such a contradic-—
tion existed in the conscicusness of the Irish working class. Or

does Lane forget that he initially agreed with Trotsky's view on this?

Synd icalisr and nationalism in Ireland, as an cppressed countiry, both nave

a progressi ive and revelutionary content which regrasent ain historicai

gain for the Irish working class and which rust be sublated by the

Marxist Movement in Ireland. Lane is horrified at C‘he suggestion - that

rationalism has anything to offer the  working-class.

“rhere is no element whatscaver (II.B.) in Nationalisi which can be
retained”, he declares “llationalism is a thoroughly bovrgoﬂls, anti-
working class sevement (7) It is oppnertunist to sut it on a par

with syndicalism and give the im;re351on that they both helong® to the
working class and can:be of equal use tc 1t¥

This 1ﬂd1gnat1 n over the 8oilimg -{tpure? working class consciousness is
touching coming from a utaLhn*s §

~ 3 -

There was a time of course wiaen the B.I.0.C. held the exact spnosite
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1.8t asnpects of

when they canitulated < ¢heir !meas be:
£CF influenced by the

naticnalism, They held that those work
“fairy tales' (as they »ut it) of Iris’ n could¥engage in prog-
ressive nHolitics- baur?='1s 3(1_“="s" Tiap is say that, for the woridng

class o embrace reacticnary bourgscis naticnaiisn was deemed o be-at
1°ast a s*=" IJ*Jard -

on the gen&ra* theoritical ulane their grovelldng
naticnalism was no less CLsThic L 3
differentiaced itself LPOFE«Q?F.}”urgCOiS national
of the rizht of naticns o self-duterminaticn but
fusal o supnirt Sewcratlun zzich did not strength

en: the clasu struggle
.:f the worlors, The Marwist -anmreacn was uls“”ﬁgﬂshed in that it dealt
ie vterﬂinati;n from the woint ¥ view o€ (lhe -rolatariate and
or socfaligi: rather than fron tie stand Uglnt »f bourgeris
“Fws Lenin weotd! Combat aii uati-nal opnression ? Tgs, of
ot fop any \1wg gf national ce elamﬂunt oo = OF cutrse‘npt.”

And he continued qu Ceveloment «f nab&Jnal1'f in goreral is
<.

.
Cile |

srincisle of curgeois nati-nalisn... The srcletariat, however, far fron

Ty tdal

Ang th wiheld the national develoogent of svery 1ap*m“, e P A
contrary, warns the nasses against such llluoluﬂs, stalds for the fullisst

freedom of canitalist intercuurse and welcones cvery kind ¢f assimilation
«f nations, except that which i§ founded on ioree or wrivikege?.
The B.I.C 0. rejected ¢his refresﬁing and Ifrani declaratiovn of vp"«iﬁg

: class-gr1:c4cle. “hcy started not frort the interest «f the wurking
class and its *lgdt against canitalisi but from the interests of thﬁ
bourgeoisie and its eofferis o exnant natic ﬂai 0&31 talisii., They r £JSed
o defend Lqe"WTrnlww class nusiticn by standing for the ;mileut freedon
of eajitalist intercsurse” and by welcouing “eve“v Imind of assmxllaticn
5

Y

naticns®, listead they gave emressicn Lo the dpvxgeolslmfs ,
;ility-vu free intercourse and assiniiatior. Lhﬁv cencunecad he Marsdst
view that the internati-nal divisicy 57 labour cncatau by caritalist
develenment underimines the laticral feundations of casitalism and calls

fur the greatest co-cneration in oreductinn ang “&tlxus. {4s 1ing as this
does not lead In natisnal opg*;ss1:n ) A4S against this they ingistad
that "It ig only by &ﬁfylng s DY cbstructing, by going ]
against thetinternational division of kabour?, by setting uw, string
naticnal barriers within which it will not bé acicwad to uggrate,

theselunderdeveloned -L.C.) countries can develonit,

5
(‘\
-
cr

A1l aicmg  the line, as we can cle sariy seu, it was sclay the desires,
aeccs and asueraticns of bourgesisie which dictated the J,E‘C nositiin
o the naticnal questicn. Please note that these are the e 5

J
¢ e way today
brand us Wrotskyists gainst whon theyoriginalls hvflnd ail this
3 . g

nationalistic juik, as Ynatdonalists wao masquerads as Maexists® Ah well,
never mind....Its Just uta11h¢sa.

.
~
2RLTL

As Thgles conece re“mrl:ed CVery docirinaire mistake wien ri geron

e Siy nmersistod
in turns into an \ngplﬁ, and equally doctrinaire mistake. Th £E.L1.C.Cu.

T
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oppertunis:i on the nati-nal questiop is-a living confirmation of this.

Eecause the interests of the bodrgégisie ﬁ@~the yardstick they used to
judge the right tc self determinatipn,'They’nbw oppose not only the re-
acticnary aspects of naticnalism but even its progressive ones. Today

British Imperialism and its compradore allies in Ireland want
to reintergrate Ireland intc the United Lingdem the better to exploit

.

- the working class. The logic of the B.1.C.0, views leads: them té support

this. Once the maticnale of their exiStance was tc struggle against
Trotskyism and its internaticnalism; ncw their whole existance is

determined by the struggle against Trotskyism and Catliclic (irish) naticnalis:
All naticnalism is now reacticnary (except of course Protestant

"naticnaliss® e, imperialist jingoism)

Just as the criginal position of B.I.C.0. had ncthing to do with Marxism

8¢ their new pcsiticn has nothing -tc do witi Marxism either. Their

present theories are .banal abstracticns which nask the imperialist oppressicn
of countries’ such as Ireland. The denial of. the progressive elements of the

 nationalism of an cppressed country is nothing short of eSpeusing the

sccial imperialism® which Lenin lcng ags exposed.

"R distinction rwust necessarily be made between the naticnalism of an CDHIIESSU

hatiinand.that of an oppressed nation® wr-te Lenin in cne of his.last. ¢ eunen
D . : - <. . .. 33 All those who,

. like Lane deny any progressive content in the nationalisia of the
oppressed should ponder the reascns behind such a distincticn. Sneaking

in general terms Lenin already gave the key t¢ this distincticn. Ie explained
that "the Blouents of demccratic and socialist culture are sresent, if cnly
in rudinentary forms, in every naticnal culture, since in gvery nation
there are toiling and cxploiting masses, whose conditicns of life inevitably
give rise to the ideclogy of democracy ahd sccialiswm'(emphasis in criginal).
As capitalism grows mere senile and decadent these nrogressive elements
become mere obscured by the more reactionary fzatures of naticnalism. But

the decay of capitalism alsy intensifies the oppressicn of small naticns

as a result ¢f which their nationalisiz retains the nrogressive elements
in relatively crystalline form. Thus Lenin peinted cut repeatedly that

“the bcurgeois naticnalism of any oporessed nation has a general demccratic
content that is directed against copressicn and it is this content which

we unconditicnally support' (emphasis in criginal).That is why, when addre-
ssing the new corrwnist cadres from the Zast, he told them: "You will

have tc base yourselves cn that bcurgecis naticnalism which is awakening,

and cannot but awaken,/%hY which has its nistorical justificaticn®,

There is nc need to further erphasise the conditicned attitude of Marxis:a
towards naticnalism. What is required now is that we shculd cutline those
elements ¢f Irish naticnalis: which Marxists arec duly bound to assimilate.
They are:

(1) The understanding that the develcpriont of the Irish szople towards a
new future can take place unly by throwing off the ycke of British
imperialism,

(2) That this cannct be done while the country remains divided. Undoubtedly
the B.I.C.C. will argue that hi:is in. fact is the most reacticnary fcature
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of Irish naticmlism because 4t represents the desire of the Scuthern
bourgecisie to oppress the Protestant ¥nation® and the Protestant working
class.in particular. Eut this objectiocn is rather shallcw, since British
‘imperialism itsalf now agroes that. some form of unity, if only within
the United XIngdom, is essential if Ireland is ©. develon even as a neo-
coley .

(111) 'The understanding that in the last analysis. armed struggle and

- revblutionary action are the only metheds of defeating and routing
imperialism, These are the aspects «f Irish naticnalism which even to this

.’ Gay-rétain a progressive nature: Without assimilating them the Labour movement
. iniIreland ‘cann-t take the rvad 't0 socialisn and -the emancipation of the

- working class. : S

This shows us. the meaning of Lane’s simg accusation that the aim of the 2.M.G.
~is "o keen the workers under hhe influence of naticnalism and thereby
subserviant to the political nower of the bourgeoisie® His real aim is

-t belittle the revoluticnary traditicns of ths Tei h-nessle and prevent
the emergence uf a real novement against British imperialism in Ireland.




Title: Marxist Review, No. 3
Organisation: Revolutionary Marxist Group
Date: 1973

Downloaded from the Irish Left Archive.
Visit www.leftarchive.ie

The Irish Left Archive is provided as a non-commercial historical
resource, open to all, and has reproduced this document as an ac-
cessible digital reference. Copyright remains with its original au-
thors. If used on other sites, we would appreciate a link back and
reference to the Irish Left Archive, in addition to the original cre-
ators. For re-publication, commercial, or other uses, please con-
tact the original owners. If documents provided to the Irish Left
Archive have been created for or added to other online archives,
please inform us so sources can be credited.


https://www.leftarchive.ie/

	MR001
	MR002
	MR003
	MR004
	MR005
	MR006
	MR007
	MR008
	MR009
	MR010
	MR011
	MR012
	MR013
	MR014
	MR015
	MR016
	MR017
	MR018
	MR019
	MR020
	MR021
	MR022
	MR023
	MR024
	MR025
	MR026
	MR027
	MR028
	MR029
	MR030
	MR031
	MR032
	MR033
	MR034
	MR035
	MR036
	Binder2.pdf
	RMG 15015
	RMG 18018


