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Central Committee, 
Spartacist League 

Dear Comrades: 

Jel'l York 
21 April 1973 

~nclosed is a document by comrade Logan of the SL/A-lJZ on 
the Cuban Question. It Ifill be discussed at an enlarged PB 
meeting projected for the f1ay-June period. Comrades are en
couraged to do collateral reading in preparation for that 
discussion. 

Comrade Logan's document takes issue 1'.]i til the 1961 "tran
sitional state" ti1eory of l''lage (accepted by Hohlforth for a time 
and imposed upon the balance of tl1e then SUP minority as "our" 
position in the June 1961 SHP lJational Convention discussion 
period). '.[111e unar;reed "lith, but publicly presented, i'Iage posi
tion I'Jas an early source of friction '.litl1in the tendency. 

In the SL/U.s an expli ci t reckoning vii th !Iage I s position came 
only in tile fall of 1964 in tne context of a class series in ,Je\'J 
York (and given again in lSl63 in expanded form). iiJimeographed 
outlines and reading lists of the tNO class series were made at 
the tirile and have been used sihce for internal education. 

Other possible topiCS for the prOjected PB meeting are: 
1. international movement; 2. lilorkers Vanguard; 3. trade union 
perspectives; 3. SL organization--1J.O., strengthening existing 
and consolidating nei'l local committees; 4. the Equal Higllts 
Amendment; 5. the HCY; 6. opponent work. 

Comradely, 
Jim Hobertson 
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LETTER FRm1 LOGAN ON THE CUBAN QUESTION 

James Robertson 
He\'l York 

Dear comrade Jim, 

Australia 
21 f1arch 1973 

~ •.. In brief, I think that Shane Mage did not break fully from 
bureaucratic collectivism, that this is manifest in his (and Wohl
forth's) concept of a transitional state in Cuba (expounded in MB 

• #8), that this concept has affected much of our early writing on 
Cuba, that it constitutes a flavl in our anti-Pablosim which 11eakens 
our propaganda armoury in the struggle for the rebuilding of the 
Fourth International, and that from the correction to this fla"l 
will flow some slightly unexpected theoretical consequences. 

• 

Mage's Bureaucratic Collectivism 

We "'fere sent recently a copy of fiJage' s The Hungarian Revolu
tion (Young Socialist Forum, Berkeley, 1959)-;-Written in the left 
wing of the YSL. You Nill have noted the bureaucratic collectivist 
tint which colours the vlhole of this document and becomes explicit 
at least hlice. On page tvlO and three Mage distinguishes behleen 
his position and the SHP's on the nature of the Chinese revolution: 
"I hold to the 'illusion' that the Chinese revolution represents a 
progressive historical event ••• [T]he Socialist Workers Party ••• 
agrees i'fith me on the Chinese revolution and further believe that 
all the Stalinist states are 'degenerate' or 'deformed' proletarian 
states." On page five he uses the classical state capitalist and 
bureaucratic collectivist argument against the deformed workers 
state theory: " ••• the proletariat, inherently a propertyless class, 
cannot rule except directly and politically, i.e., through its own 
class organisations of the 'soviet' type." I presume that one of 
the reasons for the postponement of the publication of rm 116 (i'1hich 
I believe is to include this material) lies in the necessity of 
writing an introduction covering these points. 

f'.1B #8, Cuba and rllarxist Theory 

The centrepole of MB #8 is that Cuba went through a phase of 
being a "transitional state" as an essential part of the process of 
becoming a de formed i'lorkers state. Of this "transit ional state II 
Nhich is so central to our attack on Pabloism I am tempted to ask 
"Not a Workers and Not a Bourgeois State?" and it seems almost cer
tainly to derive from bureaucratic collectivism. However, pecular
ities of 11B #8 give the impression that you kno,,! the point. I re
fer particularly to the second and third paragraphs of the preface, 
and more importantly to number six of your "Notes on the Cuban 
Discussion ••• If dated April 1963. Re ferring to Wohlforth' s "Cuba 
and the Deformed Horkers States" you say: 

"Section 4, the State in Transition, has throughout a 
rather superficial quality. At one point Wohlforth was 
reduced to taking refuge in some dubious 'dialectics' 
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to slide over difficulties in his explanations. These 
difficulties arose out of not paying sufficient atten
tion to the prior history and nature of the newly vic
torious states which had won in geographically sepa
rated dual power situations, i.e., civil wars." 

You are saying this in a "Summary of remarks made in oral discus
sion" and it is parenthetically noted at the end that it is an "ex
purgated version" for use in a pub lic clas s . I would not be s ur
prised if part of what you expurgated was a more trenchant criti
cism of I'llage-Wohlforth' s fundamentally reformist conception of a 
"transi tional state," so it suffices for me to look at t\'JO senten
ces, both from page five of Wohlforth's contribution to MB #8: 

(i.) "Shane properly challenged the majority to define the na
ture of the Chinese state between 1949 and 1952-53 when 
the party Claimed it to be a deformed workers state." 

\~ohlforth has conveniently pointed in anticipation to a contradic
tion behleen the Spartacist vie\'l of the Chinese revolution and the 
Spartacist vievl of the Cuban revolution. Whereas the position on 
China consistent with our view of Cuba in MB #8 would be that China 
was at this stage some sort of "transitional state," the orthodox 
Spartacist position is that it was a deformed workers state from 
1949 (see "Chinese Menshevism," Spartacist #15-16, p.9): 

(ii.) "I will ••• state categorically: all the emerging deformed 
workers states--Eastern Europe, Yugoslavia, China, North 
I\:orea, North Vietnam, Cuba--vlent through transitional 
periods of time during which a Bonapartist state appara
tus administering a capitalist economy \'las transformed 
into a state apparatus still Bonapartist, administering 
a nationalized economy." 

This flies in the face of the Marxist theory of the state as armed 
bodies of men protecting a property form, but then, a reading of the 
SWP's Education for Socialists on Class, Party and State and the 
Eastern European Revolution shows that Wohlforth shares his problems 
in this area with the whole of the Fourth International in the 1949-
51 period. The "Genesis of Pabloism" (Spartacist #21) comes to ac
count with this section of Trotskyist history without devoting more 
than parts of two sentences to it. On page seven of Spartacist #21 
the nature of Eastern Europe at this time is characterised as 
" .•. capitalist economic institutions but the state power held by 
the occupying army of a degenerated workers state ••• " And on the 
following page in a parenthetical remark it is noted that "in the 
immediate post-vrar period an examination of native property forms 
would hardly suffice since the state power in Eastern Europe was a 
foreign occupying army, the Red Army." (This is quite correct of 
course, but we should do something fuller some time on this question 
which is theoretically central to the emergence of Pabloism.) 

An extract from my notes on this question (dated 13/2/1972 and 
scra\'lled on the back of the relevant Education for Socialists) is 
pertinent to the Cuba discussion: 

" ... (2.) The class nature of a state is determined by 
which property form the dominant bodies of armed men will 
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stand for. This is not a matter of Nhether the economy 
is in fact capitalist or socialist [meanine here, based 
on nationalised production in the absence of a bourgeoi
sie], but which will eventually tend to predominate 
under the pOi'ler of the state. The programme articulated 
by the officers of the state, or the social composition 
of the council of ministers is not decisive as to the 
class nature of a state. 

"(3.) The property forms which the dominant bodies of 
armed men stood for--and had to stand for whatever their 
subjective desires--vlere the forms of a workers' state, 
right from the time of the soviet occupation ••• Although 
the actual Chinge-in-rhe predominating property forms 
took place some time later than the occupation, develop
ment in that direction was inevitable as a result of the 
occupation, and therefore'they were dwSTs-from thar-time. 

"(4.) Development in the opposite direction would only 
have been possible with a change as to which bodies of 
armed men dominate ••• " 

The Ans\'ler 

The state is armed force and ancillary institutions--the weap
on of a class with · .. lhich to fight for its property forms, either to 
gain them or to defend them. 

The bourgeois states in Eastern 'Europe, having been smashed, 
~ replaced immediately, and the replacements proved to be workers 
states. I hold the same is true of Cuba, China and Yugoslavia, but 
the logical conclusion with regard to these guerrilla states is 
that the territories controlled by the guerrilla forces constItuted 
defOrmed workers states even before-rheir final victory, because 
the role of these armed bodies of men (forced at least in part by 
the pressures of world politics) would be to defend workers' proper
ty forms. 

Confusion of the state with the form of property it will fight 
for lies at the core of the difficulty over guerrilla revolution. 
The workers state was not established in Cuba or China (nor even 

~ Russia) at the time at which workers t property was introduced, but 
at that time at which the armed force that will fight for \'lorkers' 
property~vrng been fOrmed, takes contrOl of territory-and inhab-

• itants capable of-stipporting a form of property relations-r!.e., of 
supporting some-rorm of political economy). (Thus a few rebels hid
ing in a cave cannot ever constitute a deformed vlorkers state be
cause a cave can never support a form of property or be a state.) 

Reformism 

Other than the documents in 1'1B #8 our material on Cuba appar
ently avoids characterising the state as transitional, but the de
scriptions of the creations of the new deformed workers states is 
usually based on conceptions \\Thich surely derive from the "transi
tional state" theory. The Revolutionary Tendency's document sub-
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mitted to the YSA convention, December 21, 1961 says: 

"Taken as a Nhole, the process going on today in Cuba is 
that of the formation of a deformed workers state ••• How
ever, this does not signify that in Cuba today the bureau
cratic apparatus is as consolidated or dominant as in the 
countries of the Soviet Bloc." (Spartacist,#2, p. 7) 

The point here is that the fragility and unconsolidatedn"attire of 
the bureaucracy is not relevant to the question of It/hether the state 
is bourgeois or proletarian, nor-rif it is proletarian) does-ft make 
it any the less deformed. Introducing the republication-or-this---
document in July-August 1964, Spartacist refers to the "process" of 
the "formation of a deformed v-lorkers state" and says: 

"It has been our opinion for more than a year that this 
process has reached a point of consolidation such that 
Cuba has become a DEFOR~mD HaRKERS STATE." 

It vlould seem clear that the conception behind this is of deformed 
vlOrkers state developing through a proccsf.? of reforms, and that this 
conception is based on the "transitional state" theory. 

Of course if reformism can result in a deformed vlOrkers state 
it can also be used to bring-aD end to the-deformations, and there 
is an-unfortuna~onsistency:revealed in the article on Cuba in 
Spartacist #3. This is written with the view that Cuba is some sort 
of workers state, and is mostly consistent with a characterisation 
of it as a deformed workers state, but the whole article is satura
ted with a programme of removal of the deformations by reforms. The 
Cuban Posadists, vlho are quoted uncritically, might possibly have 
some excuse for peculiar "transitional" formulations of the need for 
a political revolution, but a propaganda organ in the United States 
cannot use any excuse for such an approach and for abstention from 
revolutionary struggle. 

A sophisticated-looking refinement of the "transitional state" 
theory is found in the sections of "Theses on Guerrilla Viarfare" 
(Spartacist #11, 1968) headed "The Cuban Example" and "Consolidation 
of Power." Tne phrase "transitonal state" is not used but is re
placed by a "temporary vacuum in the bourgeois state" which (if a 
coalition of the guerrilla leaders with parts of the national bour
geoisie is unable to fill it) may suck in the guerrilla leaders as 
the sole Bonapartist rulers, who may then be forced to make a series 
of reforms laying the IIgroundwork for a deformed 1'Torkers state." 
After this the new bureaucracy will consolidate its pm'Ter, thus pre
sumably conferring on the resultant structure the full status of a 
deformed workers state. This i'lay of formulating the matter solves 
none of the problems. 

Opponent Views--I--Hansen 

Joseph Hansen's early articles on Cuba "The Character of the 
Ne\1T Cuban Government" of July 1960, and more particularly his attack 
on our position in "\'lhat is the Discussion on Cuba About?" of f1ay 
1961 (reprinted by the SWP in the Education for Socialists series, 
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The Nature of the Cuban Revolution) are most important at a general 
level as an-excuse for ecstatic praise and sycophancy towards Cas
tro, justified by rampant Pabloism, but for our purposes here it is 
necessary to focus on a narrow concern, the revolutionary process. 
Hansen sees Cuba as having, after a political revolution, passed 
through a stage of a "Horkers and Farmers Government" in a state 
which vias presumably bourgeois (he specifically says it was not a 
workers state). This became a workers state as a result of the 
nationalisation reforms of August-October 1960--a workers state 
qualified as 

"'one lacking as yet the forms of democratic proletarian 
rule,' meaning that while it is not 'deformed' in the 
sense of having Stalinists in povTer, the state is not un
der the democratic control of the workers and peasants 
(but may develop s'uch forms with relative ease)." 

This is a totally reformist model and masks appetites completely 
foreign to the Mage-Wohlforth thesis. However, although it doesn't 
use the words "transitional state" it has in fact much of the same 
content, at least in regard to the period up to the nationalisa
tions of 1960 (characterised by Hansen as "a highly contradictory 
and highly unstable regime, subject to pressures and impulses that 
can move it forVlard or backward"). It is thus unfortunate that Han
sen is given the opportunity by our documents to get in a more or 
less correct attack on the "transitional state" concept. Quoting 
an article by f1age, Hansen says I •• 

"He affirms, 'We have termed the Cuban state neither a 
capitalist state nor yet a workers state, but call it 
a transitional state.' (Previously the adjective was 
'developing.') This novel type of state can shift to
wards either a capitalist state or a workers state with
out a civil war, the minority comrades inform us. It 
can become a workers state through institutionalizing 
workers democracy. On the other hand capitalism can be 
restored in various ways, Comrade Mage holds •.. 

" ... Meanwhile we are faced with the real question: what 
is the character of the state in Cuba today? 

"'Developing' or 'transitional,' responds Comrade Mage. 
'The anSv-ler wi 11 not be found in Cuba,' the Augus t 17 doc
ument emphatically declares. 'It-rs-clearly too early to 
answer in terms of finished categories, for the nature of 
the Cuban Revolution itself is not yet decidea-~ history,' 
the same document continues just as emphatically. Comrade 
Mage affirms this once more just as emphatically in his 
April 14-18 article: 'the nature of the Cuban state is 
not ~ determined by hIStory.' ---

lIWith such labels and such arguments the minority leaders 
evade the problem of characterizing the state in Cuba. 
The state is quite real and must serve definite class 
interests, but our minority leave it floating above 
classes in defiance of everything taught by Marxism." 

Hansen's stuff, which doubtless had some affect on members of 
the SWP, indicates the practical importance of our weakness in this 
area for propaganda work. 
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Opponent Views--II--The OCI 

A more important document to look at in this regard is the po
sition of what was then the French Section of the International 
Committee of December 1961. (Their position paper on the Cuban 
Question \'Tas published in the Si:JP' s International Infor-mat·ion Bulle
tin, April 1963, I.) It ,<[ould be interesting to know whether the 
OCI stands by their highly interesting "phantom bourgeois state" 
characterisation, as it had much greater claim to serious attention 
l'1hen it was \'lri tten than it has nOVI that the phantom has so persist
ently haunted us for fifteen years, but nevertheless it is certainly 
worth remembering what they had to say about the Revolutionary Ten
dency's position: 

"The formula of a 'transitional state' defended by the 
S.H.P. minority has the great advantage of leaving the 
door open for another definition. It reflects the 
thoughts of those comrades who correctly think that the 
situation in Cuba is transitional par excellence. But 
at the same time it is a refusal to give a def~nition 
and thereby leaves the door open for the most dangerous 
contradictions." 

The fact that they have previously seen what is wrong with us on Cu
ba (a germinal point of our anti-Pabloism) is going to make it dif
ficult for us to show comrades from this milieu the infinitely 
greater deficiencies of their anti-Pabloism. 

These people tried in anticipation to reject my view of Cuba as 
a deformed workers state from birth. Here is their argument in . 
full: 

"The term 'deformed Norkers' state' "las first applied by 
Trotskyists to the European 'iron curtain' countries. 
This expression translated the idea of 'structural assim
ilation' to Russian society under the leadership of the 
Stalinist bureaucracy, that is to say (regardless of 
what one might think of the theory of 'structural assim
ilation') the fact that the state in these countries was, 
above all, a reflection of the interests of the Russian 
bureaucracy, an element foreign to the society. It is 
obviously impossible to put the Cuban state into that 
family of 'workers' states' born out of the union of a 
control of the real but limited movement of the masses 
by the Russian bureaucracy and a bourgeois-type state 
apparatus reconstructed after the war, especially the 
army and the police force (e.g. Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
etc ••• ). 

"The term 'deformed workers' state' \-las also used by the 
Trotskyists to characterize the Yugoslav and Chinese 
states, t"lhich were born out of the revolutionary action 
of the masses controlled and limited, hONever, by a 
Stalinist and bureaucratic leadership. This quickly led 
these states to bureaucratize themselves and to manifest 
common features with the 'degenerated workers' state,' 
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i.e. the existence of new property relationships, concre
tized by the nationalization of the means of production, 
of trade and of transportation and a state apparatus 
which cannot be called proletarian, because it is ab
solutely not controlled by the proletariat and reflects 
the interests of a new bureaucratic caste. As far as 
we know, and despite the criticism of the Cuban P.O.R., 
which is a member of the Pabloist I.S., against the ab
solutism and bureaucracy of the Castro regime, none of 
the comrades vlho say Cuba is a 'deformed workers' state' 
claim to assimilate Cuba to Yugoslavia and China and to 
denounce in Cuba, as in those two countries, the exist
ence of a real bureaucracy of working class origin." 
(Pages 3 and 4) 

This patently ''leak argument rests on hlo major errors: (i.) The 
first paragraph rests on a restricted and mechanical view of the 
methods available for "control of the real but limited movement of 
the masses by the Russian bureaucracy" and a consequent failure to 
see the substitution of the physical armies the Russians had in 
Eastern Europe by what might be called a geostrategic presence in 
Cuba. (ii.) The second paragraph rests on a formalised concept of 
Stalinist bureaucracy. Stalinism is merely a form of ideology and 
it would be a half-arsed thing to use the ideology of the ruling 
group as the defining characteristic of the nature of the state. 
Rather the reverse is true--if Cuba is a deformed workers state then 
the ideology justifying its ruling group is Stalinist. And by bu
reaucracy, for the p\lrposes of a deformed '\,<]orkers state 'Ne mean no 
more than a group i'rho hold pm'ler (politically) by balancing betvTeen 
the working class and other class forces. The degree of organisa
tional sophistication, the amount of red tape, the rigidity of the 
structure, and the class origins, public images and life styles of 
the incumbent bureaucrats are all irrelevant. 

Opponent Views--III--The Nel,'l VJohlforth 

After his break with the Revolutionary Tendency vJohlforth Hrote 
an article ("The Cuban Way--The Pattern for the Future?," SHP Dis
cussion Bulletin, Vol. 24, No. 17) in t'lhich he uses the weaknesses 
of the "transitional state" theory in order to force it into oxymo
ronic union with the reformist theory of structural assimilation 
and the Lambert group's misapplied "phantom bourgeois state" char
acterisation: 

"China ••• is a very particular phenomenon. 'l'he revolu
tionary peasantry, under the leadership of the predom
inantly petty bourgeois Communist Party, 'vas able to 
defeat Chiang Kai-Shel{ and establish a transitional but 
still essentially capitalist state. Its transformation 
into a deformed workers state ••• took place through the 
same manner as the transformation of Eastern Europe--that 
is through a process of structural assimilation of a 
buffer region adjacent to the USSR." (page 7) 

"Thus ''Ie must characterize this state as a decomposed, 
partially eroded capitalist state susceptible to the 
pressure of the working class as well as other social 
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forces but not under the control directly or indirectly 
of the Norking class ••• By the way of analogy vIe would say 
the Cuban state has the same essential class character 
as the Eastern European states between 1947-49 and the 
Chinese state between 1949-52." (pages 21-22) 

So Wohlforth's new theory, too, boils down to reformism--it is just 
that the reforms haven't been carried out in Cuba, because "the 
structural assimilation of Cuba is of no value whatsoever to the 
Soviet Union." (page 23) 

Supporting Argument and Some Implications 

My ideas on these subjects 1A1ere worked out partly in correspon
dence \'-1i th Adaire early this year, when she was in Melbourne and I 
was still in 'ltlellington. Some extracts might help you understand 
what I'm getting at. 

Bill to Adaire, 3rd January 1973: 

"The discussions I've been having with Joel on the guer
rillaist state and revolution have been quite useful 
theoretically I think, and Joel has been moving tm'-1ards 
my (still very tentative) position, which seems to be a 
refinement of the SLUS's and inconsistent \<lith most of 
their formulations ••• 

"The SLUS talks of China and Cuba becoming deformed ~'lork
ers states at some point considerably later than the re
moval of the bourgeois state. Vlhat then are they betNeen 
the time of the revolution and the time they become de
forweu workers' states? Spartacist #2 (July-August 1964) 
says Cuba has been a deformed \'-1orkers state for more than 
a year. Castro came to power on the first of January 
1959. 

"I'm fairly sure that some SLUS formulations have it that 
these are deformed \'1orkers states from birth. Their 
claim might be that there is a period after the removal 
of the bourgeois state but before the birth of the de
formed workers state in \'lhich they are non-states--that 
is non-states dominated by the Mao and Castro groupings 
and with armies and other instruments of social rule 
used, for example, to administer the nationalisation of 
producti ve property. This \'1ould be rather anomolous. 
There are only tv-ro other possibilities. 

"One possibility is that these states were healthy at 
birth and then degenerated--\'Ii thout the l'lorking class 
ever having had political p01'ler, and \'Ii thout any political 
counter-revolution. This would do violence to our posi
tion that the only kind of \'lorkers state which can emerge 
from petty-bourgeois guerrillaism is deformed. 

"Alternatively these states existed from the time of the 
revolution, as deformed workers states:- Until discussing 
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the matter with Joel I had assumed this latter position 
to be that of the SLUS and it is clearly the best, but 
it has some slightly peculiar implications resulting 
from the fact that it slides over the problem of exactly 
''Then the revolution occurred. For example, in China ~le 
assume that the revolution \'las in 1949, but despite the 
fact of Mao controlling quantitatively ~ land in 1949 
and Chiang quantitatively less, both the deformed\'lorkers 
and the bourgeois state are qualitatively the same before 
and after tuat date. In a sense dual power took the form 
of each side of the duality having complete state p0'i1er 
over its territory (rather than the two sides contending 
for pOVler vJithin a single territorial unit). The revolu
tion took place at different times in different parts of 
China, as the Maoists took control from the bourgeois 
state. 

IIThere are other questions which follow. Hot'l far back 
is it that the Stalinists come to constitute a deformed 
workers state? Is any territory controlled by Bolshe
viks a healthy workers state? \I/hat about 54 Glen Road? 
I suspect the answers lie in the definition of the state. 
On the one hand a state is obviously not territorially 
identical ~'lith a nation (e .,g. -s Vietnam, Korea, Germany, 
etc.). On the other hand it must have at its disposal 
armed force capable of protection of productive property 
in the interests of either the working class or the 
bourgeoisie. (Which class interests it will serve might 
become apparent only after some time, and 't'Iill be deter
mined not by the subjective desires of the leaders of 
the state, but by objective factors: the pressures of 
imperialism and the pull of the existing deformed work
ers states.) 

"I suspect tllat to count as a state, the Stalinist force 
must administer an area containing sufficient material 
and human resources for the development of some sort of 
viable political economy capable of continuing to exist 
for a historical period. I would guess that whereas 
Yenan became a deformed workers state as Bao established 
himself there, on the Long March his forces merely con
stituted a preliminary dual power." 

Bill to Adaire, 17th January 1973: --- -- --

"[The argument] that China became a deformed vJOrkers 
state on the grm'rth of its ties 1'lith Russia is, as you 
note, unconvincing. It is very close to the structural 
assimilation argument that we have long ago abandoned 
in relation to Eastern Europe. But it is an essential 
part of my argument that the development of a guerrilla 
deformed ~lOrlcers state arises from the intersection of 
the domestic class forces of the capitalist state [in 
which the guerrillas are operating] and the geostrategic 
forces operating beti'leen the existing deformed workers 
states and imperialism, that is, the international class 
forces. This is orthodox Spartacism, all I am adding 
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is that these forces exist right from the beginning of 
the small rebel guerrilla state, and determine its class 
character (bourgeois in the case of Algeria, deformed 
workers in Cuba and China) from that beginning. Vlith suf
ficient empirical data properly analysed it is probably 
possible to determine the class character of a guerrilla 
state right from its earliest days, but in practice this 
is likely to be difficult until such time as there are 
considerable property nationalisations [or the smashing 
or exodus of the bourgeoisie] (or alternatively a period 
of capitalist growth). 

"The case of Eastern Europe is in one way archetypical 
(''lith the exception that the nei'! army is not of domestic 
guerrillas). Note especially the vleakness of the domestic 
bourgeoisies and proletariats, the (absolute) geostrate
gic dominance of the USSR, the apparent maintenance of 
bourgeois democracy for a period, and finally the proper
ty nationalisations and unambiguous Stalinisation. East
ern Europe had the character of deformed \'lOrkers states 
from the time of the occupation of the Soviet Army, 1"1hich 
constituted the 'armed bodies of men' \,lho would eventual
ly act against capitalism in the interest of workers 
property forms (i.e., support nationalisations). Eastern 
Europe pretended to be bourgeois for a while and had the 
Fourth International fooled, but proper analysis could 
have revealed that the states dominated by the Soviet Ar
my would come dovin on the side of workers property forms. 

"The guerrilla deformed workers' states developed on the 
basis of bureaucratically dominated armies 1'Iith rural 
proletarian and petty-bourgeois peasant interests unified 
around some common demands including expropriation of the 
landlords and some level of opposition to the major im
perialist power. The policies which proved sufficient 
for the bureaucratic governments to maintain the support 
of their armies led ultimately to the breakdOl"m of the 
continued viability of capitalist imperialism in the ter
ritories they controlled. Although, as Lenin well knew, 
land reform is a bourgeois demand, in the imperialist 
epoch it may well alienate a key section of the Neak lo
cal bourgeoisie, which is, in these colonial or semi
colonial countries, usually based on land-holdings. 
(This is in obvious harmony ''lith the theory of Permanent 
Revolution as applied to situations in which the proletar
iat is not a contender for power.) 

"'rhe guerrilla deformed IITorkers state controlled Cuba for 
eighteen months, engaging in land reform and operating a 
capitalist economy though increasingly alienating the 
Cuban and US bourgeoisies. Then, in an attempt to gain 
greater independence from the USA in June 1960, Castro 
imported oil from the USSR, and asked US oil companies to 
refine it. They refused and the state took over the re
fineries. The US retaliated by cutting off imports of 
Cuban sugar, forcing Cuba into the hands of the Soviet 
Union. Cuba's move vIas to nationalise further US invest-
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mente By 19 October the US embargoed almost all exports 
to Cuba, and by 25 October almost all US investment in 
Cuba vias nationalised, and also the biggest Cuban busi
ness interests. Cuba VIas now completely dependent on the 
Soviet Union. 

"We know that the exist~nce of capitalism in the short 
term is not pertinent to the class nature of the state 
(the introduction of the NEP did not return Russia to 
bourgeois rule). We mUflt look at whether in the long 
term it is in the interests of bourgeois or workers prop
erty which a particular state with its armed bodies of 
men will serve. In the case of Cuba we must conclude 
that Castro's state with its peasant guerrilla army was 
from the first caught in the dynamic cross-current of 
domestic and international class forces which would lead 
it inevitably (probably even unwillingly) to the side of 
workers property forms. The guerrilla state thus has 
the character of a deformed workers state from birth." 

It is possibly a good idea to add at this point a note about 
what I have called the geostrategic forces. (They are not merely 
objective forces because they are controlled by the wills of the 
leaders of the great powers.) In the period of atomic V'leaponry, 
massive mobile naval power, etc., the states of the great powers 
extend far beyond their formal territorial boundaries, and it must 
be remembered that extraterritorial state power ultimately has ex
actly the same function as intraterritorial state power--the de
fence of property. The deformations of the existing workers states 
are such as to normally prevent them from actively seeking to 
extend the area of workers property forms, but purely defensive 
reasons relating to global military power relations may on rare and 
unusual occasions come into play to counteract the defomations--not 
to the extent of allowing them to encourage proletarian (and there
fore inherently anti-bureaucratic) revolutions, but to the extent 
of helping the formation of new deformed workers states. It would 
seem necessary that we achieve a better understanding of world pow
er relations, so that we are better able to deal \tlith the phenome
non of guerrilla revolution. I would not be surprised if modern 
bourgeois academic theorists of international politics were useful 
to us here • 

Adaire to Bill, 16th January 1973 

"I have been reading 'The Class Nature of the Soviet 
State,' Trotsky, 33-~ Writings with your Cuba-China 
ideas in mind and thought the following might interest 
you: 'Not only up to the Brest-Litovsk peace but even up 
to the autumn of 1918, the social content of the revolu
tion was restricted to a petty-bourgeois agrarian over
turn and workers' control over production. This means 
that the revolution in its actions had not yet passed 
the boundaries of bourgeois .. society. During the first 
period, soldiers' soviets ruled side by side vlith work
ers soviets and often elbovled them aside. Only tm"lard 
the autumn of 1918 did the petty-bourgeois soldier
agrarian elemental wave recede a little to its shores, 
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and the workers Vlent forward with the nationalization of 
the means of production. Only from this time can one 
speak of the inception of a real dictatorship of the pro
letariat. But even here it is necessary to make certain 
large reservations. During those initial years, the dic
tatorship was geographically confined to the old Moscow 
principality and was compelled to wage a three-years' war 
along all the. radii from _ f.1oscow to the periphery. -This -means 
that up to 1921, precisely up to the NEP, that is, what 
went on \\Tas still the struggle to establish the dictator
ship of the proletariat upon the national scale.' (Page 
106) If you look at your letter dated 3 January on page 
3--'On the other hand it is obviously not necessarily ter
ritorially identical with a nation ••• ' this seems to be 
relevant. Also it has the conception of a transition be
tween the revolution and the dictatorship-of the prole
tariat." 

Bill to Adaire, 10th February 1973 

"Your quote from Trotsky on the revolution is extremely 
important but must be read carefully and in conjunction 
with The State and Revolution. It means not that there 
is a gap between the revolution and the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, but that the dictatorship of the prole
tariat started to perform its historical function at a 
later point (i.~, at the property nationalisations) than 
the revolution." 

Obj ecti vism 

I rather anticipate the objection to these ideas that they con
stitute a form of objectivism, but I do not think they do in any 
sense to which opprobrium attaches. Pabloite objectivism is the 
viewpoint that the world ~ be moved decisively to\\Tards socialism 
without the conscious intervention of the working class. It looks 
to the post-war advances of Stalinism as-evidence of this. The 
anti-revisionist position is based on an understanding of the 
counter-revolutionary nature of Stalinism and the dual historical 
character of its post-vlar expansion--on the one hand it temporarily 
kept the anti-capitalist struggle of the international working class 
from reaching the level of socialist revolution, and on the other 
hand it created deformed workers states which, while in themselves 
incapable of moving towards socialism are gains that the working 
class must defend against international capitalism and in \\Thich the 
revolutionary process releasing the development of socialism will 
be less fundamental than that necessary in bourgeois states, a poli
tical rather than a social revolution. To put this in another way, 
a healthy workers state is under the control of the class-conscious 
proletariat. A deformed workers state is a workers state without 
this conscious element, and it is thus an essential characteristi~ 
of .e. revolution givIng birth to a 'def"Ormed vlorkers state that class 
consciousness is absent as a decisive factor. 

Conclusion 

I'm sorry about the long-winded and repetitive way in which 
I've presented these ideas to you, caused by a mixture of shortage 
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of time and a desire to be as clear as possible. 

It should be clear that I see no immediate programmatic conse
quences from all this, and believe that while it is absolutely ne
cessary to clarify our views on the matter (as in the long term all 
theoretical questions will come home to roost) it would be a be
trayal of the struggle to rebuild the Fourth International to allow 
the process of clarification to be used to break the solidarity of 
the Spartacist Tendency, either internationally or in any of its 
sections. 

And what's to be done? I suggest a new introduction to MB #8. 

Warmest comradely greetings, 

Bill 

copy, file. 
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LETTER FRor·t FRAi'.Jl< B. 

May 23, 1973 

Dear Comrades, 

••• I read Logan's letter on Cuba, and although I find it in
teresting, I think it's rather mechanical. The deficiencies he 
points out in MB 8 are real, but his alternative isn't. The main 
thrust of my criticism lies in his fetishization of the state: the 
state, as he points out, depends on "bodies of armed men". This 
is precisely the crux in a situation like that of Cuba. Although 
the Cuban revolution from the beginning smashed the state apparatus 
of Batista's bourgeois state, the question of which property forms 
the Castroite guerrillas were willing to defend remained moot. 
Was it at all clear that Castro's guerrillas were from the begin
ning committed to the defense of "socialist" property forms? I 
think not. It is precisely the nature of such petty-bourgeois 
guerrillaism that the intentions of the "bodies of armed men", and 
more particularly their leadership, remain profoundly divided--if 
the concept of a "power vacuum" is insufficient, then that of "pm'l
er flux" is key. The nature of the state power may remain unclear 
~til the state apparatus stabilizes itself, in the course of which 
it necessarily takes a position on the character of the social 
forms of production '-thich it will defend. In the course of this 
stabilization process, the relation of such guerrillaist forces to 
world imperialism and the deformed 1ATorkers t states becomes key. I 
think that in this respect the quotation from Trotsky, cited by 
Adaire, about the stabilization of the dictatorship in Russia, is 
extremely interesting (1'lith the qualitative difference that in Rus
sia the revolutionary leadership was a Bolshevik party, whose in
tentions of establishing the proletarian dictatorship were clear, 
thus lending the situation much greater stability than in the case 
of Cuba.) These comments are obviously extremely sketchy, but I 
hope they will have at least a catalytic function in the discussion. 

I 1'lould note in defense of my thesis the much-debated comment 
by r1arx about the possibility of a peaceful transition to the D. of 
P. in England and the U.S. Marx, if I remember correctly, stated 
that such a transition was conceivable (though not necessarily . 
likely), because of the absence of 1) A large standing army, and 
2) A large established bureaucracy in the countries in question • 
That is, there was a possibility of peaceful transition because the 
state apparatus 1-'las relatively underdeveloped. I think Marx was 
categorically wrong in his estimation of the U.S. and Britain, even 
in the mid-nineteenth century, but his methodological approach 
wasn't. That is, the state is an apparatus ("bodies of armed 
men"), and especially when that apparatus is smashed or rendered 
temporarily powerless (Germany in November 1918), the character of 
the apparatus which will eventually replace it may be unclear for 
some time. The new, ,unstable state apparatus needs time to sta
bilize, and especially where the class character and leadership of 
the revolutionary movement is contradictory (as it necessarily is 
in Stalinist and guerrillaist movements), the dialectic of external 
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and internal factors may either lead to the stabilization of a 
bourgeois or (deformed) workers' state. As Engels wrote: 

The state is, therefore, by no means a pOi'ler forced on so
ciety from without; just as little is it "the reality of 
the ethical idea," "the image and reality of reason," as 
Hegel maintains. Rather it is a product of society at a 
certain stage of development; it is the admission that this 
society has become entangled in an insoluble contradiction 
with itself, that it has split into irreconcilable antago
nisms which it is powerless to dispel. But in order that 
these antagonisms and classes with conflicting economic in
terests might not consume themselves and society in fruitless 
struggle, it became necessary to have a power seemingly stand
ing above society that would alleviate, and keep it #ithin 
the bounds of "order"; and this power, arisen out of society 
but placing itself above it, and alienating itseIf:more and 
more from it, is the stat~ (Engels, Origin of the Family, 
seIecrea-Works-,-p:-5S6) (emphasis mine) 

One has to be careful, of course, about this quotation, since 
it deals with the historical development of the state. But I feel 
that Bill tends to view the state in an ahistorical manner, instead 
of as a developing apparatus. Trotsky somewhere noted both of the 
Spanish and German revolutions (1936 and Nov. 1915), that the re
volution had actually occurred, but that the bourgeois state was 
re-established by the reformists--in Spain by the Stalinists, in 
Germany by the Social Democrats. I would contend that a situation 
of dual power can exist before and after a revolution, until either 
the bourgeois or proletarian state has consolidated itself. Oth
e~~ise I would be at a loss to explain why China and Cuba consoli
dated as deformed Norkers states, while Spain and Germany consoli
dated as bourgeois states. The question of leadership is not the 
sole factor, since there were no qualitative differences in the 
rottenness of the leadership in the instances cited •••• 

Comradely, 

Frank 
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26 Hay 1973 
New Orleans, La. 

SL-PB 

Dear Comrades: 

Enclosed is a document which I have written in response to the 
Long document. I hope that it will assist the enlarged PB in its 
consideration of the question at its meeting. 

I would strongly urge that besides the usual material on China 
that comrades read Red Star Over China by Edgar Snow, and The Yenan 
Way in Revolutionary Chrna-by Hark Selden. 

C. G. 's 

Joe V . 
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GUERILLA MOVEMENTS AND DEFORMED WORKERS STATES 

by Joe Vetter 

The document by Comrade Logan raises some extremely important 
questions about an apparent spread which has existed in our position 
on the deformed workers states. In my brief and (I feel) only sur
face consideration of the question, it seems that Comrade Logan has 
missed the essential point around which our analysis revolves: 

"Two decisive elements have been common to the whole series of 
upheavals under Stalinist-type leaderships, as in Yugoslavia, 
China, Cuba, Vietnam: (1) a civil l'lar of the peasant-guerilla 
variety, which first \'lrenches the peasant movement from immedi
ate control of imperialism and substitutes a petty-bourgeois 
leadership; and then, if victorious, seizes the urban centers 
and on its min momentum smashes capitalist property relations, 
nationalizing industry under the newly consolidated Bonapartist 
leadership; (2) the absence of the working class as a contender 
for social power:-In particular:-Fhe absence of its revolution
ary vanguard; this permits an exceptionally independent role 
for the petty-bourgeois sections of society •••• " 

--from "Theoretical Clarification" by James Robertson 
6 April 1966 as printed in MB #8 

While it is true as Comrade Logan states that the smashed bour
geois states in Eastern Europe were immediately replaced by workers 
states, the petty petty-bourgeoisie came to power in China, Cuba, 
etc. After a period of direct threats and overt moves by imperial
ism (e.g., the Korean \var) the petty-bourgeois state power splits 
and is forced to side with the working class (through its property 
forms) in order to preserve its gains. The "three anti" and "five 
anti" campaigns are examples of this splitting in China. At this 
point the petty-bourgeois state power is broken and those that throw 
in their lot with the proletarian property forms consolidate a de
formed workers state. To go back to the bourgeois state after this 
transformation would require a real social counterrevolution. A 
simple reorientation of the former petty-bourgeois leadership would 
not be enough. 

Under pressure from an active working class movement it would 
have been inevitable that these governments Vlould have played their 
traditional role and fallen to the bourgeoisie properly. But the 
lack of the lllorking class in the arena and the pressure of imperial
ism causes a section of the petty-bourgeois leadership to break away. 

The Class Character of the Leadership 

It is incorrect to characterize the parties which were forced 
into forming a deformed workers state as anything but petty-bourgeois 
prior to their splitting. In speaking of the leadership of the Chi
nese Red Armies, Trotsky says: 

"But after all aren't there Communists at the head of the Chi
nese Red Armies? Doesn't this alone exclude the possibility of 
conflicts between the peasant detachments and the \'lorkers t 
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organizations? No, that does not exclude it. The fact that 
individual Communists are in the leadership of the present 
armies does not at all transform the social character of these 
armies, even if their Communist leaders bear a definite prole
tarian stamp." 

--from "Peasant War in China" 26 September 1932 

Unlike the CP' s of Russia" East Europe and most of the advanced 
countries which are deeply rooted in the working class the social 
composition of the CP's of China, Cuba and the rest strongly re
flect their origins as peasant parties. These parties have remained 
essentially non-proletarian in composition: 

"From a low point of only a handful of worker party members at 
Liberation, the proportion of vlOrkers in the Party membership 
had risen to 6.3 per cent in 1951 and 7.2 per cent in 1952. 
By 1956, this proportion had increased to 14 per cent of the 
total Party membership, although the proportion of l'Torkers 
dropped to 13.7 per cent in the following year after the con
centration on recruiting intellectuals during 1956." 

--from "The Party and the Unions in Communist China" 
by Paul Harper, China Quarterly, Jan.-March, 1969 

Even in the factories themselves the percentage of workers in the 
party factory cells never got above 20 per cent as of 1956. An in
fusion of proletarian elements takes place at the time of the leap 
to a deformed workers state, but the party still reflects strongly 
its petty-bourgeois past. This is what assisted in giving these 
parties strong Stalinist characters. 

The character of these parties just serves to emphasize the 
rotten policy of entry vfhich was pursued by the Pabloists. The need 
for political revolution and the further splitting should be more 
obviously necessary than in a party which had the origins of the 
Russian CPo While forced to defend the property forms and heavily 
influenced by them, these parties in leaping into the working class 
movement have only managed to grasp onto its fringes. 

Civil \far and the Fragility of the Petty· Bourgeoisie 

Because the control of the country has fallen to the petty 
bourgeoisie at the time of liberation, an extremely unstable situa
tion exists. Because of the fragility of this situation the civil 
war takes on a Im'l key character l'lhen compared Nith the Russian 
Civil War. The main task of smashing the bourgeoisie's state ma
chine took place earlier and the final replacement is decided on by 
an anemic but very real civil war. The scattered and divided nature 
of the petty bourgeoisie, the lack of the working class in the are
na and the broken bourgeoisie are the roots of the low key nature 
of the civil war. 

Guerilla Base Areas: Deformed Workers States? 

\fuile it is true that in China and Cuba, etc. the government 
of the guerilla regions was quantitatively the same as the govern
ment "/hich existed after the seizure of pO'trler, it is absolutely 
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incorrect to characterize them as deformed workers states prior to 
the "anemic" civil "Tar. 

China is an excellent example of this. Prior to the Anti
Japanese United Front, only land revolution \'las carried through by 
the Soviet Government of the Yenan region. Nothing else could have 
been done in the region because there was no industry beyond ex
tremely small production. The follo\lling table indicates the situa
tion for the 321 families of the Third Township: 

1/35 
Class 
Hired laborer 
Poor peasant 
Middle peasant 
Rich peasant 
Landlord 
Horker 
Small Merchant 
Vagrant 
Spirit/Medium 
Intellectual 

(Before Land Revolution) 
Number Per Cent 

31 -9:r-
204 63.7 

50 15.6 
16 4.9 
12 3.8 

3 0.9 
1 0.3 
4 1.2 
o 0 
o 0 

12/39 (After ••• ) 
Number Per Cent 

15 -4:g-
136 42.6 
123 38.2 

22 7.0 
o 0 
7 2.0 
7 2.0 
3 0.9 
3 0.9 
5 1.5 

--from The Yenan Way in Revolutionary China 
by Mark Selden, p. EI 

All the region could possibly support was a peasant government as 
long as it remained isolated from the Chinese working class in the 
large cities to the south. 

The fact that the Anti-Japanese United Front was never more 
than a shaky treaty between tt'lO governments does not in any way re
flect on the class character of Yenan as a \'lorkers state. The Kuom
intang remained the consistent enemy of the peasant as well as the 
worker. The desire of the Kuomintang to destroy Yenan was based on 
the desires of the Landlord to destroy peasant gains. 

The CCP did slow down and eventually did stop the land reform. 
But this was only in regard to spreading it to additional areas: 

"The 'Directive to All Levels of the Communist Party and Sovi
ets on the Execution of the Revised Rich Peasant Policy," 
issued jointly by the Central Committee and the Central Soviet 
Government on April 4, 1936, clarifies the transitional agrar
ian policy and provides the fullest elaboration of alleged 
errors in its implementation. The party called for a review 
of earlier judgements, emphasizing, in particular,greater leni
ency in the classification of middle and rich peasants, and 
even went so far as to insist on restitution of property where 
injustices had occurred. In no case was redistributed land to 
be reclaimed from its new proprietors by the original owner. 
But in the event of error, provision was made for due compen
sation after elaborate review •••• " 

--from The Yenan Way in Revolutionary China, pp. 97-98 

The program which f'1ao spe;I.ls out in "On Policy" dated 25 De
cember 1940 concerns the part of the border region where the land 
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revolution had not occurred and is the program of a peasant regime 
under Stalinist influence. While the program outlined in "On Poli
cy" was vlritten under a blockade and attack on the region by Chiang 
Kai-shek, it was only after an attack by the Japanese that the CCP 
took a harder line toward the landlords -- but still vJithout attack
ing their property. It was during this period that many of the 
Maoist organizational conceptions V'"ere developed, i.e., "unity
criticism-unity" and the procedure for "Cultural Revolution" types 
of struggle. (See in part I'·1ao's "Talks at the Yenan Forum.") Dur
ing this period to fortify itself the regime introduced a large 
measure of populist equality conceptions: 

"Intense criticism and self-criticism vvas an extraordinarily 
effective method for breaking down traditional leadership con
ceptions, for overcoming differences in values between outside 
and local, educated and uneducated cadres. In the process of 
group study and criticism, cadres vvere educated in and commit
ted to ideological and party norms while leadership dedicated 
to the party and its principles was identified and encouraged. 
Leadership which emerged in the course of cheng-feng had dem
onstrated ability to persuade and motivate peers in intense 
group sessions ,,\There status and face were scorned. To set 
oneself above the group, to rely on rank or office, implied 
rejection of the power of the group to evaluate each -
individual." 

--from The Yenan Hay in Revolutionary China, p. 198 

Even today there is a quantitative difference between the priv
ileges of the Chinese and the Russian bureaucracies. Not driven 
together as workers by the social nature of their existence, the 
party and government base was compressed by the hardship of the re
gion and the attitudes of bourgeois equality existing among the 
peasants. 

The relationships established in Yenan during this period con
tinued to exist with the landlords until the outbreak of the civil 
war. The coming of the Korean i~Tar finally forced a complete break 
with the landlords and the Chinese bourgeoisie. It seems clear that 
no deformed vlorkers state was either assured by the existence of 
Yenan, nor did a deformed workers state exist prior to the "three 
anti" and "five anti" movements of the early fifties. 

Conclusions 

Even in the stage of "pure" petty-bourgeois leadership, it is 
the duty of the Bolshevik party to defend these parties against the 
foreign imperialist as well as against \"rhi te Army forces in their 
own country. This conclusion was dravm by the Comintern in a simi
lar (though not identical) situation in Bulgaria in the Spring of 
1923. (See the documents in International Communism in the Era of 
Lenin. ) 

Second, a difficulty that we have with Maoists seems to derive 
from our trying to draw simple ironclad parallels between the de
velopment of the Chinese and Russian bureaucracies. This seems to 
be one of the main problems with the 1955 S\oJP document on China. 
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The simple inversion of drawing these iron parallels leads right to 
the Pabloist arguments. Although Moscow exerted a pOltTerful influ
ence on the Chinese, the development of the CCP took place during 
years of being cut off from direct contact with the Russians. 

Third, the Chinese bureaucracy came to rest on top of a de
formed workers state as a result of a break with its peasant past 
whereas the Russian party broke in part vdth the V'Torking class and 
began to drift right. This is the real meaning behind "deformed" 
and "degenerate." 

To characterize the liberated areas of South Vietnam as de
formed workers states in embryo as Comrade Sharpe does in \VV #21 
does not clarify the situation. It is possible that they are de
formed workers states now if the DRV army is the administration of 
the areas. If not then they are peasant/petty-bourgeois states, 
i.e., they are just as likely embryonic bourgeois states. 

Fourth, if these guerilla base areas represent miniature 
deformed workers states then the possibility of a real coalition 
government with bourgeois forces (e.g., in S. Vietnam or in 1945-47 
China) is out of the question! If this is possible then it is 
qualitatively the same thing as saying that it is possible that the 
recent N. Korean overtures to S. Korea for a coalition government 
can come about without a counterrevolution in N. Korea. This is 
obviously just running the film of reformism in reverse. If \'Ie 

accept the thesis of miniature deformed workers states, then the 
guerilla leadership can only sellout the non-liberated areas. If 
indeed the Viet-Minh areas constituted such a miniature deformed 
workers state in 1954, then how did they give back half of Vietnam 
without a counterrevolution in those areas? The answer can only 
be that nothing fundamental changed in those areas! 

--26 May 1973 
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, LETTER FROM LOGAN TO P.B. SL/US 

The Political Bureau 
SL/US 
New York 

Dear comrades, 

Melbourne, 
Australia 

1 June 1973 

The series by John Sharpe on Vietnam recently run in t'Jorkers 
Vanguard raises some questions relevant to the matter under discussion 
in the Central Committee of the SL/US arising out of my letter to 
Jim Robertson of 21 March 1973. I should comment on two formulations. 

(a.) From Part I of the series: 

"But the Stalinists moved faster [than the ICL]. At 5 a.m. on 
25 August [1945] the Viet Minh carried out a bloodless coup, occupy
ing the city hall and police stations. Behind the backs of the 
masses, and with the participation of the bourgeois nationalists 
(Hoa Hao, Cao Dai, VNQDD) , the Stalinists simply took over the exist
ing state machinery and installed a new bonapartist bourgeois regime." 

trlas this any more a bourgeois state than Castro f s Cuba--pre
sumably it had armed forces distinct from that which it overthrew? 

(b.) From Part IV: 

r:Fundamentally the NLF-controlled areas in the South are deform
ed workers states in embryo." 

Is it their "stateness" or their "deformity" which is in embryo? 
How is it that an "embryoli can exist outside the womb (i.e., surely, 
the bourgeois state)? This formulation unfortunately finds a way 
back to the sense of the "transitional" state. 

I notice that despite their inadequacies these formulations are 
sufficiently algebraic to leave the way open for clarification along 

• the lines of any conclusion reached in your discussions. 

vJarm fraternal greetings, 

Bill 
cc: file 
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MOTIONS FROM ENLARGED PB #6, 9-10 JUNE 1973, ON 

THE DISCUSSION OF COMRADE LOGAN'S DOCUMENT 

Under agenda point 10., Russian Question, motions adopted: 

(1) To continue this theoretical-educational discussion 
opened by comrade Logan's document, by opening subject for 
oral and written treatment by the SL and RCY memberships, 
subject to a reasonable maximum rate of publication limita
tion averaging 15 pages per month. 

(2) To ask comrade Seymour, who rather closely expressed 
the consensus of opinion at this enlarged PB on most aspects 
of the question, to contribute to this discussion [in written 
form], particularly to bring to SL/ANZ comrades the thinking 
from this first organized oral discussion in the CC-SL/US. 

(3) To incorporate the outcome of the present discussion in 
an extended MB#8 (Cuban Questicn) and in the eventual MB #6 
(East European Revolution). 

passed unanimously 



WHEN DID EAST EUROPE, CHINA AND CUBA 
---SECOME15EFORMED WORKERS STATE~ 

by Joseph Seymour 

The central fallacy of comrade Logan's document is the identi
fication of an insurrectionary armed force \-lith a state and, therefore! 
with a unique, unambiguous and immutable class character. An insur
rectionary armed force is not an embryonic state, although, if vic
torious a state emerges from it. The class character of an insurrec
tionary armed force is determined by the class character of the 
political forces which control it. An insurrectionary armed force 
can (and usually does) have a contradictory class character. The 
dominant class is then determined through internal, usually bloody, 
factional struggle within the insurrectionary armed force. It is 
possible that the existing state apparatus is destroyed and the 
insurrectionary army achieves military dominance before its class 
character has been determined through internal struggle. In that 
case, the class character of the emerging state \'lill be determined by 
the factional Struggle 't'Tithin the inherently unstable regime controll
ing the victorious insurrectionary army. A state is organized by 
giving a monopoly of po\'ler to personnel unambiguously loyal to the 
dominant class in society. If an insurrectionary armed force comes 
to power 'tlith divided class loyalties, there is no dominant social 
class and no state in the classic I-Iarxist sense. Rather the dominant 
class and state are produced precisely by political struggle between 
those forces controlling and composing the victorious insurrectionary 
army. 

The logic of comrade Logan's document negates the transformation 
of the bourgeois democratic into a social revolution--that is, "the 
permanent revolution" concept. Politlcal and social revolution are 
seen as immutable categories determined at the very outset of an 
insurrection. Thus comrade Logan states: 

" ••. these forces exist right from the beginning of the small 
rebel guerrilla state and determine its class character (bour
geOis in the case of Algeria, deformed in Cuba and China) from 
that beginning. \V1th sufficient empirical data properly anal
yzed it is probably possible to determine the class character of 
a guerrilla state right from its earliest days, but in practice 
this is likely to be difficult until such time as there are 
considerable property nationalizations (or the smashing or 
exodus of the bourgeoisie) (or alternatively a period of 
capi talist gro'V-Tth)." 

This is objectivist determinism of a remarkably pure sort. If it 

~:~: i~u~~~~~~~ ~~~~~r~~t~~n~a~;~ ~~rS~~~i~~~~n~~tp!~~;~~~er~~oi~ter-
nationalists (Cuba, Algeria, Vietnam), since the outcome of these 
revolutions is pre-determined at their inception. In one sense, a 
social revolution is a political revolution (i.e. the destruction of 
the existing state apparatus) and its replacement by an armed force 
committed to changing property relations. Since a communist vanguard 
rarely leads a revolution from the beginning, the struggle for a 
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socialist revolution is reduced to the struggle for communist lead
ership over the insurgent masses acainst bourgeois nationalists and 
liberals, petty-bourgeois radicals, reformists, Stalinists and 
centrists. 

East Europe, 1945-48 

The Soviet army is not a workers state in itself, but only in 
relation to Soviet society. In its interventions in bourgeois 
societies the role of the Soviet armed forces is defined by the class 
character of the Stalinist bureaucracy (simultaneously bourgeois and 
proletarian) which cont rols it. That is \'lhy the armed forces of 
the Soviet state are capable of administering and defending the 
bourgeois order (e.g. its counter-revolutionary role in the Spanish 
Civil War) as well as expropriating the bourgeoisie. 

In the 1940 polemics on the Russian question, Trotsky categori
cally states that the military expansion of the Soviet army \'lill not 
necessarily lead to the overthrow of capitalism. Rather the Soviet 
armed forces could administer a bourgeois society. Contrasting 
Soviet policy in the Baltic with that in eastern Poland, Trotsky 
asserts: 

" ••• Shachtman refers to Lithuania, Esthonia and Latvia Nhere 
everything has remained as of old. An incredible argument! 
Ho one has said that the Soviet bureaucracy always and everyvlhere 
either Vlishes or is able to accomplish the expropriation of the 
bourgeoisie." 

("From a Scratch--to the Danger of 
Gangrene") 

Of course, administration of a bourgeois society by the Soviet army 
is an unstable Situation, vlhich cannot last indefinitely. This in
stability is caused both by the national question and the reluctance 
of the bourgeOisie to operate under Soviet occupation resulting in 
economic chaos. 

Soviet policy in East Europe after II/orld tvar II was determined 
primarily by the issue of military defence. From the standpoint of 
the Stalinist bureaucracy, military defence could be secured in one 
of tVIO vlays. One was the creation of a zone of neutral bourgeois 
states--the "Finlandization" of East Europe. The other I'las the 
creation of an expectedly permanent military alliance by placing the 
domestic Stalinist parties in povler creating states like the USSR. 
Bet\'leen 1945 and 1948, the class character of East Europe \'las in the 
process of being determined, primarily through the relation of the 
Soviet bureaucracy to U.S. imperialism. In one significant case, 
that of Austria, the path of bourgeois neutralization was chosen. 
Hhen the Soviet army \'lithdre1. ..... from Austria in 1956, it left a clearly 
bourgeois society which quickly generated a demonstrably bourgeois 
state. In the rest of East Europe, the Soviet bureaucracy chose the 
method of Stalinist governments and states modeled on the USSR. The 
decision was n~de in 1947-48. 
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The transformation point was not the actual nationalizations, 
which were a prolonged process, but the irreversible commitment by 
the Soviet bureaucracy to expropriate the bourgeoisie. In the case 
of Czechoslovakia, this decisive commitment is precisely datable with 
the Prague coup of February 1948. In the rest of East Europe, the 
point of transformation is less precisely datable, but in each case 
the Soviet bureaucracy made a definite decision to give the domestic 
Stalinist parties a monopoly of power and establish satellite states 
modelled on the USSR. Before the 1947-48 transformations, the East 
European bourgeois societies did not have their o\'ln states. Rather 
they were administered by the armed forces of the Soviet state, which 
played the role of a bourgeois state apparatus. 

China in 1949 Versus Cuba in 1959 

The consensus of the SL/US leadership is that China became a 
deformed workers' state '\tlith the Red Army victory over Chiang in 1949, 
Ttlhile Cuba became a deformed \'lorkers' state with the nationalization 
of the domestic bourgeoisie in August-October 1960. This analysis 
disturbs comrade Logan because it appears to imply ti'lO different cri
teria for the existence of the dictatorship of the oroletariat. In 
reality, we have one criterion. The dictatorship of the proletariat 
exists Vlhen a monopoly of pOl'fer is in the hands of an armed force 
which will necessarily expropriate the bourgeoisie and establish a 
collectivized economy. This condition was met in China in 1949, but 
not in Cuba in 1959. This difference lay in the different historicall:( 
evolved relations between the leadership of the victorious insurrec
tionary armies and the bourgeoisie. 

The Chinese Communist Party in 1949 was led by the cadre of a 
once revolutionary workers party, it had organized peasant land 
seizures and uprisings and \'laS generally loyal to the foreign policy 
of , the Soviet bureaucracy. For those reasons, the basic policy of 
all sections of the Chinese bourgeoisie and the imperialist pm'lers 
toward the CCP-PLA was one of physical annihilation. Consequently, 
there were no purely bourgeois elements vli'chin the CCP and its army. 
During the 1946-Civil War all sections of the Chinese bourgeoisie 
gave military support to Chiang against the PLA. For that reason, the 
Civil War destroyed the Chinese bourgeoisie as a politically organized 
class, reducing them to atomized property owners. Despite "the bloc 
of four classes" rhetoric, the early r.1aoist regime did not share 
power with any section of the Chinese bourgeoisie. And there were no 
elements l'li thin that regime fundamentally committed to the bourgeois 
order. nlUS, in ~ fairly faction-ridden party, the expropriation of 
the bourgeoisie met with virtually no internal resistance. Given 
the complete powerlessness of the Chinese bourgeoisie, the absence of 
the working class as an independent force, the predisposition of the 
CCP cadre for a state modelled on Stalin's Russia and objective pressure 
tmTard centralized economic planning, the collectivization of the' 
economy \"las inevitable with the PLA victory in 1949. This inevitabili-
ty was not inherent in the class character of the pre-1949 PLA, but 
arose from the specific, and not pre-determined, relations between the 
CCP, the Chinese proletariat and the domestic and imperialist bour
geoisie. Had a proletarian uprising broken out in 1949, which chal-
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lenged the hegemony of the PLA, a wing of the CCP would probably have 
sought a reconciliation with the ICoumintang, thus reversing the 
results of the Civil \'Jar. In that case, the "bloc of four classes" 
would have been transformed from a fiction into the program of 
real cowlter-revolutionary class collaboration. 

In contrast to the CCP, the 26th of July r·1ovement originated as 
the militant, adventurist wing of the party of the Cuban liberal 
bourgeoisie (the Othodoxo Party). Castro himself had been elected 
to parliament as an Othodoxo politician and \'JOuld have served had it 
not been for Batista coup of 1952. The program of the 26th of July 
fvlovement was the restoration of the Cuban Constitution of 1940. For 
these reasons, the anti-Batista insurrection \'las supported by signi
ficant sections of the Cuban bourgeoisie and tolerated by U.S. imper
ialism. Politically, the leading cadre of the Rebel Army ranged from 
Roman Catholic liberals (Hubert I'latos) to utopian Stalinists (Che 
Guevara). The regime which took pmler in January 1959 could not have 
nationalized property because the bourgeois forces "dthin it (includ
ing the Rebel Army) "Jere too strong. Had Castro announced an inten
tion to expropriate the bourgeoisie and bring Cuba into the Soviet 
bloc in early 1959 (of course, he opposed such pOlicies at that time), 
his armed forces vJould have abandoned him and he "[QuId have been 
overthrown by forces including the bulk of the 26th of July Movement. 
It is known that Guevara hid his real political positions during 1959 
and only revealed them gradually as the regime's supporters were pre
pared to accept them. In order to establish a deformed workers state, 
the right-Ning of the 26th of July I·Iovement and its allies had to be 
politically and physically destroyed. By late 1960, the main leaders 
~f the 26th of July 1,10vement right-\ving (Hubert r·latos, David Salvador, 
danuel Ray) v/ere either in prison or in exile. In turn, the place of 
the ousted right-'t'lingers in the regime (including the army command) 
vIas filled by the cadre of the Cuban' Stalinist party. 

Theoretical Implications 

A radical petty-bourgeois party is based on a utopian, internally 
contradictory program vlhich cannot be realized no matter hov1 favorable 
objecti ve circumstances. For that reason, vlhen faced with the task 
of wielding state power, petty-bourgeois parties split into irrecon
Cilably hostile factions each proclaiming loyalty to part of the ori
ginal program (e.g. the Russian Social Revolutionaries in 1917 or the 
Left SRs in 1918). This is precisely what happened to the 26 of July 
Movement during 59 \'lhen it split into bourgeois liberals 01'1 the road 
to reaction and incipient Stalinists. From January 1959 until Novem
ber 1960, the personnel leading and composing the Cuban armed forces 
supported programs associated with the rule of different classes. 
This is a highly unstable, transitory situation to which the classic 
Marxist concept of the state, which refers to a historically viable 
institution, does not apply. Hhat does a r.1arxist do when a new, unan
ticipated situation arises which does not fit into our historically 
developed categories? There are two alternatives. One is to analyze 
the situation as best one can, while noting that certain Marxist cate
gories cannot be applied to episodic, historically non-viable situatio~ 
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that Often occbr in revolutions. The other alternative is to extend 
the established category to the new situation while noting the excep
tional and qualified use of Marxist terminology. If one were to 
extend the r.Iarxist concept of state to the Cuban situation from 
January 1959 through .November 1960 , it could be termed a "petty
bourgeois state"--that is, the state of a class incapable of rule and 
therefore an internally contradictory state. 

The core of comrade Logan's analysis of the Cuban revolution is 
the follm'ling: 

"In the case of Cuba \'le must conclude that Castro's state 
with its peasant guerrilla army was from the first caught in 
the dynamic cross-current of domestic and international class 
forces \'1hich .vould lead it inevitably (probably even unwilling
ly) to the side of workers property forms." 

In the absence of a concrete analysis of alternative possibilities, 
comrade Logan's use of the term "inevi tab ly" is obj e cti vist--i t assert f 
that \'lhatever happened had to happen. 

As previously noted, in order to establish a deformed workers 
state the Castro leadership had to wage a successful struggle against 
the pro-bourgeois element within its regime and movement. This 
struggle could have gone the other way. In December 1959, Hubert 
Matos, one of the four leading commanders in the anti-Batista insur
rection and then military commander of Camaguay province, organized 
a counter-revolutionary conspiracy against Castro. Castro suppressed 
the conspiracy and imprisoned Natos, but thi::; was hardly inevitable. 
Had the anti-Castro right unified behind him, Matos' coup, with its 
base in the Rebel Army, might v/ell have succeeded. And VIas it inevi
table that international class forces Dushed the Castro regime toward 
a break \-/ith capitalism? There lVere conciliationist elements \,lithin 
the American ruling class. The chairman of the board of Freeport 
Sulpher, which m'lned a maj or nickel processing plant in Cuba, con
stantly advocated conciliating the Castro regime and criticized the 
hardliners in the Eisenhower administration. There were also con
ciliationist elements \'1ithin the Eisenhower administration, for 
example, the ambassador to Cuba, BonsaI. Given the state of American 
politics it was unlikely, but not impossible, that the forces in 
favor of conciliating Castro might have \'TOn out. Concretely, con
ciliation W'ould have meant subsidizing the expropriation of American 
owned sugar refineries, plantations and utilities. Faced vlith a 
similar situation in Algeria (and having learned from the Cuban ex
perience), the Gaullist regime did subsidize the expropriation of the 
cOlons, thereby strengthening the pro-bourgeois, pro-French wing of 
the FLN. I have indicated two real possibilities whereby the Cuban 
revolution would have been arrested short of a deformed t'lorkers state. 
There are others. If in 1959-60 the Soviet bureaucracy was on a 
hard rapprochement drive vIi th U. S. imperialism (as it is at present), 
the Eisenhovler administration might have been able to bargain for a 
Soviet "hands off Cuba" policy. In that case, the pro-Soviet elements 
in the Castro regime would have been discredited and the regime pro
bably vlould have come to terms with U.S. imperialism. During 1958, 
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Castro might well have liquidated the insurrection in return for 
Batista's ouster, general political amnesty and reestablishment of 
parliamentary democracy. This Vias the policy of the Cuban liberal 
bourgeoisie and U.S. State Department. If there was ever a revolu
tion whose actual outcome was less inevitable from its inception, it 
was Cuba in 1957-60. 

The dating of the Cuban deformed 1.10rkers state with the expro
priations completed by November 1960 is not because nationalization 
is a self-sufficient, absolute criterion for the establishment of a 
workers state. Rather these particular nationalizations signified 
the decisive commitment by the leadership of the Cuban armed force to 
expropriate the bourgeoisie as a class and create a state modelled 
on the USSR. The failure to nationalize at an earlier date primarily 
reflected the continued resistance within the Castro regime to break
ing with capitalism. Thus, two months after the nationalizations, 
the government officially declared Cuba "socialist" and Castro made 
his famous "I Am a IvIarxist-Leninist" speech. 

Conclusions 

It is necessary for a proletarian vanguard in a backl'lard nation 
to understand hO"1 petty-bourgeois led guerrilla forces will act in 
different circumstances--what they are capable and incapable of 
doing. By equating an insurrectionary army with a state, comrade 
Logan's document appears to assert that 'ltlhen Stalinists and certain 
types of radical nationalists tal::e up the gun they are incapable of 
liquidation, betrayal and counter-revolutionary class collaboration; 
rather that they must fight their way to a collectivist economy if 
they are not militarily defeated. ThUS, guerrilla forces of the 
Maoist-Fidelista type are seen as unequivocally anti-capitalist, at 
least on the national plane. This conception ilJould have been disas
trous for a communist vanguard in Vietnam in 1946 'ltlhen the Stalinists 
suppressed a workers' uprising in order to liquidate peacably in the 
face of the returning French army; or again in 1954 when the Stalin
ists liquidated their insurrectionary bases in the South in the face 
of a murderous puppet regime ('IIJ'hich was moving from old French to 
new American masters). In the face of an urban, ilJorking-class up
rising, pettY-bourgeois led guerrilla forces will split with elements 
forming a counter-revolutionary alliance with sections of the bour
geoisie. For a communist vanguard not to realize that proletarian 
revolution tends to drive Stalinists and petty-bourgeois nationalists 
into the camp of reaction could be suicidal. 

Afterward 

The purpose of this document is to deal with the main sub
stantive questions raised in comrade Logan's document. It is not 
meant to be a comprehensive, critical survey of our literature (pub
lic and internal) on the Cuban question. That is why there is no 
mention of Cuba and IvIarxist Theory, Theses on Guerrilla Harfare, as 
well as the Joe Vetter and Frank B. documents. In particular, com
rade Logan might object that there is no discussion of the "transi
tional statell concept. However, the "transitional state" concept is 
not the central theoretical axis of Cuba and Marxist Theory. It 
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belongs only to the episodic Wohlforth contribution reprinted in 
MB #8, as he zig-zagged through an approximation of our "deformed 
\1orkers statetl position on his 'vmy from If!age's earlier full-bloNn 
"transitional state" interpretation to Healy's insistance that Cuba 
remains a capitalist state. 

Hhat is not as clear in IJIB #8 and Nhat comrade Logan has sought 
to clarify is indeed the theoretical issue before us in this dis
cussion. All participants agree on the political conclusions of the 
Spartacist tendency regarding the outcome of the Cuban Revolution. 
But the specific character of the class struggle and of the state 
power of the prior period--both as a test of Marxist theory and of the 
"Russian Question" (East Europe, China) in the post-hTorld War II 
period--can Nell use additional, explicit written delineation. 

Comrades 'vlanting to familiarize themselves with the political 
history of Cuba in 1959-60 and particularly the factional struggles 
within the Castro regime are referred to J. P. !\1orray' s The Second 
Revolution in Cuba. Horray is a pro-Soviet Stalinist \'lh'O'S"C thesis 
is that Castro TSleft,'Tard course \'las forced upon him by conservative 
resistance to his program both 't'lithout and l'lithin the regime. 

received 24 June 1973 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The following addition to the preface of Harxist Bulletin #8, 
"Cuba and Marxist Theory," is proposed as an interim clarification 
introduced in the light of the concern expressed by Comrade Logan 
in his document of 21 Harch 1973. Comrade Logan's contribution has 
opened a discussion within our international tendency of a theore
tical character on aspects of the processes which have led to the 
creation of a number of deformed workers states since the second 
World t-,Tar. 

Since this discussion is still in progress, strenuous effort 
has been made in the addition to the MB #8 preface to avoid anti
cipating the outcome of the discussion7 Instead, the supplemental 
remarks are intended centrally to clear up any misunderstanding or 
ambiguity as regards the Spartacist tendency's sharing, or having 
ever shared, in the "transitional state" theory held by I1age and 
l'lohlforth in the 1961 period. Therefore even those related theore
tical and political views held generally by our movement (and which 
are the basis for that section of the remarks of our delegation at the 
London 1966 Ie Conference reprinted in MB #8) have only been touched 
on in a limited and general way. --

--J.R;, 26 June 1973 
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draft ADDITION TO MB #8 PREFACE 
------~ -- -- -- ~~~= 

With the passage of time, a slow drift in the appreciation of 
qld events occurs in the Marxist movement, leading at certain points 
to sharp departures from what had been previously taken for granted. 
Sometimes what is in essence a higher and more comprehensive synthe
sis is arrived at with only incidental loss of particular detail 
known in an earlier period; and sometimes an essential grasp of 
reality is dissipated. Which predominates depends on considerations 
larger than and sometimes remote from the event under consideration. 

Haston/Vern Thesis 

Certainly the massive enthusing over Fidel Castro by those 
with pretensions to revolutionary Marxism has been today largely 
dispelled, or more generally, displaced. But the explanations, 
rationalizations and substitutes of all the centrist, revisionist and 
reformist currents have been no improvement. For example, miscella
neous leftist elements presently or recently in the Socialist Work
ers Party have lately rediscovered in old SWP bulletins the writings 
on Eastern Europe from the early 1950's of the Vern-Ryan tendency, 
a faction in Los Angeles long since dissolved into Max Shachtman's 
Independent Socialist League (itself long since dissolved into the 
Socialist Party/Social-Democratic Federation). Dennis Vern had in 
turn borrowed' the core of his outlook from the British Trotskyist 
Revolutionary Communist Party's majority faction led by Jock Haston, 
until the Hastonites liquidated essentially into right-wing Labour
ism. What is not necessarily appreciated today is that the Haston/ 
Vern thesis--that wherever the Red Army arrived at the end of World 
War II, by that fact that piece of land was a deformed workers state-
was a felt liquidation of Trotskyism, not as logic would indicate to 
the Stalinists, weak in Britain and the U.S., but ultimately into 
the reformist reflections of one's own bourgeois order. 

But Haston and Vern did see one aspect of the social transforma
tion in Eastern Europe which was largely lost on the perplexed 
Trotskyist theoreticians of the time, such as Hansen and Germain
Mandel--namely that account must be taken of the existent armed 
force as an elementary consideration in seeking to understand what 
process is going on. But Haston and Vern stopped at only the begin
ning of wisdom. And they skewed that piece of wisdom besides. The 
given class character of the state until or unless overthrown cer
tainly determines the direction of social development within the 
society which that state protects. However, in Eastern Europe the 
core of the state was a Russian army, agent of the Russian Stalinist 
degenerated workers state. 

In the short run the Russian Stalinist leadership could and did 
exercise choice (choice not freely arrived at) as to the social out
come--hence the elementary error in the Haston/Vern syllogism "class 
character of the state equals domination of that class in the society" 
when the state (army) is Russian and the society is, for example, 
Austrian or Hungarian. The Russians evacuated the areas they con
trolled in Austria and Iran but directed the transformation of the 
bulk of Eastern Europe into social and political counterparts of the 
Soviet Union--i.e., consolidation in the wake of Russian conquest. 
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An exception was the particular but at the time not obviously 
noted case of Yugoslavia, whose social transformation was essentially 
internally arrived at. Despite the Tito-Stalin split the signifi
cance of Yugoslavia only became fully clear in the light of the 
Chinese and also the Cuban revolutions. 

Wohlforth 

The Yugoslav, Chinese and Cuban revolutions can in no way be 
explained in terms of a direct imposition of Russian rule--by anybody 
to the left of the John Birch Society, that is, with the exception 
of Tim Wohlforth of the Workers League/"International (Healyite) 
Committee." And even t'Vohlforth' s tortured dogmas--that trivial parody 
of Marxism entitled "The Theory of Structural Assimilation" (a 
Bulletin pUblication of 1964)--manifestly collapsed with the author's 
inability to incorporate Cuba in his schema. As Wohlforth noted in 
his preface: 

"In the summer of 1961 I wrote a preliminary draft document on 
the nature of the Cuban state and the theoretical implications 
flowing therefrom ["Cuba and Marxist Theory" (reprinted in 
Marxist Bulletin #8)--SL note]. The first discussions of this 
document immediately convinced me that I was utterly and totally 
on the wrong track. Like the SWP leadership itself, I was 
simply throwing together scraps of theory to 'explain' an im
pression of reality in Cuba and to justify a political conclu
sion--one of course far more critical of the Cuban leadership 
than that of the StVP majority. If I was to get to first base 
in understanding Cuba it became clear that I had to fit Cuba 
into a general theoretical understanding of' postwar developments 
as a ,whole. Thus first I had to wrestle with the theoretical 
problems raised by East Europe, Yugoslavia and China before I 
could expect to get anywhere on more current developments. 
Ironically, the more I reached an understanding of these events 
the less I found them related to Cuba. So a document, which 
started out as an analysis of Cuba, does not even deal directly 
with that question. We are issuing an analysis of Cuba 
separately." 

Wohlforth's "theory" boils down to the following: first, absorp
tion of adjacent states into the Russian degenerated workers state; 
second, social transformation of the newly acquired region; third 
and finally, its release as a separate deformed workers state--all 
because of a "defensive expansionist" drive by the Russian Stalinist 
bureaucracy in response to the urgent threat from capitalist imper
ialism. Nohlforth even explained North Vietnam's becoming a deformed 
workers state by his own version of the "domino theory": first 
China was absorbed by Russia and regurgitated, then North Vietnam 
likewise by China. 

But looking at his map Wohlforth noticed that Cuba is rather 
distant from Russia and an island to boot! Thus was Wohlforth left 
holding the position which the Workers League still, more or less 
shamefacedly, advances today--that the Cuban state led by Fidel 
Castro is capitalist. And this is presumably why the so prolific 
Wohlforth has left us still waiting in 1973 for the promised "separate 
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analysis of Cuba. 1I (Come to think of it we haven't noticed any 
recent reprinting of "The Theory of Structural Assimilation" either.) 

* * * 
In opposing the SWP Majority's revisionism, our original tenden

cy came into existence and fought for three main programmatic points 
in orienting to the Cuban revolution and its defense: insistence on 
the Permanent Revolution, i.e. the view that no essential task of 
the revolution could be achieved short of the victory and consoli
dation of a workers state; and, correspondingly, insistence on the 
struggle for hegemony of the working class in the revolution; toge
ther with the necessity for a conscious Trotskyist party as the 
proletarian vanguard to lead that struggle. 

"Transitional State"? 

As noted in our earlier preface, in 1961 Shane Mage--with the 
agreement of Wohlforth and with the disciplined support of others in 
our then common tendency--had advanced a politically principled but 
theoretically yet vague and indefensible position: that the Cuban 
state had no yet defined class character, that it was a "transitional 
state." This viewpoint, together with the way it was imposed upon 
the tendency, was one of the early frictions in what finally resulted 
a year and a half later in the split of t'lohlforth from what became 
the Spartacist tendency. Mage's 1961 resolution on the Cuban ques
tion was brought, previously entirely uncirculated among the tendency, 
into one New York tendency meeting with the statement by Wohlforth 
that in any case it had to be submitted to the SWP internal bulletin 
the following morning. Since a possible majority of the tendency in 
New York and nationally considered that Cuba had already become a 
deformed workers state, many of us went along only out of a strong 
sense of tendency discipline demanded by the programmatic struggle 
in the SWP. 

For the next immediate period the disputed question of what was 
presently the class character of the Cuban state--Mage's "transition
al state," the bulk of the tendency's "deformed workers state," or . 
(after leaving Mage's position and a brief fling with the tendency 
majority's view) Wohlforth's "capitalist state"--tended to leave 
certain theoretical aspects in the shadows, in particular a precise 
analysis, chronologically specific, of the earlier periods of the 
Cuban revolution. These differing interpretations, while all con
juncturally consistent with our common programmatic basis, were 
nonetheless a source of tension within the tendency. 

Then in November 1962 Wohlforth, abetted by A. Phillips and 
Gerry Healy, split from the tendency essentially over whether to 
seek a bloc with the SWP Majority to head off its threatened unifi
cation with the European Pabloists--a policy which Wohlforth/Healy 
sought to foist on the tendency in the guise of a debate on the naturf 
of the SWP (see Marxist Bulletin #2). Our political struggle around 
the issues raised for the SWP's 1963 Convention and our unsuccessful 
fight against expulsion from the St'lP (precipitated by Wohlforth' s 
fabricated "revelations" about us to the Majority) preoccupied our 
tendency for a year. 
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In 1964 extensive oral discussion in the New York section of 
the tendency led to Mage's pretty much vacating his position and 
to an arrival by consensus at the following central proposition: 
Cuba became a deformed workers state with the pervasive nationaliza
tions in the summer and fall of 1960, which liquidated the bourgeoi
sie as a class. 

Since most of our argumentation was directed against the SWP 
majority, which saw Cuba as evolved from "a workers and peasants 
government" into a "healthy" workers state "though not yet possessing 
the forms of workers democracy" and led by "the unconscious Marxist, 
Fidel Castro" (the Joseph Hansen position), most of our verification 
centered upon the qualitatively deformed, i.e. Stalinist, character 
of the Cuban worker's state: the compulsion for Castro to discover and 
declare that he was a "Marxist-Leninist" and for the Fidelistas to 
fuse with the pre-existing Cuban Stalinist party while purging it of 
its loyalty to the Russian bureaucracy; the existence of a powerful 
state apparatus of repression, and separate from the masses, as re
vealed in the massive (and quite justified) incarceration of suspect 
sections of Cuban society during the 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion; the 
self-admitted bonapartist role of Fidel Castro personally in arriving 
at the crucial decisions in the missile crisis, a life or death 
matter for the whole Cuban people. 

A Petty-Bourgeois Government 

We took it as incontestable that the Cuban armed rebels who 
had originally come ashore from the Granma were in every way a petty
bourgeois formation. Their militarily marginal struggle was the last 
straw for the Batista regime, which was hated by the masses, increas
ingly isolated from the upper layers of Cuban society and finally 
abandoned by Yankee imperialism. The rebel army which occupied 
Havana on 1 January 1959 continued as a politically heterogeneous 
petty-bourgeois formation possessing massive popular support. 

It's initial coalition government with authentic liberal-bour
geois politicians took place in the context of a shattered old bour
geois state apparatus. In the course of the earlier guerilla strug
gle--a species of civil war--the commanders of that rebel army had 
had their previous direct connections with oppositional bourgeois
liberal elements broken and had become episodically autonomous from 
their class (and in many cases biological) fathers, the Cuban bour
geoisie. After taking power, they were confronted by u.S. imperial
ism's clumsy and mounting attempts to bring them to heel through 
brute economic pressure upon Cuba without corresponding attempts by 
the contemptuous Eisenhower administration to create the conditions 
and connections to reknit the new rulers to the old social fabric in 
order to facilitate accomodation to the brutal demands of the imper
ialists. 

No less crucial than the estrangement created by the civil war 
conditions between the petty-bourgeois guerilla fighters and the 
bourgeois order was the absence of a class-conscious combative prole
tariat which would invariably have polarized these petty-bourgeois 
militants, drawing some to the workers' side and repelling others 
back into the arms of the bourgeois order. Hence the exceptional 
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latitude available to this petty-bourgeois government in the face of 
the escalating tit-for-tat economic struggle with the American gov
ernment in that period and under the enormous popular, patriotic 
upsurge of the undifferentiated Cuban masses. 

Deformed Workers State 

But when the end was reached with the economic liquidation of 
the Cuban bourgeoisie (far more systematic and complete than the 
Chinese Maoists have instituted to this day--even including national
izing the street ice cream vendors), this petty-bourgeois government 
even under these most favorable conditions was unable to find a 
third way between labor and capital to characteristically organize 
a society, and by virtue of its newly acquired social position--hold
ing a political monopoly at the head of a nationalized econorny--was 
compelled to embrace that ersatz Marxism which is the necessary 
ideological reflection of a Stalinist bureaucracy, however newly 
fledged. 

To be sure, the existence of the Russian- degenerated workers 
state presented the encouragement of a model and, more important, 
the material support which made the outcome a practicality. But 
in no way did the Russians or their domestic enthusiasts directly 
create the actual process within Cuba itself. The alliance with 
the Russians was an outcome of, not the precondition to, the forma
tion of a deformed workers state in C.uba. 

At no point was there a classless "transitional state" in Cuba. 
To repeat, in the intervening period between the shattering of the 
old capitalist Batista state, the compradors of American imperialism, 
and the consolidation of a deformed workers state, there was a petty
bourgeois government--not a class-neutral one--with the core of its 
power being the petty-bourgeois Rebel Army. This regime had tempor
arily become autonomous from the bourgeois order through the violent 
polarization of the guerilla struggle, moving through a period of 
great popular (not specifically proletarian) mass upsurge, but as 
yet not locked upon a nationalized economy. Moreover its existence 
episodically apart from the fundamental social classes--the bour
geoisie and the proletariat--was made possible by the failure of the 
working class to itself pose a challenge to capitalist rule • 

Hence this regime possessed the inc1eterminancy in outcome and 
tension of either the potential to regenerate and consolidate a capi
talist state or for a section of that regime to lock on to the form 
of nationalized property and thus verify through a living process 
the validity of the earlier Trotskyist characterization that, viewed 
from a most general standpoint, the Russian Stalinist bureaucracy is 
in one of its central contradictory aspects--i.e. the transmission 
belt for the pressure of the world bourgeois order on a workers 
state--a petty-bourgeois formation. The decisive section of the 
Castroites could make the transition to the leadership of a deformed 
workers state because in the absence of the egalitarianism and prole
tarian democracy of a state directly won by the working people, they 
never had to transcend or fundamentally alter their own radical 
petty-bourgeois social appetites, but only to transform and redi
rect them. And parenthetically, in this is both the decisive signi-
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ficance and the necessity of the political revolution, approached 
from the Cuban experience, i.e., from a different aspect than that 
of the long, losing rearguard action that Trotsky fought in Russia 
in the 1920's. 

* * * 

from Political Bureau Minutes No.7, 8 July 1973: 

"Motion: To adopt the political thrust of the addition to 
the preface to Marxist Bulletin #8. Passed" 

Extensions and corrections made, 8 August 1973 • 
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THE FIGHT IN THE UNITED SECRETARIAT: 
REFOru.UsT APPErrITEVERSUS GUERRILLAIST CENTRISH 

[The following material extracted from an article in a recent Sv]P 
Discussion Bulletin (Vol. 31, No. 28, July 1973) has a bearing on 
the discussion within the Spartacist tendency.] 

... 
Not 12 Armed Struggl:~ ~ Proletarian Revolution 

The central revision of revolutionary Harxism by the interna
tional majority is the separation of the class organization of an 
insurrection from the society emerging from it. A revolutionarY
workers state, in which the working class democratically governs on 
the basis of collectivized property, can onl~ be established if the 
armed forces of the labor movement itself play the dominant role in 
overthrowing the capitalist state. The insurgent peasantry and 
urban petty bourgeoisie are necessary allies of the proletariat in 
socialist revolutions in backward countries. However, as Trotsky 
insisted again and again in his fight against Stalinism, the decisive 
question is whether the proletariat leads the petty bourgeoisie or 
vice versa. The leadership of the proletariat in a social revolution 
40es not have a general or nebulous political or ideological form. 
Any bourgeois nationalist, petty-bourgeois radical or Stalinist can 
and often does claim to be fighting for workers power. "Proletarian 
leadership" is meaningless rhetoric unless extended to military dom
inance during an insurrection. The leading role of the eroletariat 
in a social revolution also means the military-domInance of prole
tarIan armed forces (workers militIaS and proletarian sections of 
the old armed forces) during the insurrection. This is a fundamental 
principle of revolutionary HarxIsm. t-7hoever denies it is not a 
Trotskyist! 

Where capitalism has been overthrown primarily by petty-bourgeoL 
armed forces (Yugoslavia, China, Vietnam, Cuba), what has emerged 
are deformed workers states--bureaucratic ruling castes based on 
collectivized (i.e., working-class) property forms. That the guerri
lla road to power necessarilyleads to a Stalinist regime is shown 
by the Cuban revolution, where the insurrectionary leadership did not 
begin as conscious Stalinists. Rather, the 26th of July Movement was 
a heterogeneous radical nationalist group originating out of the 
militant adventurist wing of the party, of the Cuban liberal bour
geoisie (the Ortodoxo Party). However, in order to overthrow capital
ism and maintain bonapartist rule of the consolidating bureaucratic 
caste-Qver the Cuban working class, Castro's movement had to become 
a Stalinist party, merging with the wretched Cuban CPo 

In a generally politically correct document, Comrade Gerald 
Clark states, "By incorrectly generalizing the unusual experiences 
of the Cuban revolution and applying them on a continental scale in 
Latin America, the majority has revealed its petty-bourgeois adapta
tion to non-revolutionary currents in the workers movement." (Gerald 
Clark, liThe Only Road to Revolution is Through the Proletariat," 
St'JP Discussion Bulletin, Volume 31, Number 1, April 1973, page 8.) 

This statement indicates that Comrade Clark has not yet entirely 
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transcended the theoretical framework of Pabloism. Revolutionary 
Marxists oppose the abandonment of lithe Leninist norm of proletarian 
revolutions" in favor of lithe Cuban road to pm'ler" not because "the 
Cuban road ll is unlikely to succeed elsewhere--indeed, the Bolshevik 
revolution has not yet been repeated elsewhere--but because it nec
essarily produces a nationalist, anti-working-class regime. Soviet 
Russia in 1917-24 and Cuba (or China or Russia today) are two dif
ferent types of societal organizations separated by a political 
revolution. Between Trotskyism on the one hand and Castro, Mao, 
Ho chi Hinh and their ilk on the other is a line of blood! They 
know this and so should we • 

The Consistency of the Argentine PRT 

The debate has centered around the politics and activities of 
the international majority-supported group in Argentina, the PRT 
(Combatiente). The international majority has simultaneously defend
ed the PRT against minority accusations of adventurism and criticized 
it for Guevarist deviations. 

Even when Comrade Germain seeks to demonstrate the PRT's close 
ties to the working class, he demonstrates just the opposite--a 
thoroughgoing petty-bourgeois elitism: "The ERP detachments pene
trated into some 30 factories where special conditions of repression 
existed and where armed factory guards of the bosses and the army 
terrorized the workers. They disarmed the guards, convened all the 
workers into general assemblies and held long discussions with them 
on the present stage of the class struggle in Argentina. Ii ('I In Defens 
of Leninism ••• ," page 17.) 

,{,7e might remind Comrade Germain that in 1919 Hao t s Red Army, on 
a much broader scale, disarmed the repressive bourgeois army and ccn
vened (that is, ordered) the \'lOrkers to asseroble to hold ,I long dis
cussions l' vTith them. Revolutionary 11arxists seek to replace the re
pressive, bourgeois state apparatus with armed forces controlled by 
the workers movement. By contrast, the PRT seeks to replace the 
bourgeois state apparatus with armed petty-bourgeois bands which are 
not controlled by the organized working class. 

The PRT's support of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia and 
its belief in the revolutionary character of the Cuban, North Korean 
and Vietnamese Stalinist parties is not "inconsistencyll or "theoreti
cal eclecticism:! as Comrade Germain contends. The PRT is a consis
tent insurrectionary Stalinist organization. It is opposed to 
workers democracy in the state which it is seeking to establish and 
it is pursuing insurrectionary methods designed to ensure military 
control over the working class should it come to pO\:ler. It is the 
PRT's uneasy apologists of the international majority \-lho are incon
sistent. The international majority claims to believe that a workers 
state should be governed through soviet democracy, but advocates 
insurrectionary methods which deprive the working class of decisive 
military power. The kindest thing one can say of the international 
majority position is that it is utopian. Just as pre-Marxist social
ism looked to the enlightened members of the bourgeoisie and petty 
bourgeoisie to liberate the working class, so the international 
majority believes that enlightened and heroic petty-bourgeois 
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guerrilla fighters will overthro\~ the capitalist state and' magnani
mously grant the working class soviet power. 

The PRT seems to be rapidly moving a\-lay from the United Secre
tariat. This is easily understandable. Not only does it flow inev
itably from the actual urban guerrilla struggle the PRT undertakes, 
but, as Comrade Germain has himself noted, the initiating PRT cadres 
who had been more liTrotskyist" have been largely exterminated. (This 
is the usual fate of terrorists practicing terrorism and is a suffi
cient comment on the international majority's approach to the diffi
cult and lengthy task of building leadership.) Comrade Germain can
not justly disown those who engage in the "strategy" he defends when 
they go on to embrace the corresponding left-Stalinist ideology. 
Because they are fundamentally nationalist, regimes which come to 
power via the guerrilla road repudiate the perspective of socialist 
revolutions in other nations when these are an obstacle to making 
diplomatic deals with bourgeois states. Appropriately, Fidel Castro 
has evolved in a manner parallel to his onetime publicist, Comrade 
Hansen. Castro too once advocated guerrilla "lar, but nOt., finds it 
nul traleft. " The Havana regime has repudiated guerrilla vlar in order 
to form an alliance with Latin American bourgeois nationalism (the 
Peruvian junta, the Chilean popular front, Peronism). In a like 
manner, Hao has endorsed capitalist counterrevolutionary terrorism 
in Bangladesh and Ceylon. Some Maoist-Fidelistas are repelled by 
the present policies of the Havana and Peking regimes. These dissi
dent left Stalinists can only be won to Trotskyism by proving to them 
that the counterrevolutionary foreign policy of Havana and Peking is 
the organic and necessary result of the manner in which these regimes 
came to pOtver: without the dominant role in the revolution being 
played by the vlOrking class under Trotskyist leadership. But all 
wings of the United Secretariat have adapted to left i/laoism-Guevarism 
by presenting Trotskyism as a form of insurrectionary left Stalinism. 
This is the crime of the centrist international majority in its 
policies toward Argentina. 

Terrorists, Guerrillas and Stalinist Bureaucrats 

Much confusion exists in our movement about what Stalinism is. 
It is far more than an ideology, a particular political-organization
al tradition, and certainly not simply a phase in the history of the 
USSR. Stalinism is a social phenomenon--bureaucratic rule on the 
basis of working-class property forms. In addition to being a reform
ist working-class current, Stalinism has organic roots in the urban 
petty bourgeoisie of'the backward countries. Petty-bourgeois radical 
nationalists identify with and take as models the Haoists, Viet Cong 
and Fid~listas as people like themselves who have made good. In one 
of its aspects, Stalinism is a form of petty-bourgeois radical 
nationalism--the politics of aspiring bureaucrats. 

No one should be taken in by the international majority's 
attempt to make a fundamental distinction betvleen classical terror
ism and contemporary guerrillaism of the ERP-Tupamaros type. Both 
represent the same basic political class content: the attempt by a 
section of the petty bourgeoisie to 'overthrow the bourgeoisie and 
succeed it as the dominant stratum in society. Guerrillaism is 
nothing more than the current characteristic method of struggle by 
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petty-bourgeois radical nationalists who in particular circumstances 
smoothly tr.ansform themselves into Stalinist bureaucrats. 

Decades before the emergence of "I1arxist-Leninist guerrillas, Ii 
Trotsky pointed out the organic connection between left-wing terror
ism and Stalinist bureaucratism~ 

"Individual terrorism is in its very essence bureaucratism 
turned inside out. For Marxists this la~! ,,,as not discovered 
yesterday. Bureaucratism has no confidence in the masses 
and endeavors to substitute itself for the masses. Terrorism 
works in the same manner; it seeks to make the masses happy 
without asking their participation. The Stalinist bureaucracy 
has created a vile leader-cult, attributing to leaders 
divine qualities. 'Hero' worship is also the religion of 
terrorism, only with a minus sign. The Nikolaevs imagine 
that all that is necessary is to remove a few leaders by 
means of a revolver in order for history to take another course. 
Communist terrorists, as an ideological grouping, are of the 
same flesh and blood as the Stalinist bureaucracy." (Leon 
Trotsky, 'The Stalinist Bureaucracy and the Kirov Assassination, 
Hritings of Leon Trotsky 1934-35, Pathfinder Press, page 124.) 

The St'lP Leadership: For and Against 
--- the Guerrilla Road to Power 

For many years, the S~·JP leadership ~·]as not only an ardent advo
cate of guerrilla war, but engaged in idiot enthusing over the Castro 
regime and Fidelista movement. The Sr··7P f s self-styled orthodox turn 
against guerrillaism is part of its rightward motion in adopting a 
reformist program acceptable to sections of the liberal bourgeoisie. 
The present arguments over which tendency has a distorted interpre
tation of the Ninth t'Jorld Congress decisions are quite beside the 
point. 

For the major document which in 1963 laid the basis for the 
SNP's unification with the European Pabloists to form the United 
Secretariat stated: ';(13) Along the road of a revolution beginning 
with simple democratic demands and ending in the rupture of capital
ist property relations, guerrilla warfare conducted by landless peas
ants and semi-proletarian forces, under a leadership that becomes 
committed to carrying the revolution through to a conclusion, can 
playa decisive role in undermining and precipitating the downfall 
of a colonial and semi-colonial power. This is one of the main les
sons to be dra\'ln from experience since the second world war. It 
must be consciously incorporated into the strategy of building revo
lutionary IIarxist parties in colonial countries." ("For Early Reun
ification of the \'Jorld Trotskyist r1ovement, II Statement of the Poli
tical Committee of the S\'1P, St'lP Discussion Bulletin, Volume 24, Numbe: 
29, April 1963, page 39. Also quoted in "On the Disputed Questions 
in the Fourth International: A Brief Summary, 11 by C. Howard (U1G), 
S~~ Internal Information Bulletin, Number 3 in 1973, June 1973, page 
25. ) 

Interestingly, at thatsame time the oppositional tendency which 
later became the Spartacist League produced the following explicit 
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counterposition on guerrilla war: tl(15) Experience since the Second 
Norld Har has demonstrated that peasant-based guerrilla warfare under 
petit-bourgeois leadership can in itself lead to nothing more than 
an anti-working-class bureaucratic regime. The creation of such 
regimes has come about under the conditions of decayed imperialism, 
the demoralization and disorientation caused by Stalinist betrayals, 
and the absence of .revolutionary }1arxist leadership of the working 
class. Colonial revolution can have an unequivocably progressive 
revolutionary significance only under such leadership of the revo
lutionary proletariat. For Trotskyists to incorporate into their 
strategy revisionism on the eroletarian leadership in the revolution 
.is a profound negation of Marxism-Leninism no matter what pious wish 
may be concurrently expressed for 'building revolutionary Harxist 
parties in the colonial countries.' Marxists must resolutely oppose 
any adventurist acceptance of the peasant-guerrilla road to social
ism--historically akin to the Social Revolutionary program on tactics 
that Lenin fought. This alternative would be a suicidal course for 
the socialist goals of the movement, and perhaps physically for the 
adventurers. II ("Towards Rebirth of the Fourth International--Draft 
Resolution on the \'·]or1d I1ovement, iJ submitted for the r1inori ty by 
Shane !\1age, James Robertson and Geoffrey Nhi te, St1P Discussion 
Bulletin, Volume 24, Number 26, June 1963, page 16.) 

It might now appear that the Str1P majority has capitulated to 
Spartacism on the guerrilla war question 1 Such a vie'IT hmITever would 
be inverted. The S~'1P leadership's present opposition to guerrillaism 
flows directly from its reformist appetites, not simply from opposi
tion to a tactically adventurist policy. The Spartacist tendency, 
while condemning tactical adventurism, opposed guerrilla war primari
ly because of its class content and the type of regime which emerges 
from it if successful •••• 

9 July 1973 
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LET'rER FROM BILL LOGAN 

r-Ielbourne, 
Australia 

19 July 1973 
David S. 
USA 

Dear Dave, 

• .. Your notes on the discussions on the Russian question are 
not really adequate for me to reach any conclusion on, though it 
seems quite clear that we will corne to a far better position than the 
existing one. v'Je feel isolated from the discussion here, so please 
try to give us some more idea of what's going on. 

v'lhile I ,.,ould not pretend to be satisfied ,.,i th my rlarch letter 
to Jim, no better explanation has yet been given to me. The alterna
tives, apparently, all have implications which are bad, with the 
exception of the "embryol1 characterization of the guerrilla states, 
which is unclear to me (though apparently less dangerous than the 
existing characterization). So I continue to argue the position of 
my Harch letter. 

Reliance in the discussion on analogies, such as embryo, seems 
to me undesirable. Analogies are, by definition, not identities, 
and are thus useful in propaganda only AFTER it is clear as to exact
ly what they mean, that is, after proper analysis avoiding such de
vices. Phen ,,,e've done the theoretical \'lOrk and know exactly what 
we want to explain we can look for an analogy. (Have you thought of 
the possibility of a Joey--kangaroo in its mother's pouch--deformed 
,,,orkers state?) 

The most sophisticated danger comes from Frank B.'s misuse of 
Harx's vie,,, of the exceptional possibility of peaceful transition. 
I side with Lenin: lithe revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat 
is violence against the bourgeoisie, and the necessity of such violenc 
is particularlx. created, as r,larx and Engels have repeatedly explained 
in detail (especially in The Civil L'Jar in France and the preface 
to it), by the existence of a military clique and a bureaucrac:r:." 
(Lenin's italics, from his discussion of the passages to which Frank 
B. refers, in The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsk:r:, 
Collected Works, Volume 28, p. 238). A military clique and a bureau
cracy--that is a good description of the political agency unifying and 
organizing Mao's petty-bourgeois forces. That '''hich must be absent 
for a peacefUl transition is not only present, but most highl:r: develop 
ed in the guerrilla state! 

I noted in the March letter that the question of permanent revo
lution is closely related to the question of guerrilla deformed 
workers states. Hm.'Tever, in the classical formulations t,he perman
ent revolution is seen as led by the class conscious proletariat, 
under the leadership of the Leninist party. It is useful to look at 
the present discussion as being about the permanent revolution in 
situations of the relative passivity of the proletariat and the inabil' 
ity of the conscious revolutionary factor to intervene. The theory 
of permanent revolution is validated in the difficulties these 
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countries had in maintaining capitalism after the introduction of 
bourgeois-democratic reforms. These difficulties may, for all I 
knm." in certain circumstances lead back to feudalism (Columbia). 
Equally they may lead to the establishment of proletarian property 
relations--even in the absence of a proletariat (Albania). The 
question is to look at the forces operating on any specific guerrilla 
formation to discover which form of property it will, in the long 
run, be forced to defend. Often the crucial force is the threat or 
reality of the exercise of the state power of some foreign \'lOrkers 
(or alternatively bourgeois) state • 

Calling a vie~l "rigid" or "mechanical" does not necessarily 
make it so. Suffice to say that I make a start to come to terms 
\·lith some of the diversity of things which determine the eventual 
outcome of the processes set in motion by guerrilla \-Tarfare. It is 
the job of Harxists to find a ''lay of analysing a developing situation 
to discover its likely outcome. I assert that in this area such 
analysis is possible, though I don't pretend to be able to do it in 
every case. It appears from your notes that some comrades are moved 
by a sheer lack of confidence in the potential of our scientific 
tools. However, even those comrades "'ho are \'lOrried that it may be 
completely unclear as to whether a particular guerrilla state is 
ultimately for workers or bourgeois property forms must see that the 
clarity or otherwise of the situation to us does not in this case 
determine what is. I agree with Liz's:reported remark that confusion 
should be avoided between the time at which a formation becomes a 
deformed workers state and the subsidiary question of the time at 
which \"le are ready to say so. 

The real issue is whether there is in fact--for example in 1947 
Maoist China, 1959 Cuba, or 1973 NLF/South Viefnam--the possibility 
that the state would continue in future years to protect bourgeois 
property. I would say that the ans~"ler is clearly "No." I \"lould also 
add that most of Cambodia is now a deformed workers state, the lead
ership of Prince Sihanouk nobli thstanding. 

To draw from someone else's armoury, there seems to me to be 
a suggestion that some of the comrades display a fetishisation of the 
word "state," seen in their reluctance to confer the sacred title on 
a ragged guerrilla band (at least without giving the title some dim-

• inutive or disparaging qualifier). After all, states are supposed to 
be solid, respectable institutions with ponderous procedures of 
government • 

.. 
This all has a bit the quality of tilting at windmills, because 

I still know virtually nothing of how the discussion in the US is 
going. However, in case it is a subject of discussion at the summer 
camp it seemed best to let you kno\,T my reaction to that information 
on the discussion which I have received. After all I'm going to be 
bound by the results of the discussion process. I presume there will 
be no early decision •••• 

Harm comradely greetings, 

Bill 
cc: SL/US, file 


