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Editorials
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(D Once Again — The Summit

WHO was right about the summit taltks? Here
‘we had an important test for all those who claim
to be socialists The Communist Party, Labour
MPs from Left to Right and the New Left all
supported the call for summit talks. The Marx-
ists, represented by the Socialist Labour League,
insisted that these talks could not resolve the
serious threat of World War Three.

Our editorial in the October-November, 1959,
issue of Labour Review ‘Socialists and the Sum-
mit” should be compulsory reading for our critics.
Two quotations from this editorial underline the
superiority of the Marxist method as against
those who serve the power politics of British and
"United States imperialism or the power politics of
the Soviet bureaucracy.

‘Who, then, will meet at the Summit? The
representatives of US imperialism, Republican or
Democrat, the representatives of British imperial-
ism, Tory or Social Democratic, and the Stalinist
leaders of the Soviet bureaucracy. In point of fact
the most important “camp” in world politics will
not be represented, and it will be a conference of
leaders who fear the strength of the working class
and will come to agreements based on the hopeful
assumption, each in his own terms, that the struggle
of the working class can be arrested. Thus the
working class is the common enemy that must be
“contained”. This common front against the work-
ing class will not be the subject of precise written
agreements; the Soviet bureaucracy defends nation-
alized property in the USSR by methods of its
own, not relying on the development of the revolu-
tionary movement; the capitalists faced with the
colonial revolution and the threat of economic
crisis and by industrial struggles, will be grateful
for Khrushchev’s guarantee of the peaceful inten-
tions of Stalinism which holds back the working-
class movement wherever the Communist Parties
have influence. . . .

‘Marxists must take their stand firmly. Only the
strengthening and growing revolutionary con-
sciousness of the working class is a safeguard
against war. Defeats for the working class are
in the long run steps towards war, and such defeats
are prepared by all those who spread illusions
about forces other than the working class itself
achieving peace. Macmillan is not a “representa-
tive” whom we push to the Summit, he is a leader
of the class enemy who must be defeated. He does
not represent the working class in any shape or
form. If he goes to the Summit and makes agree-

ments, they will be in the interests of his class,
not of the working class. The first thing Marxists
must say to the working class about such people
is: they have been on the Summit too long; our
job is to get them off, not to keep them there.

Shortly before we wrote these lines, the Daily
Worker waged a campaign against what it called
the ‘die-hards’ who opposed lke. Now that Mr.
Khrushchev has supplied them with the latest line
that Ike is in fact himself a die-hard, the Daily
Worker merrily switches its attack to Eisenhower
as if nothing had happened. This is a perfect
example of Stalinist method-—follow and support
the Soviet leadership in whatever it does, no matter
where such enthusiasm may take you.

The breakdown of the summit talks under-
lines once again that the real decisions in- the
world today cannot be made exclusively by the
statesmen of either the imperialist or the Soviet
blocs. There are people who speculate, with

" some weight to their arguments, that Khrushchev

really wanted the Paris talks to succeed. That
may well be so, but the opinions of the Chinese
had to be taken into account. Unlike the Soviet
bureaucracy, the rulers of China are still very
much under the influence of the colonial revolu-
tion. They are forced to consider their relations
with the imperialist powers from the standpoint
of the fortunes of this revolution and not from
the status quo between themselves and imperial-
ism. It was precisely for this reason that Stalin
himself did not want the Chinese revolution to
succeed. He never gave up hoping for a deal
with Chiang Kai-shek. Although steeped in
Stalinist ideology, just as Tito was, the Chinese
Communist Party leaders were forced by the
enormous revolutionary impact which swept the
continent of Asia at the end of the war to put
an end once and for all to imperialism, its pup-
pet warlords and Chiang Kai-shek. :
Suddenly, on the eve of the summit talks, the
Chinese leaders discovered that Lenin had after
all a very different opinion on the struggle against
imperialist war from the present Moscow over-
lords. In this respect their statements are in
many ways similar to those of British Marxists.
The Communist Party in Britain carefully
avoids a discussion on the significance of the
Chinese statements. They are frightened lest the
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next wave of ‘revisionists’ in the party should be-
gin their theoretical struggle against the inept
King Street leadership by adhering to the Chinese
. policies in relation to the fight against world
imperialism.

Khrushchev’s dilemma underlines again that it
has not been possible for either he or his fellow
bureaucrats in the Kremlin to restore Stalinism
and its method of rule. The 20th Congress
speech marked an historic departure and some
of the results can be seen in the recent collapse
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of the summit.

The struggle for peace is inseparable from the
struggle against imperialism. The Labour move-
ment in Britain must relate its daily struggle for
living conditions and for a socialist society to
the fight against the war makers. This is the
real lesson to be learned. Is it too much to hope
that many of those who have been so dangerously
misled over the summit should now re-examine
the policy offered by the Marxists of the Social-
ist Labour League in the struggle against war?

(I) The Labour Party Crisis

THIS year’s annual conference of the Labour
Party promises to be one of historic importance.
Since the special conference held at the end of
November, 1959, the situation inside the Party
has gone from bad to worse. It is clear that
" neither the Left, the Right nor the centre have
any longer the slightest hope of healing the
breach which grows wider as the days go by.

Gaitskell’s speech at the special conference had

as its main object an attack on any move to ex-
tend nationalization to the basic industries. He

has followed this up with an addendum to the.

constitution which, if carried at the conference,
would place the now famous Clause Four in cold
storage. Whilst it is perfectly true that Gait-
skell has been successful on this issue it is equally
true that the Right-wing cannot hope to main-
tain the unity of the party on this policy. Since
the trade unions are based on the working class
they are more immediately affected by the un-
certainties of the economic situation. Despite
the boom and a relatively high level of employ-
ment, the outlook for the future remains unstable.
Nationalization will be constantly posed inside
the Labour movement. It is all very well for
Mr. Gaitskell to write off Clause Four, but the
things that it stands for are still very much burn-
ing issues inside the movement.

This year’s conference will most likely go on
record against the manufacture of the H-bomb.
Here we have the outcome of three years of
campaigning inside the Labour Party and the
trade unions. The resolution rejected at
Brighton in 1957 seems likely to become in all
essentials the policy of the Labour Party in 1960.
Domestic and foreign affairs are drawing closer
together. This is the real political driving force
for the present stage of the struggle inside the
Labour Party.

As the crisis becomes more insoluble, so does
tension mount, especially in the leadership.

Right-wing trade union leaders launch violent
personal attacks against the Left. Right-wing
Labour politicians, such as Woodrow Wyatt,
launch violent attacks against centrist trade
union leaders like Frank Cousins. A whole
number of lesser personalities such as Shinwell
mount the rostrum to denounce one another at
week-end meetings. In the midst of this con-
fusion Morgan Phillips takes the floor and as
usual in the name of party unity proceeds to
outline a proposal which would almost certainly
split the Labour Party if carried out. The arch-
priest of officialdom proposes that the policy of
the Parliamentary Labour Party should not be
governed by the decisions taken at the annual
conference of the Labour Party. It was all very
well, you see, when the block vote of the big
unions, under the leadership of such stalwarts
as Arthur Deakin and Will Lawther, was cer-
tain to go to the Right, but now that the voting
pendulum swings the other way Mr. Phillips
thinks that the past history of the Labour Party
was after all a grave mistake. What is now
needed is to create a situation where the rank
and file, whether through the block vote or the
votes of the constituency Labour Parties are
powerless so far as any effective control over the
Parliamentary Labour Party is concerned. It is
absolutely certain that the party and a substan-
tial portion of the trade unions will have nothing
to do with this proposal.

Every informed person realises, of course, that
in practice the Parliamentary Labour Party has
in the past enjoyed almost complete freedom
from the decisions of party conference. But just
as in the case of nationalization and Clause Four,
the crisis of our times permits little room for
such manoeuvres in the future. In other words,
social democracy has reached the gravest crisis
in its history.

The question that now arises, and which the
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Left must seek to answer without delay, is as
toliows: ‘“Why do Morgan Phillips, Gaitskell,
woodrow Wyatt, Sir I'nomas Williamson and their
ilk press so nard on the proposals in relation to
Clause Four, and in their support for the foreign
policy of the Tory government? Why do they
want to cut the Parliamentary Labour Party
loose from the authority of the party conference?’
The more one reads the speeches of these gentle-
men, the more we are forced to realize how deter-
mined they are. It is all very well for the
deinocrats of the New Statesman to speak long-
ingly about the flexibility of Lord Attlee, but this
does not offer the slightest consolation in the pre-
sent dilemma. The Right-wing are determined
to force the issue inside the Labour Party and
the trade unions. They do not want to be tied
any longer to a party committed to nationaliza-
tion of the basic industries under conditions
where the Parliamentary Labour Party would
have to carry out the decisions of conference if it
took power. Gaitskell and company definitely
want to get rid of socialism once and for all, so
far as the Labour Party is concerned. They
have made their minds up about that.

The crisis building up inside the Labour Party
now contains, in fact, the ingredients of a major
split. Even if Mr. Gaitskell is defeated on the
H-bomb issue at the Labour Party conference
there is no guarantee that he will automatically
resign as leader when the election takes place in
the Parliamentary Labour Party. He may, in
fact, be re-elected and he may, even, defy the
decision of the party conference. By proposing
constitutional changes Morgan Phillips is hiding
the real facts about what he knows to be a
serious crisis.

The question is: who is to replace Gaitskell?
It is clear that the illness of Aneurin Bevan has
proved to be a disastrous blow for all those who
wish to hold back a major Left development in-
side the Labour Party. There is not the slightest
doubt that if he were physically fit the leader-
ship would be his for the asking. We have,
therefore, -a most dangerous situation for the
reformists. The Labour Party is threatened
with a split from the Right. Considerable pres-
sure from the trade union rank and file has suc-
ceeded in altering policy at the top of some
major unions. Constituency parties are ready
and waiting for a lead to the Left. This is
where a great vacuum arises. Who will lead
the Left?

There is only one force capable of ushering
in a genuine socialist leadership and that is the
Marxists, organized in the Socialist Labour
League. The power behind this force is not the
publicity value of the personalities in its leader-
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ship but the historical correctness of the ideas
which it advocates. It was in order to deal a
blow against these ideas that the Socialist Labour
League was proscribed last year. Contrast this
brutal treatment of the Left with the way in
which Gaitskell condones the actions of Alfred
Robens as he proceeds to take charge of the Tory
plans to dismantle the nationalized mining in-
dustry. But the proscription of the Socialist
Labour League did not resolve the major prob-
lem which Marxism poses for the Right-wing.
As the crisis deepens, more and more people are
being drawn towards fresh political consideration
of the major problems of our time. In this
respect the confused ideas of Mr. Crossman can-
not even be considered as a minor stop-gap.
Behind the demand for the extension of national-
ization is a firm belief that Socialism is necessary.
Behind the struggle to stop the manufacture of
the H-bomb is a firm belief in working-class
internationalism and a determination to fight the
preparations for World War Three. "Behind the
powerful sympathy which the rank and file of
the British Labour movement extended to the
South African people lies the feeling that no
matter what the colour of our skins we face and
fight a common enemy.

Maixism, and a Marxist leadership, is the only
force which can fill the void on the Left. This
explains the vicious way in which newspapers
suc: as the News Chronicle constantly attempt to
smear and distort the policy of the Socialist
Labour League. The News Chronicle speaks for
that rump which was once known as the Liberal
Party. These elements are painfully aware of
the vacuum that is growing and the fact that
they are unable to do anything about it. So they
rely on smears and witch-hunting to weaken the
Marxist movement.

The second annual conference of the Socialist
Labour League decisively rejected the sectarian
conception that this was the period to launch
an independent revolutionary party of the work-
ing class. We firmly believe that the time is -
coming when such a party will have to be
launched. But it is important to understand that
we are not yet at that stage. The Socialist
Labour League will continue to encourage all
those who want to challenge Gaitskell and the
threatened split from the Right to turn their
attention to work inside the Labour Party and
trade union movement for a socialist policy that
will unite all those who stand for colonial free-
dom and independence, those who struggle to
end the manufacture of the H-bomb and those
who want to extend nationalization to all the
basic industries in Britain. Now is the supreme
testing time for British Marxists.
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CND and Politics

THE Committee of the Campaign for Nuclear
Disarmament were against any political banners
being carried on the Aldermaston March and
tried to suppress political slogans on the March.
Those who agree with this attitude feel that the
movement against the Bomb is a wide move-
ment involving people of different political be-
liefs and any attempt to move the campaign in
a specific political direction would drive people
away. Therefore, the argument goes, the move-
ment has to be confined to general demonstra-
tions or to protests at particular sites and has
to avoid other issues.

Members of the Socialist Labour League who
continually press for the Campaign to take a
political stand against the Tories, who sell social-
ist literature at CND meetings, who have ap-
peared on the Aldermaston marches as a con-
tingent with their own banners, who link up the
struggle against the bomb with the class struggle
of workers against employers, are regarded with
suspicion by some supporters of CND. They are
sometimes crudely accused of trying to latch on
to the Campaign for their own ‘sectarian’ ends.
More often it is recognised that the Socialist
Labour League is genuinely opposed to nuclear
weapons, but its insistence ou politics is said
to split the movement and divert it from its
real job.

Against the Marxists, it is argued that the
threat of nuclear annihilation is so great that
it overshadows all other issues. To ‘drag in’
things like wage increases and nationalization
is not only irrelevant but an obstruction. These
things may be important, but they are secondary
and quite separate. The thing to do is to con-
centrate solely on the Bomb, and—by arousing
such tremendous feeling against it—to compel
governments to give up their nuclear policies.

To this end there have been demonstrations
at rocket bases and research stations all over
Britain. There have been mass meetings ad-
dressed by such people as Canon Collins, A. J. P.
Taylor, Bertrand Russell, J. B. Priestley and
Michael Scott. There have been the three great
Aldermaston marches and tremendous gatherings
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in Trafalgar Square. There have been marches
from Liverpool to Hull, all-night vigils at rocket
sites, poster parades through towns and cities
(and sometimes through miles of open country)
and pickets and lobbies of members of the
Government. Members of the Direct Action
Committee Against Nuclear War have clashed
with police at Swaftham and Harrington, and
have suffered imprisonment.

How effective has all this been? It has cer-
tainly spread an awareness of the nuclear peril
and brought many people intc the Campaign.
In particular, thousands of ycung people have
been brought into activity. (These are the youth
that paunchy Labour Party aldermen call
‘apathetic’ because they don’t attend ward meet-
ings) The mass demonstrations against the
Bomb have been thc most effective displays of
popular feeling since the Suffragettes. This is a
tremendous achievement, despite the efforts of
the press in the early days to ignore the move-
ment and later to present it as cranky. How-
ever, this kind of activity does have its limita-
tions. A writer in a recent issue of Peace News
pointed out that there was a tendency of people
1o notice the form that the protests took rather
than whai they were about. And demonstra-
tions become less effective if they are repeated
too often without coming any nearer to achieving
their objective. An annual Aldermaston would
gradually become a meaningless gesture.

The balance sheet of CND activity would ap-
pear to be that it has succeeded in drawing many
people into the anti-Bomb movement. But it
has not succeeded in affecting in any way the
nuclear strategy of the governments.  The
tremendous spread of nuclear weapons and the
increase in their power in the last three years
emphasises the need to draw up a political
balance sheet of CND’s activity.

H-bombs are now fitted to the 60 missiles now
ready in Britain. RAF crews are standing by
24 hours a day and, in case of emergency, the
missiles are ready to go after six minutes’ warn-
ing. There are continual patrols of aircraft
carrying H-bombs over Britain. The recently
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acquired Thor rocket is now out-dated (it is
only of use if fired first), but Britain also has
the Corporal and Little John artillery weapons;
ihe Bloouiound and Sea-Cat surface-to-air mis-
siles and the Thunderbird, Firestreak and Sea
Slug missiles.  Meanwhile, radio-activity in
Britain’s drinking water approximately doubled
between the first half of 1958 and the same
period in 1959.

In February this year France exploded an A-
bomb in the Sahara. This was despite demon-
strations at French embassies in many countries,
an aii-night vigil at the United Nations building
in New York, an international protest team led
into Africa by the Rev. Michael Scott, and mass
demonstrations in African States like Ghana.
At the beginning of April a second French A-
bomb was exploded, while Khrushchev was actu-
ally in Franch on a goodwill tour. And this
nuclear programme has just started in France,
The government foresees by 1963-5 a hundred
French nuclear bombers with ¢« maximum speed
of 1,320 mph.

America now has H-bomber bases surrounding
the Soviet Union from Greenland to Saudi
Arabia and* from Okinawa to Alaska. The
‘Titan’ ICBM became operational in February
last year—this missile weighs 110 tons, carries a
nuclear warhead and has a range of about 9,000
miles. The United States Air Force is to use mis-
siles mounted on railway trains roaming the
country. The trains will carry two or more
‘Minuteman’ solid-fuelled ICBMs which have a
range of 6,300 miles; and last December Wash-
ington announced that American long-range
bombers operating from overseas bases would
be kept on continuous air-borne alert from the
early 1960s. The United States also has nuclear
submarines each capable of carrying 16 15,000-
mile range ‘Polaris’ missiles with H-bomb war-
heads. The Americans are designing new super-
sonic low-altitude missiles that fly too low to be
detected by radar. They already have bombs
that explode at a high altitude and can blind
people up to 300 miles away before they have
time to blink. And in February this year the
Annual Report of the U.S. Atomic Energy Com-
mission reported that new tunnels for under-
ground nuclear explosions are to be dug in the
Nevada desert.

Developments are also going ahead in Germ
Warfare. Last year a U.S. Congressional Com-
mittee on Science and Aeronautics strongly
recommended trebling expenditure on research
into chemical warfare. They are concentrating
on nerve gas and gases that cause paralysis. And
the Chief Officer of the U.S. Army Chemical
Corps has said: “We are seeking in addition new
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toxic substances that will attack other vulner-
able systems of the body such as the eyes and
the mind.”

Some people argue that if only the statesmen
can be made to see clearly this alarming growth
of nuclear weapons, rocket bases and germ re-
seaich stations they can be convinced of the
nceessity to do away with them. This argument
wrongly assumes that governments are in com-
plete control over their own actions. Apart from
the very real danger of an accidental outbreak
of nuciear war, the development of capitalist in-
dustry contains an inner logic of its own. It has
pushed technical development to an extremely
high level and at the same time concentrated
real power in fewer and fewer hands. Intensi-
fied international competition, at a time of rising
colonial revolution, dominates economic and
military policy and over-rides the fears and mis-
givings of individual capitalists and ministers,
‘peace-loving’ or otherwise.

From the very beginning, th: Atom bomb was
more than a military weapon. It was a product
of world politics . The bomb was dropped on
Hiroshima on August 5th, 1945, and Nagasaki
on August 9th. But we now know that Japan
had offered unconditional surrender before these
dates. The only reservation she had was that
the imperial system should be allowed to remain
(in suboidination to the authority of the Allisd
Supreme Commander). This condition was
accepted by the Allies after the bombings, even
though the excuse for dropping the bombs was
that this was the only way uncenditional surrender
could be forced. In fact, the bombs were
dropped in order to find oui their effects on
human beings and also to demonstrate to the
Soviet Union and the colonial peoples that
America possessed, and was prepared to use, the
most powerful weapon mankind had ever known.

On August 8th, Molotov, then Soviet Commis-
sar for Foreign Affairs, announced that Russia
was joining the war against Japan. In the course
of his speech he stated that Japan had requested
the Soviet Union in mid-June to mediate in the
war in the Far East. This had been followed
by a personal request from the Japanese Emperor.
At the Oppenheimer loyalty trial in America
in 1954, Lieutenant-General Leslie Groves,
who had been in charge of the Manhattan pro-
ject manufacturing the first atom-bomb, testi-
fied that within a fortnight of taking over his
job in September, 1942, he became quite con-
vinced that the power against which the A-bomb
was being manufactured was not Japan but
Russia (quoted in Blackett’s Atomic Weapons
and East-West Relations). Rear-Admiral Zacha-
rias, at that time Deputy Director of U.S. Naval
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Intelligence, writing in the American magazine
Look said: ‘‘Japan would have surrendered by
August 15th, 1945, without the use of extreme
measures.”

Admiral Zacharias broadcast on July 2Ist,
1945, oitering Japan the chance to surrender un-
conditionally. Her reply was, he says, “in effect
an open invitation to begin surrender negotia-
tions on the terms we had proposed.”

Anyone who doubts that nuclear weapons
have been closely bound up with the whole inter-
national strategy of western capitalism ever
since, should read Aneurin Bevan’s famous
‘naked into the Conference chamber’ speech at
the Brighton Labour Party Conference in- 1957.
Bevan was opposing a resolution moved by
Vivienne Mendelson of the Norwood Labour
Party, which called for unilateral renunciation of
nuclear weapons, for Labour to organize a
national campaign against the government on
this issue, and for an appeal to the international
Labour movement.!

Bevan pointed out that a demand for uni-
lateral renunciation of nuclear weapons con-
tained ‘implications which are not always under-
stood.” ‘These implications were ‘that all the
international commitments, all the international
arrangements, all the international facilities
afforded to your friends and allies must be im-
mediately destroyed.” And again ‘it means you
must immediately repudiate all the protection
and all the alliances you have with anybody who
uses, or possess or manufactures H-bombs. That
is our dilemma.’

But what is the purpose of these international
commitments, arrangements and entanglements?
A map of western nuclear bases ringing the
Soviet Union would give this answer, as does the
report of the U.S. Defence Department, issued
on February 24th of this year. The latter states
that the main recipient of military aid from
America in the 1950s was France—for the pur-
pose of wars in Indo-China and Algeria. Next

came the Chinese Nationalists, Italy, Turkey

and South Korea. And the White House re-
quested two thousand million dollars to continue
such military aid in the forthcoming fiscal year.

But nuclear weapons are not only essential
for preparations for war against the Soviet Union,
and if necessary, the colonial revolution. They
are also essential to American capitalism itself.
In August, 1959, there was a significant reaction
on Wall Street when it was announced that
talks would take place betwecen Eisenhower and

1Vivienne Mendelson was expelled and the Norwood
Labour Party disbanded as part of the witch-hunt
against the Socialist Labour League in 1959.
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Khrushchev. Arms industry, missile, aircraft,
and electronics shares all fell heavily, and there
were reacuons in associated industries such &s
rubber. Disarmament would be disastrous *o
the American economy, where the annual milit-
ary programme has reached the astronomical
figure or forty thousand million dollars. The
huge comoines associated with nuclear weapons
have no intention of permitting such a disaster.

A serious attempt to put an end to the nuclear
threat involves far more than trying to persuade
a minister to be a little more reasonable. It in-
volves a campaign against the whole system of
western military atliances and strategy and can-
not be contained within national boundaries. A
campaign against the British bomb alone is not
enough. It is quite possible, for instance, that
Britain could cease to make an independent nu-
clear contribution to the western military alli-
ance. This is the argument that Richard Cross-
man put forward in the recent debate on the
Defence White Paper. His opposition to the
British H-bomb was in no sense a move to the
left. His argument was that an attempt to main-
tain an independent British nuclear deterrent was
beyond the economic resources of the country,
had led to a weakening of conventionally armed
forces (especially in Germany), caused dissen-
sions amongst NATO members and undermined
the Western Alliance. But he recognised the
need for a Western deterrent—1Let the Ameri-
cans have the deterrent in reserve behind, but
we should concentrate in Europe on building up
conventional forces.” (Shinwell said the same
thing: ‘NATO is departmentally weak. I want
to retain it and inject some substance into it.’)

This sort of opposition to the British bomb
simply means a rationalisation of western mili-
tarism to make it more efficient and more mono-
lithic. It is significant that people recognised as
being on the extreme right of the Labour Party,
such as Denis Healey, are beginning to incline
towards this view, and even Hugh Gaitskell, al-
though he disciplined Crossman for opposing
official party policy, was by nc means hostile to
Crossman’s ideas. He said: ‘The issue between
these people (i.e. those who want Britain to give
up independent nuclear weapons but to retain
NATO) and the rest of us is not anything like
as fundamental as our differences with those who
want us to get out of NATO altogether. I regard
the issue of whether we have nuclear weapons
under our own control—providing that we re-
main in NATO—or whether we do not, 1is

2For instance, these firms hire, at fantastic salaries,
former high-ranking service chiefs to push their pro-
ducts in the right quarters.
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largely a matter of balance between economic,
military and political factors. I do not take the
view that this is an issue about which it would
be wise permanently to dogmatise.’

Gaitskell is quite right. The fundamental ques-
tion is not whether Britain shall have the bomb.
Nothing at all would be gained if Britain gave
up the bomb yet remained welded in a military
system, the cornerstone of which was the Ameri-
can H-bomb. The campaign against nuclear
weapons involves a struggle against the whole
system of military alliances and preparations for
war, of which those weapons are a part. -

The vote against NATO at the CND Confer-
ence shows that more and more people recog-
nise this political aspect of the campaign.

After all, what are these alliances for? NATO,
SEATO and CENTO (formerly the Baghdad
pact) include in their ranks Adenauer, De Gaulle,
Franco, Chiang Kai-Shek and Synghman Rhee.!
Such allies are clearly not bound together in de-
fence of peace, political liberty and personal
freedom, Chiang Kai-Shek and Synghman Rhee
are the allies of American imperialism in Asia.
De Gaulle, Adenaver and Franco are bulwarks
of capitalism in Europe. In short, these alliances
are the military expression of international
capital. The fight against the H-bomb is really
the fight against its social basis, international
capital. The fundamental forces which threaten
this social basis are the international working
class and the colonial revolution. French im-
perialism is exploding nuclear bombs in North
Africa. The greatest sore in the side of French
imperialism is the Algerian revolution. Every
success of the Algerian revolution is thus a blow
against nuclear weapons.

The Socialist Labour League has always advo-
cated turning the anti-bomb movement towards
the working class. By this we do not mean try-
ing to persuade individual workers to leave their
jobs on rocket bases. That is simply an indivi-
dual protest and not a class action, and it is
unlikely ever to be done in such numbers as to
hinder the building of the bases. We have meant
turning to the working class as a class. In the
first instance this meant campaigning within the
organised labour movement for opposition to nu-
clear war and for the trade unions to declare
‘black’ all work on nuclear weapons and bases.
‘See Black H-Bomb and Rocket Bases, by Peter
Frver, published by The Newsletter in March,
1958.) We still think this should be done. But
the situation is now even more urgent than it
was then. The finger is well and truly on the

lThis_ was written, of course, before the recent up-
heaval in South Korea.—Editors.
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nuclear weapon trigger today—and the gun is
loaded.

Now, more than ever, the campaign against
the bomb involves more than just the bomb.
Anything which weakens capitalism, weakens
the class which has produced the bomb and
which lives by the bomb. Every successful
strike, every move forward by the working class,
weakens the employers, weakens the Tories and
thereby lessens the nuclear thieat. Every victory
of the working class strengthens the confidence
of that class and strengthens the movement
against the bomb.

In the early part of this year, the government
was seriously worried at the threat of a national
rail strike. At the same time the engineering
employers were faced with a demand for a 40-
hour week and £1 increase. The opposition of
miners to redundancies broke out in the Bettes-
hanger strike. And now the tremendous up-
surge in South Africa is causing consternation in
the finance houses of the City of London. All
these struggles against the employers and the
government are struggles against the class that
produces the bomb. They are the kind of issues
which could come together to bring down the
government. That is, they could bring down
the government responsible for Britain’s nuclear
strategy. Such struggles are therefore struggles
against the H-bomb, even though on the surface
they might appear to have nothing to do with the
H-bomb, and even though many of the workers
concerned in them might be ‘apathetic’ towards
CND, and some might even say they were in
favour of Britain having nuclear weapons. Jt
is in this way that the success of the anti-bomb
campaign depends directly upon the industrial
struggles of the working class.

Unless the campaign can turn in the direction
of this class force it will remain limited. The
danger facing CND is not that it will turn in a
political direction, but that it will turn in a wrong
political direction. And any method of struggle
which cuts across the class nature of the conflicts
in capitalist society, which obscures it, is taking
the movement in the wrong direction.

The Communist Party’s anti-German cam-
paign and appeals to British ‘patriotism’ come
under this heading. TIn recent weeks the Daily
Worker has carried more appeals to British
patriotism than has the Daily Express. A
speaker at the recent Scottish Regional Confer-
ence of the Communist Party called on all
‘patriotic Scotsmen’ to oppose German bases in
Scotland, and a recent Daily Worker editorial,
condemning ‘Panorama’ for its attacks on the
ETU, said that if the BBC wanted to be ‘truly
patriotic’ it would oppose German bases in
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Britain. At the celebration of the Daily
Worker’'s 30th anniversary, John Gollan said
the Communist Party would unite with anyone,
irrespective of political beliefs, to ‘keep the Ger-
man jackboot out of Britain’. And on March
31, the Daily Worker published a letter from a
reader who reported that his grocer had agreed
to distribute copies of a party leaflet saying ‘I
don’t like the Germans, either’. This attempt to
stir- up animosity towards the German people
obscures the real enemy, weakens the fight
against international capital, and makes nuclear
war more likely.

Nor will the threat of nuclear annihilation be
averted by international conferences of heads of
state. Macmillan is the representative of the
capitalist class in Britain, and acts in the interests
of that class. Eisenhower is 'n the same position
in America. This class is responsible for the
bomb and developed the whole war threat. How
can they be expected to give it up voluntarily?
We know that the Africans in South Africa will
never gain freedom by appealing to the better
nature of Dr. Verwoerd or by ‘putting pressure’
on him. Nobody expects that, since everyone
has seen what Dr. Verwoerd has done in Sharpe-
ville. Why, then, expect such methods to suc-
ceed with Macmillan and Eisenhower who have
far bigger interests to protect-—and whose pre-
decessors showed at Hiroshima and WNagasaki
that they were prepared to commit atrocities that
make the Sharpeville massacres look like a
gentle reproof? To put faith in summit talks
weakens the movement against the bomb, be-
cause it gives people the impression that the solu-
tion is not in their own hands but amongst the
‘top’ people, and because it implies that the
final solution can be found within the framework
of capitalism, without any far-reaching social and
political changes. This really strengthens the
impression that the anti-bomb campaign is a
pressure group and not a political movement.
But in fact the movement is campaigning against
the firm, declared policy of the government.
That brings it richt into the field of politics. Tt
is against the Tory government. Why doesn’t
the leadership of CND come out and say so?
The movement can only be held back by shilly-
shallying on this guestion.

A serious campaign to end the nuclear terror
must be a camnaign aimed at bringing down the
government. That means replacing it with a
Labour government. Here the question inevit-
ably arises: since Labour’s policy is fundament-
ally similar to that of the Tories, what good
would it do to elect a Labour Government? The
opposition amendment to the Government’s
motion approving the White Paper on Defence
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was concerned only to prove that Labour could
get more for the money. George Brown,
Labour’s shadow Minister of Defence, stated that
although the government’s policy had brought
‘weakness, indecision and uncertainty’ still ‘we
do not conclude that it is unnecessary and un-
profitable to pay for defeace’. Sounding just
like the most reactionary Tory, he went on: ‘As
long as the war does not break out, who is to
say that we have deterred it from breaking out
or that it would not have happened anyway?
If there is no war, it might be said that maybe
there would not have been a war even if we
had not spent the money. On the other hand,
as the whole purpose is deterrence we might as
well take credit for the result’

Labour’s right-wing leaders are under attack
from the ranks for their H-bomb policy. They
are also under attack for their retreat from
nationalization and for their method of trying
to stifle all opposition by bans and proscriptions.
Every move that strengthens the left and weakens
the right is a step forward in the campaign
against nuclear weapons—again even if it does
not seem to be connected with the Bomb. A
victory over the Right on nationalization is a
viciory in the fight against the bomb. Every
restriction on democracy that is rejected by the
rank and file is a victory in the fight against
the bomb, because the right-wing, who want to
move away from nationalization, and who want
to ban and proscribe organizations like the
Socialist Labour League, aire the same people
who are keeping the British labour movement
tied to nuclear weapons. How can anyone say
that the fight against the H-bomb is separate
from the fight for democracy in the Labour
movement after the experience of the recall
conference of the General and Municipal
Workers’ Union in 1959? A strong campaign
against, for instance, the proscription of the
Socialist Labour League and the black circular
on Communist Party members, would seriously
weaken the ability of trade union leaders to use
such bureaucratic manoeuvrss against the anti-
bomb campaign.

The industrial struggle of the working class,
the colonial revolutions in Africa, Asia and the
Middle East, the fight against the Tory govern-
ment, the struggle inside the Labour Party for a
socialist policy (wouldn’t the nationalization of
the engineering industry, preventing the manu-
facture of arms from being u source of private
profit, be 2 step towards peace?), an end to bans
and proscriptions: these are closely bound up
with the campaign against nuclear war. That is
why they are all brought together in the pro-
gramme of the Socialist Labour League. This
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programme is not just a collection of as many
points as possible designed to provide something
for everybody. It is designed to mobilize the
_ unified opposition ensuing from all the conflicts
that break out in capitalist society. To keep
these forces separate weakens each one of them.
But, brought together in a political movement,
they will be a force which can sweep away im-
perialism and end the nuclear threat.

Finally, what are we asking members of CND
to do? Obviously we would like as many us
possible to accept our programme and join the
Socialist Labour League. But apart from_that,
we say that the campaign against the bomb
should be brought together with other move-
ments. The campaign against apartheid and
racialism is an obvious example. But to unite

demonstrations against rocket sites in South
Yorkshire with the demands of the miners in
that area would bring a new quality into the
movement. This would be a real link with the
working class. Moreover, we think that indivi-
dually, members of CND should be active in
other movements of protest (as many of them
already are). We think they should join the
Labour Party and fight for a socialist policy in-.
side it to get rid of the right-wing and ‘bomb-
happy’ leadership. Above all we ask members
of CND to recognise that the campaign against
the H-bomb is a political movement. The issue
is not between political and non-political, but
what kind of politics? Only the politics of the
working class and Socialism can bring the end
of militarism.

Tom Kemp

A New Ideologist of Capitalism:
Rostow’s ‘Non-Communist Manifesto’

IT is notorious that, in present-day capitalist
society, there is a never-ending quest for a satis-
factory ideology to take the place of the dis-
credited dogmas of the past and meet the chal-
lenge of Marxism. A terrible intellectual void
is discernible among those educated managers,
administrators, technicians and publicists who
have placed their talents in its keeping for a
due share of the good things of life, accompanied
by chronic anxiety. The void is filled, in one
way or another. From their ranks come many
a fluent pen and plausible doctrinaire purveying
mysticism for the soul-sick and so on through to
sheer cynicism for the hard-headed. But some-
thing more is needed than fashionable evangelists
and story-writers. There is a demand for some
solid explanation of economic and social develop-
ment which does not challenge the assumptions
and values of capitalism. Something compar-
able, in fact, to the comforting bourgeois doc-

*W. W. Rostow, ‘The Stages of Economic Growth’,
Cambridge University Press, 21s.

trines of ‘progress’ which were blown sky-high -
in the 20th century. W. W. Rostow, who has
already achieved prominence as an economic
historian,! now comes forward to provide what
purports to be at once a coherent answer to
Marxism and a comforting philosophy of history
for the adherents of capitalism.

Rostow proclaimed, indeed, that he was going
to provide ‘an alternative to the Marxist inter-
pretation of modern history’ and ‘challenge Marx-
ism’. What he said in the lecture halls echoed
into the City of London and was given the un-
usual amplification of publication, in advance of
appearance in book form, by the widely-read
business organ The Economist with the sub-title

1 Especially with the articles and lectures reprinted
as ‘The British Economy in the Nineteenth Century’
and ‘The Process of Economic Growth’. He was also
responsible for writing up collective works on China-
and the Soviet Union in volumes which, while contain-.,
ing useful material, could be described as products.
of the Cold War.
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A Non-Communist Manifesto? Tt would thus
reach an important stratum of the salaried ser-
vants of capitalism whose conviction about the
necessity of what is would thus be reinforced.
At the same time Rostow’s thesis would be
thrown out more widely, to be discussed among,
and perhaps to influence, those students and in-
tellectuals especially concerned with economics
and the social sciences.

At first sight, then, it might seem surprising
that Rostow is so seriously concerned with the
refutation of a doctrine which is hardly likely
to have made many inroads into the first category
of readers. But it is not really so strange. It
was at one time generally assumed by the ortho-
dox that The Communist Manifesto had been
buried along with all the other economic and
historical errors of Marx and Engels. Now,
however, much time and energy is devoted to the
refutation of Marxism, a testimony to its power
and to the failure of its enemies to deal with it
intellectually. Once it was enough to pretend
that Marxism did not exist; now the challenge
can no longer be evaded, but has to be dealt
with in deadly earnest. More: other theories,
especially theories of history, have to be defined
in relation to Marxism, and this is Rostow’s
concern. It is not that he is speaking to an
audience infected with the virus and is trying to
cure them: few could have read much of Marx
at first hand. Tt is simply that Marxism orovides
a fixed point of reference: it has endured among
the changing fads and fashions of the intellectual
world and the host of other interpretations which
have come and gone. Rostow, by implication,
thus pays Marxism an immense tribute. He does
not consider any other historical position—there
is only his own, and Marx’s. Let us see how he
deals with Marx, what his alternative is worth—
for The Economist describes it as ‘one of the
most stimulating contributions made to economic
and political thought since the war’—and to what
practical conclusions it leads.

Tt cannot be said that as a refutor of Marx
Rostow adds much to the long list of his nre-
decessors in the wav of distortion and bad faith.
One suspects that his studv of the works of Marx

2The articles vhich are the subiect of this critique
are the author’s ~bridgement of the lectures which an-
peared in ‘The Fconomist’ for the 15 and 22 Auemst,
1959. Judeing from the lecture reprinted in “The
Economic Historv Review’. for Auecust. 1959. the full
version is more nuanced than the articles. The latter
do brine out the essence of his thinking more sharplv
and will clearly exercise the greatest influence. and that
justifies them. All auotations, with a few exceptions
which are from the ‘Economic Historv Review’ article.
are, unless otherwis~ stated, from these articles, but
page references have not been given.
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and Engels has been neither so protracted nor so
meticulous as his confident assertions lead one to
believe. In any case, his understanding of their
meaning is certainly defective. Whenever possible
he identifies Marxism with the parody of it which
provides the Soviet rulers with an ideology; and
‘communism’ he takes as the Soviet system of
today. This leads to some statements which are
quite fantastic in terms of classical Marxism.?
Indeed, his own theories, as we shall see, share
with Stalinism a determinism which leaves little
room for the creative activities of flesh-and-blood
men and women. Frequently he merely trades on
his ‘reputation’ and simply employs the method
of counter-assertion instead of demolishing the
Marxist case: enouncing what he believes with-
out argument or proof. At other times he copies
Marx, i.e., he makes statements which are basic-
ally the same as those which Marx, or Marxists,
would make (which may arise from ignorance), or
admits ‘broad similarities’ between his system
and Marx’s. Indeed, he leaves himself plenty of
escape routes: clarity of statement is not one of
his wvirtues, he prefers a certain fuzziness of
lancuage and the insertion of an imprecise quali-
fication. Marx, he tells us, was ‘a lonely man,
profoundly isolated from his fellows—a state-
ment which was simply not biographically true
in any sense.

THE STAGES OF ECONOMIC DEVELOP-
MENT

There is no doubt, however, that as an anti-
Marxist advocate Rostow is a difficult customer.
He knows when and what to distort. He also
knows (althouch perhaps again it is ignorance)
which parts of the Marxist challenge to ignore.
But it is in his own positive alternative that he
shows, inadvertently, his evasion of the main
auledstions which Marxists pose in the historical
field.

From the beginning of his exposition Rostow
is in fact in retreat, or taking evasive action.
Returning to the attempt to delineate ‘stages’ of
economic development which had been aban-
doned by the empiricists, Rostow apnears to be-
lieve that he has found a new criterion which
supersedes the Marxist sequence of social
formations a< found in The Communist Marni-
festn, Anfi-Duhlring and elsewhere. But he
does not face up to and provide cogent reasons

3 Thus., ‘communism is a curious form of societv
anoronriate onlv to the suoply side of the growth prob-
Tem (7). and likelv to wither in the age of high con-
ssmption’ (mv emphasis—T.K.). What will take its
place? Capitalism, perhaps?
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for rejecting the Marxist division. He is content
to adnut that ‘there are some broad similarities
between tne Marxist sequence and the stagss of
growth anaiysis'—tne description he applies to his
own patteru. This pattern is devised independ-
ently ot social relations, in terms of the level of
growth, output per Lead, i.c., a purely quantita-
tive measure.

In the course of his discussior .. wever, it 1s
they exist, merely smuggle “ack into the picture
the key role of the sccial relaticns governing pro-
duction. His own division s as follows :

‘The traditional society;

the transitional society;

the ‘take off’;

the maturing society;

the society of high consumption.

These are the stages through which all societies
are supposed to pass. The advanced countries
are at present in the fifth stage, the rest of the
world in the four previous stages, but most of it
already out, or on its way out, of the first.

What is this ‘traditional society’ with low pro-
ductivity and a slow rate of growth? It is evi-
dently what Marxists know as ‘feudalism’. Ros-
tow himself describes it as a society with ‘a hier-
archical social structure with little scope for
vertical mobility—with wealth and power concen-
trated in the hands of those who controlled land
rents’, namely . the feudal nobility. This was, in
fact, the key to this stage. Such a society, indeed,
already marked a considerable advance in pro-
ductivity over more primitive societies. It had
a settled agriculture, a complex social structure
and a social division of labour which permitted,
besides the existence of a luxury-loving ruling
hierarchy, a considerable flowering of human cul-
ture—all at the expense of the dependent culti-
vators from whom a surplus was extracted with
the help of what Marx called ‘extra-economic
coercion’.

In discussing the Marxist view of human
development Engels pointed out that ‘A surplus
of the product of labour over and above the costs
of maintenance of the labour, and the formation
and enlargement out of this surplus, of social pro-
duction and a reserve fund, was, and is, the basis
of all social, political and intellectual progress.
In history, up to the present, this fund has been
in the possession of a privileged class, on which
also devolved, along with this possession, political
supremacy and intellectual leadership’4 This is

. 4Engels, F. ‘Anti-Dithring’, page 268. This book
is, of course, one of the most valuable sources for the
understanding of the materialist conception of history.
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a useful point of reference, not only for dissecting
“the traditional society’, or feudalism, but for test-
ing Kostow’s subsequent stages of growth. Not
just tne level of production, o1 even the rate of
growth, but how the surplus was produced and
who secured it—these were the fundamental ques-
tions, upon which, in the last analysis, the rate of
growin and the level of productivity depended.
vvnat Rostow does is to define his stages in terms
of the dependent variations—output and consump-
tion—and not the determinants, to confuse
~hanges in quantity with changes in quality.
When seeking the main reason for the slow
growth of the traditional society Rostow has to
admit that the barrier to change was the feudal
ruling class itself. Only when the nobility was
displaced by what Rostow, to avoid that embar-
rassing term ‘class’, chooses to call ‘a new lead-
ing éute’, were the barriers to change overcome.’
‘the reudal nobility, in effect, scooped up the sur-
paus and put it to non-productive purposes. Only
as part or this surplus was acquired by the beur-
geoisie did new relations of production, which
were eventually to disintegrate the old society,
take form. It was the members of this class who
directed income into ‘roads and railways, schools
and factories, rather than country houses and ser-
vants, personal ornaments and temples’. Yes,
here were the rational utilitarians who valued
men ‘for their individual ability to perform
specialised functions’ and were able to enlist
science in the widening and transformation of the
environment and the methods of production.
The driving force of this class was the rationat
pursuit of acquisition carried on in particular cir-
cumstances in which ‘competition makes the im-
manent laws of capitalist production to be felt
by each individual capitalist, as external coercive
laws’.6  Capitalist relations introduced a new

5 Rostow speaks, for example, of the need for ‘trans-
ferring surplus income from those who would waste
it in prodigal living to those who will invest it and
regularly plough back the profits’. Other people—
unidentified—'must be prepared to lend their money
on long-term’, and so on. Bourgeois ideologists have
always been able to criticise the prodigality of the
nobility! But where did this money come from?
Where did the ‘surplus income’ originate? The classi-
cal economists said ‘abstinence’. Weber said from
the abstemiousness produced by the protestant ethic.
Marx pointed to the process of ‘primitive accumula-
tion’. Rostow just leaves a gap. Later, ‘for growth
to become self-sustained, all that is necessary is a rise
in the rate of investment and the stock of capital per
head’. °All that is necessary . . .’ but this does not
explain the source or the process of accumulation. . . .

6Marx, K. ‘Capital’, Vol. I, page 603. ‘It compels
him to keep constantly extending his capital, in order
to preserve it, but extend it he cannot, except by means
of progressive accumulation.’
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dynamic factor into the economy: the pressure
t0 ‘accumulate 1n order to-invest for the purpose
of increasing the scale oi production and reaucing
unit costs. 1n order to retain and increase their
share of the social surplus the bourgeoisie revolu-
tionized the productive rorces, tius fuifilling its
“historical mission’, succinctly described by Marx
as "the ruthiess development in geometrical pro-
gression, of the productivity of numan iabour’.”
‘The continued ‘working out oi this process right
down to tne period where the ability of the bour-
geoisie to fulfill this mission reaches limits inhereat
in the system itself, and which sees it swepi aside
ih a significant area of the globe, spans the re-
mainder of Rostow’s stages.

“The ‘transitional society’ is none other than the
passage irom teudalism to capitalism. The re-
maining stages are, at the most, only one way of
dividing up the subsequent history of capitalism.
When Rostow speaks of the requirement for
growth being a ‘rise in the rate of investment and
the stock of capital per head’, he has, in fact,
made the whole process a mechanistic one by ab-
stracting from the social relations in which 1t oc-
curred.

In fact, the process of accumulation involved
the extraction of surplus value from a property-
less class of wage-earners and its realisation on the
market, as it still does in capitalist society. But
this takes place in a changing and complex social
setting; in Capital, to give precision to his econo-
mic concepts and formulations Marx frequently
abstracts from these surrounding conditions. But
he makes it plain that he is abstracting and does
not confuse reality with his theoretical model
(which is more than can be said of many econo-
mists today). He wasquite explicit that theoreti-
cal conclusions had to be tested by close investiga-
tion and by practice. The pure capitalist relation
between wage labourers and the owners of the
means of production has to be inserted in a society
which, for example, would contain carry-overs
from other systems, remnants of the classes which
went with them (the landlords could adapt them-
selves very well to capitalism). The system also
provokes a self-defensive response on the part of
the workers which modifies the operation of the
laws of the system.! Marx stated quite plainly,

7 Marx, K. ‘Capital’, Vol. III, page 308. ‘The effort
to reduce the cost price to its minimum becomes the
strongest lever for the raising of the social productivity
of labour, which, however, appears under these condi-
tions as a continual increase of the productive power
of capital.” Also Vol. III, page 1027.

8 There are plenty of references scattered through-
out ‘Capital’. See also the rich analyses of contempor-
ary developments in ‘The Eighteenth Brumaire’, ‘Class
Struggles in France’ and ‘Revolution and Counter-
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too, that the same ‘economic base’ may show ‘in-
inite vanations and gradations in its appearance,
cven though its principal conditions are every-
where tne same. Lhis is due to innumerable out-
side circumsiances, natural environment, race
peculiarities, outside historical influences and so
fortn, au of which must be ascertained by careful
analysis.”

MARXISM AND DETERMINISM

If the economic base could show ‘infinite varia-
uons  all the more so could the ‘superstructure’.
To present the Marxist interpretation as a simple
economic determinism, as Rostow does, in which
the base directly determined the nature of the
superstructure or in which men are assumed to
follow . their own self-interest single-mindedly is
simply an inexcusable distortion. Perhaps there
are a few formulations which could be taken out
of context to suppori such a view for polemical
purposes. it appears that Rostow knows quite
weil that these did not represent Marx’s view of
historical materialism. It is with patronising dis-
honesty that he permits himself the statement
‘there are a few passages in Marx—and more
in Engels—which reveal a perception that human
behaviour is affected by motives and objectives
which need not be related to or converge with
economic self-interest’.!0

This is presumably a reference to some of the
passages in later works and correspondence in
which Marx and Engels developed and refined
certain of their concepts and dissociated them-
selves from some of the over-simplifications of
their disciples. But nowhere did they assume,
except within the terms of abstract economic-
model-making, that real human behaviour could
be understood as the pursuit of individual self-
interest. A fair-minded perusal of Marx's
writings should be sufficient to expose any such

revolution in Germany’ (more than one modern his-
torian has burrowed into these and made use of the
insights of Marx and Engels with scant or no acknow-
ledgment). For an historical study there is Engels:
‘Peasant War in Germany’, recently republished in
English (Foreign Languages Publishing House, Mos-
cow). Where, in these works, is it assumed that ‘capi-
talist societies’ made ‘all their major decisions simply
in terms of the free market mechanism and private ad-
vantage’ or that ‘political, social (or) economic power
neatly followed the fact that property was privately
owned’ (a somewhat amgibuous statement—T.K.) as
Rostow asserts?

9 Marx, K.

‘Capital’, Vol. III, page 919. My
emphasis—T.K. . g

10 From the article in ‘Economic History Review’,
August, 1959,
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interpretation.!! Of course Marx’s prime inten-
uon was not to investigate motives. In Rostow’s
account we und an 1nconsistent assemblage of
various theories and assumptions about human
behaviour. He wants to dissociate himself from
what he wrongly assumes is Marxism by his stress
on the fact that capitalists arc not only out (o
make money, but are also inspired by ‘power,
adventure, challenge and prestige’. At the same
time, the main lines of his theory of development
are the outcome of a quasi-automatic process,
‘compound interest’, which hardly appears to re-
quire human intervention. Even his sponsors of
T'he Economist cannot refrain from the remark
that ‘he may seem to claim tc have invented a
diabolical law of perpetual historical motion, and
embodied it in a steam-roller’.!?

How can Rostow explain that ‘economic
change has social and political effects’, without
analysing the material conditions and social and
class relations in which men live? He draws
rigid lines between the ‘economic’ and the ‘non-
economic’. He swamps all references to that
central theme of The Communist Manifesto, the
class struggle, in his newly-branded ‘stages of
growth’. Yet, to take a simple example, the
behaviour of businessmen in the 20th “century
has an historical, social root and could only be-
come acceptable after a long period of bourgeoss
dominance. It is quite different from that of a
feudal lord or a Chinese mandarin, because ths
material environment is different, and because of
the specific class relations of capitalist society.
The very motives other than the search for profits
of which Rostow speaks are also the product
bourgeois dominance, and take their special form
from the social environment.

‘I paint the capitalist and the landiord in no
couleur de rose’, wrote Marx in the Preface to
Capial, ‘here individuals are dealt with only in
so far as they are the personifications of economic
categories. . . . My standpoint can less than any
other make the individual rerponsible for rela-
tions of production whose creature he socially
remains.’’® The self-expansion of capital, accu-

11 Historical materialism seeks to grasp the historical
process in its many-sided dialectical totality as the pro-
duct of flesh and blood men. Instead of assuming some
rough equality between so-called ‘factors’—which are
no more than abstract concepts—it sought the ultimate
determining forces and did not take men at their own
valuation. As Rostow says, ‘The life of most human
beings since the beginning of time has been mainly
taken up. with gaining food, shelter and clothing’: and
that is precisely where Marxists begin—though not end
—their analyses.

12 An editorial in ‘The Economist’, 22 August, 1959.
13 ‘Capital’, Vol. L

mulation for accumulation’s sake, is part of the
system; as he personities Capital, a particular set
of production relations, the capitalist, as long as
he remains such, has to accord with its demands.
‘rlow’, Rostow asks, as though he had discovered
sometning profoundly important, ‘how can one
explain wne ardent striving of men (he means
capitalists—T.K.) long after they have made
more money than they or their -children could
conceivably use?’'* Yes, instinctively, when he
asks what they have done he first answers in
terms of making money. But his own reply to
the question, given in advance, was that ‘the
game of expansion and money-making was re-
warding in terms of the full range of human
motives’. Precisely the same thing might be said
of the gambler or even of the criminal. In fact,
the capitalists who go on piling up money do
so, on the one hand, because they have come to
personify capital as a result of their place in the
relations of production; as long as the system is
in a phase of expansion and they are in a good
line they can do no other. On the other hand,
the explanations can run from the none-too-
pleasing assumptions of some psychologists
(money = excrement) to . . . Rostow’s own. But,
without the laws of capitalism these explanations
have no interest because it would be impossible
to go on piling up money, anyway!

Of course Marxists do not deny that business-
men are other things besides personifications of
the capitalist process of accumulation and ex-
ploitation, that they seek all manner of gratifica-
tions, create favourable images of themselves and
genuinely believe them. Nor do they assume
that the only active moulders of history were
those directly owning the means of production
and operating them in the bourgeois epoch. The
bourgeoisie is, and always was, a structured class,
not one composed entirely of capitalists. It was
bound to ally with others when it gathered
strength within the womb of feudalism. It con-
tained, besides industrialists, merchants and
financiers, the officials (although not always), the
professional men, the literary and scientific intelli-
gentsia, part of the clergy as well as landowners
and farmers (some of them). What gave this
class its common measure was that it derived its
income from the surplus value of those having
nothing but their labour power to sell; and with
that went, though not automatically, a conscious-
ness of common interests as men of property, of
‘standing’ and ‘respectability’. However, some
members of this class were, at the same time, able
to attain to a certain autonomy in relation to
the economic system and to influence it in one

14 ‘Economic - History Review’, August, 1959.
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way or another.’> Some tried to reduce its in-
humanity. Others contrived to speed up its
development or to guide it into one direction
rather than another. Marxists do not overlook
this phenomenon and those responsible for it, but
they do trace the social roots of what such men
do and the impact of their actions. They see
them in relation to the position of the whole class
and, particularly, of the class struggle; of the
nature of the State; of the role ot ideology.

This is not the place for a systematic exposi-
tion of historical materialism, but sufficient has
perhaps been said to expose Rostow’s parody of
it. As for his alternative ‘interpretation’, despite
his display of specialist virtuosity and his ambi-
tious claims for it, he fails to provide adequate
criteria for the distinguishing of his stages—
smudging over significant changes and creating
distinctions of no more than secondary import-
ance.

To substantiate this judgment in detail would
inevitably take up as much space as the original
articles so that all that can be offered here is a
selection of points. Thus if we return to his second
stage, ‘the transitional stage’, we find that, despite
himself, he has to mention the changes which
the Marxist would highlight, though he buries
them in a discussion of results rather than causes.
He has to indicate that this is a period in which
capital is being accumulated and concentrated in
the hands of the bourgeoisie (though he does not
use the term), but he does not dwell on the ac-
companying dispossession and proletarianisation
of the direct producers.!® As Marxists see it,
this is the central feature of what is, in fact, the
early process of capitalist penetration into indus-
try and agriculture. In the course of this,
labour-power itself becomes a commodity in one
sector after another, though laigely without any
technological revolution in the instruments of
production; this is the phase of capitalist-organ-
ized manufacture.'? There is, as Rostow says,
‘much variety in the sectors which have played
the key role in the take-off process’. By this he
means that in one place cotton, in another iron,
in another timber took the lead in industrializa-

15 This is clearly possible also for members of former
ruling classes and for State officials attached, not to
the bourgeoisie, but to the dynastic or ‘bonapartist’
State.

i6 Like a true inverted Stalinist he passes over the
human costs of economic development with only a pass-
ing reference: it is only when real wages are rising
that ‘workers’ come into the picture.

17 Analysed as a preparatory period for industrializa-
tion by Marx in relation to England and Lenin for
Russia, cf. “The Development of Capitalism in Russia’
(in English, F.L.P.H., Moscow).
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tion.'® The decisive point, which has to be ig-
nored to fit in with his scheme, is that those
sectors wiich took the lead and grew rapidly did
s0 primariy because they had become subject
10 a new dynamic: the laws of capitalist pro-
duction.

INDUSTRIAL CAPITAL AND THE
NATION-STATE

Capitalism was already well-established before
what Rostow designates as the ‘take off’, the
early period of industrialization, after which
‘economic growth becomes more or less auto-
matic’, could take place. The essential force
benind the upsurge of industcy was quite simply
the massive extension to it of capitalist relations.
r'his acceleration of growth was associated with
new and more productive techniques developed
in response to the incentives provided by expand-
ing markets and rising profits and the existence
of a proletariat. While Rostow keeps this in
the background he readily ranges over a wide
fieid to illustrate what might, be summed up as
the point that no two ‘take .offs’ were alike. This
is neither surprising nor original.

For Marxists, differences iz the timing and
tempo of capitalist development on a world his-
torical scale are interpreted not by formal com-
parison but dialectically. The international
nature of capitalism is important to stress, especi-
ally because Rostow tends to neglect the neces-
sary links which bound the various capitalist
States to the world market.”® Already the
burgeoning of capitalism in Western Europe
would not have been possible without the widen-
ing horizons of the known world brought about
by the opening up of new routes to other con-
tinents. The pioneer industrialization of England
was closely bound up with the strategic position
of English trade and shipping in overseas
markets, including the seizure of colonies. The

18 But, of course, considered on a world scale there
had first to be cheap iron, a new source of power
(steam) and machines made by machines. The sup-
posed ‘variety’ is spurious unless seen in this perspec-
tive.

19 Rostow makes a miracle out of countries like
‘Switzerland, Israel and Hong Kong, which have per-
formed a kind of economic rope trick, climbing into
industrialization with virtually no means of support’.
Since he mentions the world market in the previous
sentence there was no reason to marvel at this. The
economic development of England, Germany, Russia
and America were also inseparably connected with
the world market, though in different forms., England
virtually dragged a world market into existence as a
C(f)mplement to her industrialization; Japan made use
of it
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slave trade and the plunder of India considerably
furthered the accumulation of capital, part of
which flowed into the new capitalist factories and
mills. Certainly the formation of English in-
dustrial capitalism was a world process which
had its repercussions from Virginia to Calcutta,
from China to Peru. English capitalists virtu-
ally dragged a world market into being, ground
out ‘primitive accumulation’ from the slave trade
and the toil of African slaves; they uprooted
peasants from the English counties, and sub-
jected the market to their own needs for an en-
tire epoch. Indeed, without the subjection of an
expanding world market to its requirements,
economic growth in England could not have
gone on at a cumulative rate. There is, in fact,
nothing automatic about compound interest: it
has to come from somewhere; for England at
this time her world trade and colonial monopoly
had not a little to do with it.

Moreover, once industry was established in one
part of the world, other countries were affected
by it and could, under certain conditions, take
it over and assimilate it into their own economic
structures. Consequently no subsequent indus-
trializing process repeated exactly that of the
pioneer country where it had taken place, so 10
speak, organically. Not only were features of
the most advanced technology and organization
grafted oa to societies which were otherwise
‘backward’, but these countries stood in an en-
tirely different relationship to the world market
to that of England at a corresponding stage of
development. Not only did thc existence of this
world market lead to the subjugation of some
countries to those of the colonising powers, but
those nations newly industrialising took advant-
age of the possibilities of participation in the
world division of labour which it offered.?® Capi-
talism in one country could not exist, and com-
petition in the world market was an inevitable
extension to the global scene of what happened
between capitalists inside each country.

It may be noted here, too, that the countries
which industrialized after England frequently did
so as part of a more or less conscious effort with
assistance from the State. In its time, the State
had been closely associated with the rise of
capitalism in Britain, but the actual industrializa-
tion which began in the second half of the 18th
century was carried through primarily by indivi-
dual entrepreneurs responding to the laws of
the market. In Prussia, Russia, Japan and other
countries State officials played a prominent or
even decisive role in promoting industrialization.
Without the model of England and the existence

20 cf. previous note,

of the world market their efforts, like those of
forerunners in the 18th century, would have been
doomed to failure. In the 19th century it was
different: the State could, and did, play an active
role.2 But what it did, even in Japan, was to
give an artificial boost to capitalist development,
not to create a new and distinct form of economy.
This was done in a variety of ways, by sweeping
away restrictions on enterprise, granting tariffs
and subsidies, encouraging invention, raising
capital, even setting up and running key indus-
tries—in short, by providing favourable condi-
tions for the development of capitalism.
Rostow talks about the State as though it
were always an independent force over and above
the social and class structure. Indeed, he goes
to extremes in the autonomous role which he
grants to political and ideclogical forces in
economic development. He states that ‘As a
matter of historical fact, xenophobic nationalism
has been the most important force in the transi-
tion from traditional to modern society—vastly
more important than. the profit motive.”? “The

21 Many factors contributed to this. To be noted are
the further decay of the old feudal structures through
the penetrtion of cornmodity dealings and the exten-
sion of the market—as, e.g., in the decline of serfdom
—the corresponding growth of the bourgeoisie and the
applicaticn of what might be called ‘bourgeois’ tech-
niques to government.

22 His examples are not happily chosen. Thus he
claims that ‘In Germany it was certainly a nationalism
based on past humiliation and future hope—the Junkers
and the men of the East, more than the men of trade
and the liberals of the West—that did the job’ (i.e.,
brought a modern society into existence). The case
of Germany was interesting and complicated, but this
snap judgment is certainly wide of the mark. Marx
and Engels followed events in Germany closely and
the latter left an unfinished work with the title “Force
and Ec)nomics in the Establishment of the New German
Empirs’ (in French in ‘Le role de la violence dans
Phistaire’, Editions Sociales, 1947) which shed a lot
of light on the subject and, indeed, fits in with more
recent writings. Far from being protagonists of Ger-
man nationalism or industrialization the Junkers, as a
caste. sought to conserve its privileges in mutual co-
operation with the Prussian ruling house. Their
revenues fell short of their rising expenditures, despite
their transformation into rural capitalists in the 18th
century. Thev were constantly on the edge of an abyss
from which they were held back only with State aid
(members of the caste dominated the bureaucracy).
which made it a ‘proletarian nobility’, ‘parasitic’ and
‘doomed to disappear’, in Engels words.

The material means for German industrialization
came from the -coal, iron and potash deposits developed
with English techniques and foreign capital to begin
with and with State aid playing a part. The bour-
geoisie was certainly the carrier of the national idea
against the Junkers. Their defeat in 1848 and subse-
auent political impotence left the way clear for a
different solution: a revolution ‘from above’ effected
by means of a civil war. The lezding role was taken
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historical fact’ is no more than the interpreta-
tior of some selected facts by Rostow; the con-
fident assertion is not backed up by sustained
argument. There is, indeed, some retreat, when
he states that ‘xenophobic nationalism has not,
of course, been the only force at work’. It is
typical of his method that he never gets down to
assessing its precise role. Like the State, xeno-
phobic nationalism seems to hang in the air, to be
‘disembodied’ (to use one of his own terms).
Historically nationalism inheres in particular
social groups for specific reasons: it does not
descend from the skies to refute the materialist
conception of history. Nationalism and the
nation-state arose in close association with
emerging capitalism; their special historical
achievement was to create the political form
within which the capitalist mode of production
became dominant. It is true that there was not
always and invariably such an association, nor
would it be argued that nationalism was only
the expression of the political interests of the
bourgeoisie.  State-building, especially in its
earlier stages, was undertaken by dynastic mon-
archs in struggle against feudal prerogatives and
decentralising elements. Where they failed to
link up with a progressive bourgeoisie (e.g.,
Frederick the Great and Joseph II in the 18th
century) the ‘traditional society’ of Rostow’s
terminology remained in being. Capitalists have
not invariably been nationalist in their profes-
sion; at times they have leaned towards an ostens-
ible cosmopolitanism, as in the Free Trade move-
ment in England in the mid-19th century. Even
in the latter case the following of the movement

by a Junker, it is true, but he owed his success to his
agility to act in the sense of the material needs of
German industry—safeguarding his class, but not with
its active support, except as officers in the army. When
Bismarck completed the task of providing the political
and legal basis for German capitalism, in deference
to the Junkers many feudal vestiges remained, but
these held back, rather than promoted economic growth.

The German bourgeoisie was nationalist because its
material interesis demanded a unified national market.
But nationalism, in Germany as elsewhere, attained a
certain ‘autonomy’, removed. from calculations of direct
material interest, let alone individual self-seeking, when
it gripped large masses of people. That it continued
to be a powerful force, however, can be understood
only against th~ background of thc imperialist rival-
ries which dom'nated world history from the last 19th
century. Germany’s late arrival in the world market,
like that of Japan, gave her nationalism a strident, and
then (with Nazism) a pathological quality. The fact
that it was also all-pervading—witness the pro-war
stand of the Social Democratic Party in 1914—does
not mean that it was not nurtured by objective, material
forces. The links between ‘base’ and ‘superstructure’
are never direct and straightforward; but when their
dialectical interplay is studied the material roots can
be exposed.
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was attracted by material interests, especially the
possibility of getting access to foreign markets.

From an abstract ‘rational’ standpoint the
material gains from a more effective utilisation
of the international division of labour through
co-operation would have been greater than the
actual contest for the market between States.
But capitalism, the bourgeoisie, needed the
national State in its struggle against feudalism.
As the States-system of the modern world
evolved, frontiers, boundaries, customs barriers,
national tax, wage and price differences became
relevant economic facts. Material interests and
nationalism remained closely intertwined, and as
capitalism developed its history was marked by
wars for the creation of national States and wars
between States.

Did these wars have economic roots? What
of the Marxist-Leninist theory of imperialism?
When Rostow considers these questions we can
forecast his response. Wars are the result of
faulty ‘choice’, a preference for unproductive
political over productive economic objectives.
There was, in his estimation, no economic basis
for imperialism, which he identifies with political
annexations in which the flag followed trade,—-
unnecessarily and irrationally—for reasons of
prestige and the pursuit of power. Thus he
asserts that: ‘Nothing justified much ado about
colonies on strict economic grounds from (say)
1873 to 1914; but the competition went on be-
cause colonies were accepted symbols of status’.
Colonies were not acquired only because of an
actual or supposed economic value: that is ob-
vious enough from a cursory survey of history.
What was characteristic of this period, however,
was that powerful forces inside the main capital-
ist countries were seeking wider and more certain
markets, assured supplies of raw materials, new
investment fields, as well as strategic positions
whose value, if they had any, derived from the
international nature of the contest.

The theory of imperialism assumes that capi-
talism was embodied in nation-states, that a con-
tradiction arose between the development of the
productive forces within each State and the
extent of its market and resources, and that the
drive for colonies represented the search for an
escape from this dilemma. That the active par-
ticipants in and proponents of imperialist expan-
sion responded to other immediate stimuli and
that these economic drives were cloaked in the
ideological trappings of political nationalism,
racialism and the ‘white man’s burden’ was only
to be expected. Rostow’s assertion assumes that
economic forces as powerful as those generated
by modern industryv were somehow tamed and
kept in tow by the flag-waving and platform



NEW IDEOLOGIST OF CAPITALISM 53

rhetoric of politicians and propagandists.

CAPITALISM OF A NEW TYPE?

Marxists see the struggles of rival imperialist
powers in a shrinking world as the source of the
world wars of our century. Rostow finds that
‘as far as they have an economic base . . . it
lies in the contours of the Furasian arena of
power and particularly in the temptations and
fears presented to new mature powers by the
transitional societies in Fastern Europe and
China’. With such high-sounding phrases and
vulgarised geo-politics Rostow brushes the prob-
lem aside. For him, ‘ambitious nationalism’,
‘the temptations of power’ (to which Germany
‘succumbed’ in 1914), the existence of ‘soft spots’
or the ‘choice’ by ‘mature societies’ of military
expansion rather than other alternatives suffice
as explanations. Today, it is happily assumed
that the United States, Britain and Western
Europe have renounced these temptations and
policies. while the Russian leaders still maintain
their drive for world hegemony.

This division of the world underlies Rostow’s
political thinking and we mayv say that the ‘new’
interoretation of history turns out to be a more
sonhisticated apology for the policies of the State
Denartment as well as an ideological iustification
for capitalism. While he has heen arguing not with
genuine Marxism, but with the rigidly deter-
ministic derivation from it which, under Stalin,
became the ideology of the Russian leadershin,
so his own system shares manv of the short-
comines of the system which he is opposing.
"This is evident not only in his method—the ir-
reversible ‘steam-rolling process’ going on with-
out human intervention—but also in his view of
the world. Just as for Stalin-Khrushchev the
world is divided between ‘peace-loving’ and war-
like powers. so for Rostow the same division
exists, with the signs reversed. America and her
allies seek neace, Russia and her’s are bent on
world domination. Both for Rostow and his
Soviet counterparts any initiative or independ-
ence by people outside and against the power
systems is just unthinkable. :

-His -international policy for the atomic age
derives from his simplified basic assumptions.
We mav usce the summary which The Econo-
mist makes for him because it brings out quite
-starklv its true nature. The West, i.e., the capi-
talist States. ‘must try to make the choice of at-
tempted world domination so unattractive to the
Russians as to be unattainable: it must maintain
and reinforce a network of alliances which denies
.the Russians all-the routes to a military break

co-exist with other more prescient remarks.

through by military adventures with which they
still toy. On the. other hand, and here current
summit-climbing comes in, the West must make
the choice of a high-consumption society . . . as
easy, as natural and as face-saving for Mr.
Khrushchev as it can’.23

Tt is assumed that in some way, namely by the
use of nuclear deterrents, the Russians—i.e., the
Khrushchev leadershin—can be made to choose
‘hich mass consumption’ instead of militarv ex-
nmansion. He speculates about social trends in
Russia which make such a shift conceivable.- In
fact. however, since Rostow sees in Russia the
nredominance of the political over the economic;
and ~ new techniaue of nower—as well as a for-
midable examnle for backward countries secks:
ino to. industrialise—the main stress, as The
Fconowmict tightly points out, is on military alli-
ances and weapons, which can bring about some
alteration in Russian policy.

Rostow does not consider the internal effects of
snch nolicies in the Western countries. but- he
does oive some indication of what he thinks are
the upnermost tendencies in modern cavitalist
economies. To consider these it is necessarv to
refer once again to his stages. After industrial-
ication has got under wav. the economy passes
thronoh the stage of maturitv, when, he admits.
‘it behaves in the most Marxist wav’24 Ag
orowth continues, development is assured into the
stase of ‘high consumntion’. which asain is arbi-
trarilv defined in terms of outomt per head. The
nee of this desienation makes it nossible to con-
ceal the actual vast ineaualities in consumption
levels within these societies. Consumption is
seen throuch the suburban living of the Ameri-
can middle class. which sets the nace for the
world. Some peovle, of course, lag behind - be-
cause of their own fault. There is. for example,
the Furonean worker who. between the wars.
*took only slowlv to the idea that gadgets, travel
and other services a mature economy can -afford
were reallv for him’.  Such fatvous comments do
He
does not disguise the fact, for examole, that.in
the 1930s the American economy after its pre-
ceding surge forward, ‘appeared almost to have
stabilised itself at a lower level, when World
War T, like a sort of deus ex machina, restored

23“The Economist’, editorial article, 22 August, 1959,

24 This is a euvhemistic wav of referring to the heavy
cacial costs of capitalist industrialization. During this
nhace of ‘maturity’ societv even becomes ‘a hit hored
with the miracle of industrialization’ (what a character-
ization!—T.K.) and throws up a crop of deéviant per-
conalities. including, inevitablv. our friend Karl Marx.
Strange  that  his influence should have. grown, not
waned, ’ ST
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full employment’. 1In fact it has only been kept
on an even keel since by further shots in the arm,
notably those associated with the spending of the
State on armaments. Even Rostow is worried.
‘Unless consumption levels press outwards’, he
says, ‘capacity in consumers’ goods industries and
those supplying them will be underused and the
impulse to invest will be weak’ In other words,
industry must have markets in which goods can
be sold at a profit, otherwise the system will come
to a halt. The point at which it does so is not
determined by the satisfaction of the all-round
needs of the masses, even in the advanced coun-
tries—and these needs are not to be identified
with ‘gadgetry’.” Pre-war American consumption
levels were lower than those of today, but a
. slump came nevertheless; it was not incapacity
to consume but inability to pay which provided
the barrier.

Of course, consumption under capitalism has
risen: there has been a ‘sharing’, though in un-
equal proportions—determined by the social rela-
tions of productions—of increased productive
capacity. What capitalism cannot do is to plan
the rational use of resources for optimum con-
sumption: it cannot regulate labour time equit-
ably between its members or provide leisure and
facilities for the full development of their capaci-
ties. Tt cannot control the effects of a social
division of labour in which some men are obiects
for attaining the ends of others. Tt is locked in
its own categories and subiects men to them
whether thev will or not. Rostow makes a fan-
tastic identification between ‘hish consumntion’.
US. style. and the ‘commmnnism’ about which
Marx wrote. Accordine to one of his statements.
‘the societies of the West have . . . made their wav
to the brink of communism without succumbine
to Marx’s oroenosis’?s This is a narodv of
Marx which Rostow has nroduced bv falling
dupe to his own interpretation: if consnmption
goes on erowinz, won’t ‘commmnnism’ in the sense
of abundance. become a realitv? But the con-
cern which Ro-tow feels abont the limits to mass
consumntion. his satlsfarﬁon that there exist
backlogs of neslect in imnortant investment fields
or about the ‘extraordinarv and unexnected
decision of Americans to have more babies™6
shows that the real nroblem i whether capital-
ism. as Marxis's would sav. can g0 on extractine
and realising surplus valne on an expanding
scale. Since the ’thirties this has been nossible
because one deus ex machina after another has

25 ‘Bconomic Historv Review’. August, 1959,

26 One wonders whether this was a gift of Providence
lmf‘e was the result of the emphasis on sex in American
ife.

LABOUR REVIEW — June-July, 1960

ensured that markets existed for expanding out-
put. Rising consumption was incidental to this
and only on a superfical view can define this
period of capitalist development.

Rostow puts in the foreground the level of out-
put (identified with consumption) which is per-
haps the most important feature distinguishing
capitalism today from that which Marx knew and
analysed. Otherwise, capitalism is still capital-
ism and if Rostow had spent any time in examin-
ing the relations of production he would have
been bound to conclude that in qualitative terms
his last three ‘stages® are indistinguishable. Be-
fore he can consume, the worker has to sell his
labour power, to work for a boss. While he is
at work he is at the boss’s disposal. At the end
of the week or month he draws his pay cheque
—and if he wishes to draw the next one he has
to be at the boss’s disposal at the due time and
rlace at the beginning of the next week or month.
As his wace makes up the whole of his means of
existence he has no other alternative; or rather,
those alternatives are ooen to onlv a few workers,
say. bv trvineg to secure ‘indenendence’ by open-
ine a small shoo or by turnine to crime.

What the worker produces is not his own—nor
can he decide the tempvo or conditions under
which he works. Even the union can only modifv
these within the limits which the maintenance nf
the system imposes. For most workers. their
labour has been largely severed from interests ‘or
a sense of fulfilment. Work has become sepa-
rated from life and vet deeply involved with it.
What counts is what happens when work ends:
the night out. the TV show, the annual holiday,
though even here ‘work’ accompanies the worker
everywhere and he cannot shake off its shadow.
But it s here. in ‘leisure’, that ‘real life’ begins:
which is in laree part nothing more than the
necessarv rest, recuperation and repose of nerves
~nd bodilv tissues without which work would be
impossible. If he eets more of it than his father
or erandfather this is partly because modern
work is more intense, more grinding for bodv
and nervous system. And, even so, it has had to
he wrested from the purchasers of labour-pnower
in struagle and not eranted through the inexor-
able processes of ‘high consumption society’.

Real life begins . . . but ‘real life’ is often far
from living up to men’s expectations: and per-
hans for women the oroblem is worse. And 50
refuge is taken in the various media of escapve
purveved as part of the commodity oroduction of
canitalism. Output per head includes, of course.
the activities of advertising men, the trade in
narcotics of the mind and body, the unwanted
and useless eadgets bought under the pressure of
the latest sales techniques. The system pours

(Continued on page 63)



Murder by Planning

The Mind of an Assassin. By Isaac
Don Levine. Weidenfeld and Nicol-
son. 1960. 18s.

The Politbureau resolution exiling
Leon Trotsky in 1929 spoke of this
as a means of discrediting him and
making it possible to portray him as
a traitor. The uninterrupted analy-
sis of the successive mistakes of the
Comintern upon which Trotsky im-
mediately embarked, and the raising
of the standard of the Left Opposi-
tion, soon convinced its master that
he bad made a mistake. When
Trotsky was eventually struck down
in his study in Awugust, 1940, that
act was the culmination of a series
of preparations extending over
several years and embracing many
countries.

It was a tribute to the GPU’s
choice of the man for the job, as
well as to the technical excellence of
its work, for that for almost a de-
cade he was able to conceal his
identity and origins. Levine draws
on a number of already known
sources to fit together the story of
the operation, fills it out with some
account of other activities of the
GPU at the time and adds some
original material on the assassin’s
family background and supposed psy-
chological make up. However sus-
pect his motives—and those who do
not trust their own discernment in
such matters, or are not prepared to
check up from other quotes, may
treat much of the story as invalid
simply because it comes from a
tainted source—there can be little
doubt that the main facts in the case
are as Levine states them.

The self-styled Belgian, Mornard,
alias Jacson (the name on his
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Canadian passport originally issued
to an International Brigader), who,
with a skilled stroke, drove the al-
pine axe into Trotsky’s brain, was,
in reality, a Spaniard and a former
officer in the Spanish Republican
Army. Ramon Mercader, to give
him his real name, was thus, an
authentic ‘anti-fascist’, and it is not
difficult to discern in his make-up
some of the traits often to be found
in the Stalinised intellectual of that
time, and since. He was, indeed, a
dedicated man; he surrendered him-
self completely to the GPU; he per-
formed with a lethal weapon and not
with a typewriter and put into prac-
tice the anti-Trotskyism which, for
others, was simply verbal. He was
part of an international murder
machine devoted to spying on and
hunting down Stalin’s political
enemies on the left and defectors
from his service. To this end it was
necessary to peretrate into the Trot-
skyist organization and convincingly
play the part of a supporter. Thus
the agent Zborowski—later to be
picked up and sentenced in the USA
—under the pseudonym of Etienne,
played a leading role in the Fourth
International for many years while
betraying his associates, including
Trotsky’s son, Sedov, to the GPU
assassins and supplying regular in-
formation to the Kremlin. When he
departed to temporary obscurity in
the USA others took over the work,
for one can be sure that an organ-
ization as experienced as the GPU
would always have replacements to
hand.

In order for Mercader to carry out
his task he, too, had to evince an
interest in Trotsky’s politics and be-
came the lover of an American girl
who had access to his household.
This required patience and dissimu-

lation of an exceptional kind: the
creation of an artificial personality
and its maintenance for some time
during an intimate relationship and
with a wealth of circumstantial de-
tail.  To those who came into con-
tact with him before the assassina-
tion Mercader appeared a colour-
less person; but this was clearly part
of his act. He was, as Joseph Han-
sen, Tiotsky’s chief secretary, put it
later, ‘a person of high ability in
the kind of work required in such
organizations as the Soviet secret
police . . . he must have been selected
after the most careful consideration,
observation and testing.’

What does Levine add to this?
Indeed, despite the title of the book,
its attempt to plumb the mind of
Mercader is a failure. Levine tries
to make a Freudian type analysis
second-hand on the basis of tests
carried out by Mexican psychologists
during the assassin’s prison life.
These lead him to assert that, for
Mercader, Trotsky was ‘the symbol
of his father whom he had disowned
and hated.” The assassination was
thus the working out of an Oedipus
complex by a ‘happy robot’. Levine
switches from Freud to keys pro-
vided by the State Department to
unlock the allegedly political sym-
bols imprisoned in the mind of the
assassin; in either case credence is
stretched to breaking point.

Mercader, it seems plain enough,
was the apotheosis of the Stalinist.
He was not merely a thug; and a
robot would be unpromising material
for a psychiatrist. That he was
‘happy’ seems equally questionable.
He was in the machine and being in
could not extricate himself without
risk o his own life and possibly that
of members of his family. For 20
years he has had time to mellow and
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reflect in the not too arduous con-
fines of a Mexican prison—doing
satisfying work, earning money and
with a mistress on call. What his
mind is really like as a result of this
experience and in the light of what
has hapened in the world outside,
Levine does not know. Has he,
like his once equally dedicated
mother, broken with Stalinism?
Will he ever spill the beans? Will
he become a victim of the machine
he once served? Or will he simply
relapse unscathed into the obscurity
from which his crime has lifted him?
The answers to these questions may
be fascinating, but they are not par-
ticularly important. What is needed,
however, is more information about
the other crimes of Stalin (against
his left opponents) and their perpetra-
tors in Europe and America, especi-
ally ihe operations of Etienne and
his successors.

TOM KEMP.

Socialist Legality?

Government, Law and Courts in the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.
By Gsovski and Grzybowski (2 vols.).
Atlantic Books. £8 8s.

This is a massive work. The two
volumes comprising it purport to be
a comprehensive survey of the legal
systems in the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe, and of their trans-
formation since the war. The authors
are experts in their native law, but
in addition have been trained in
Anglo-Saxon law; the two chief edi-
tors both hold leading positions in
the Library of Congress, Washing-
ton, D.C. It is therefore not sur-
prising to find that they are hostile
to the Soviet regime.

The first volume deals with the
origin of the régimes, administration
of justice, organization of the courts
and judicial procedure. The second
volume is concerned with substantive
faw—for politically-minded people,
the scctions on ‘Workers and Fac-
tory and ‘Land and Peasant’ are
well worth studying to observe ex-
actly how the degeneration in the
Soviet State was accompanied by
changes in the low. I would hasten
to add that I am here concerned with
the facts as distinct from many of
the conclusions drawn by the authors.
As might be expected, they accept
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the traditional proposition of bour-
geois lawyers that the courts (at any
rate in the advanced capitalist states
such as Britain, France, Holland,
USA) are independent of all other
institutions and can be relied on to
exercise justice impartially. I do
not propose to examine this concept
now for we are here concerned with
Soviet-type law and not with bour-
geois legal theory. However, the
point should be made, because from
there the authors are able to make
their most effective attack upon the
Soviet legal system and regime (and
for that matter upon all the States
in Eastern Europe in the Soviet bloc
and Yugoslavia, whose systems of law
and State apparatus are modelled
upon the Soviet Union). The critic-
ism is based upon the following type
of reasoning and is perfectly valid:
In the Soviet Union, say the apolo-
gists for the régime, the State is
identified with all other institutions,
ie., 1t is a workers’ and peasants’
state and therefore Trade Unions
and Law Courts, for example, cannot
represent an interest other than that
of the workers and peasants! Who
determines this interest? Ultimately
the Politbureau of the Communist
Party of the USSR. In this organ
resides complete sovereignty over all
other institutions; the Courts are in-
struments of the Government. Soviet
legal theory presupposes no conflict
of interest between the people and
the Government institutions.

The Soviet Constitution looks
good on paper. It looks like a
socialist document. It is supposed to
be the fundamental law of the land.
But in fact provisions in the Consti-
tution have been set aside by ad-
ministrative decree and the newly
enacted rule incorporated into the
Constitution only at a later date!
Declarations of rights are excellent—
but the real guestion (re the Soviet
or any other Constitution or body
of laws) is: what is the remedy if
there is a breach of the law? For
example, the Constitution of the
USSR guarantees inviolability of the
person, and now nobody may be
arrested except by order of a Court
of Law or Procurator. Suppose a
relation or friend of mine is arrested
by the secret police or some other
agency, I can lodge a complaint with
the Procurator (Public Prosecutor);
but it is then up to him whether he
takes the matter further and if he

does not, I have no remedy (the
Procurator for a particular area is
appointed by the Procurator-General
or Attorney-General, who is elected
by the Supreme Soviet). In other
words, there is an administrative dis-
cretion in the matter. In Britain in
similar circumstances I could apply
for a writ of Habeas Corpus which
would compel the person having
custody of my relative or friend to
justify the detention in open court
(in the presence of the press), i.e.,
I would invoke a judicial process.
The Procurator in the USSR, who
is supposed to be the watchdog of
the Law, is in fact little different
from any administrative agency.
According to Vyshinsky he must in
all phases of his activities, be
primarily ‘the leader of the policy
of the Communist Party and of
Soviet authority, the champion of
Socialism’.  Once again the com-
plete identification of the Soviet
State and the people is assumed.
The reader might be interested to
note what Soviet Law regards as the
proper relationship between lawyer
and client—again in the view of
Vyshinsky. The first requirement
which must be met by the defence
counsel is that in presenting evidence
in favour of a defendant he must

.proceed ‘not from the interests of his

client but from the interests of the
building up of Socialism, from the
interests of our State’. In addition,
Vyshinsky required of the counsel
for the defence a ‘high feeling of
political responsibility and high poli-
tical qualifications’. It may well be
that matters have improved since
Vyshinsky used those words in 1934:
but Soviet jurists in recent times
frankly recognize that the problem
of the relation of defence counsel to
his client and the court is ‘most
highly controversial in Soviet theory
and most complex in practice’. And
as long as Vyshinsky’s definitive
statements are not repudiated, one is
surely entitled to retain a healthy
scepticism!

The work deals with the changes
in the Soviet criminal code of Dec-
ember, 1958. These are important
for ihey indicate an apparent break
with the arbitrariness of the past.
In my opinion the three most im-
portant changes are :

(1) The principle now is ‘criminal
punishment may be applied only by
a court sentence’. If this is consist-
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ently carried out it means that the
power of the secret police or other
administrative authority is severely
curtailed. However, the experience
of the past is such that one is chary
of accepting the principle at its face
value.  For example, penalties ad-
ministratively meted-out were not
called punishments but ‘repressions’,
‘measures of social defence’, or were
not designated by any special term.
The new principle could be side-
tracked in the following way. De-
portation for from 2 to 5 years
under the law against ‘parasitic ele-
ments’ is not called punishment but
‘a measure of public censure’ and
the behaviour of the person involved
is not called an ‘offence’ or ‘crime’;
so that deportation might still be
imposed in spite of the new law be-
cause technmically it is not a ‘punish-
ment’ for a ‘crime’ committed. The
authors consider that the powers of
the Ministry of the Interior and of
the Committee of State Security
must be precisely and legally defined
so as to leave no loophole. This has
not been done so far.

(2) Renunciation of the applica-
tion of punishment by analogy. The
law now states that nobody may be
convicted for an act which is not
directly specified by a penal statute.

(3) Retrospective criminal legisla-
tion is now forbidden.

Let us assume then that the new
laws mean what they say. This only
signifies an end to arbitrary rule and
the beginning of the rule of law in
the Soviet Union—over 40 years
after the Revolution!

Take a look at the balance sheet
in the Soviet Union. On one side,
a dynamic, planned economy, ex-
panding rapidly, using its resources
intelligently and fairly soon to take
first place in the world—a society
which has cast off the fetters of
private property relations. On the
other side, the Party with absolute
control of the state, the business of
government remote from the masses,
administration having usurped the
functions of social initiative and
action. The disparity between the
two is enormous; the one represent-
ing the future of mankind, the other
laden with the refuse of the past.
For the people of the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe this unbalance
must surely resolve itself into the
struggle for political freedom.

SAM REYNOLDS.

Ex-Soviet Citizens

The Soviet Citizen. Daily Life in a

Totalitarian Society. By Alex Inkeles
and Raymond A. Bauer. Oxford
University Press. S50s.

This massive study (carried out in
1950-51—at the height of the cold
war—as part of the Harvard Project
on the Soviet Social System) is based
largely on written and oral evidence
supplied in Western Germany and
the USA by some 3,000 former
Soviet citizens who, in their major-
ity, left the USSR between 1942 and
1944; 16 per cent. of them had been
prisoners of war, 4 per cent. were
deserters from the Red Army, 43
per cent. were forcibly evacuated by
the Germans, and 37 per cent. had
left voluntarily, together with the re-
treating Nazis armies. A quarter
claimed to have been under arrest
(presumably for political reasons)
by the Soviet authorities at one time
or another, and more than half re-
ported the arrest of a member of
their family. Three-quarters of the
peasants interviewed and one-third
of the workers came from ‘dekulak-
ized” peasant homes: 30 per cent.
indicated that they had ‘once’ been
in favour of the Soviet regime, 2
per cent. had been members of the
Soviet Communist Party and about
10 per cent. of the Komsomol.

The authors do not, of course,
claim that their sample is a repre-
sentative cross-section of the Soviet
population. But they argue at length
that their method of enquiry and
assessment largely eliminates any
sources of bias, and that their study
reflects significant class and group
conflicts and attitudes in Soviet
society. No doubt, the project has
vielded some wuseful marginal in-
formation on the relative reactions
of different groups to certain aspects
of "the Soviet regime. One is not
surprised to learn, for instance, that
82 per cent. of the intellectuals and
20 per cent. of the collective farmers
used to read the Soviet press ‘fre-
quently’, and that 20 per cent. of
all the intellectuals and 64 per cent.
of peasants questioned stated that
there was ‘nothing reliable’ in the
Soviet press. They may well be a
close approximation to the true state
of affairs in the Soviet Union. But
when 50 per cent. of the sample say
that ‘Bolshevik leaders should be
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put to death’. 60 per cent. that ‘Bol-
sheviks are worse than Nazis’, and
about one-third favour the dropping
of an A-bomb on Moscow, one has
to remember the time and circum-
stances of this enquiry.

The authors of this study, in fact,
have some fascinating things to say
when they interpret their material
(as they should have done through-
out) in the light of the impact of a
new milieu on the views of former
Soviet citizens. Take for instance
the refugees’ attitude to the social
services: ‘if the Bolsheviks were
overthrown’, 57 per cent. want to
keep the Soviet system of education,
S4 per cent. the health service, and
32 per cent. ‘workers’ benefits’. This
may or may not be true for the
parent population. These percent-
ages are significant only if they are
related to the refugees’ reactions to
their new capitalist surroundings: it
then emerged that considerably more
refugees settled in the USA than in
Germany (where in 1950 they still
lived in the relative isolation of
refugee camps) are in favour of these
social services (61 per cent. to 53
per cent.; 63 per cent. to 45 per
cent.; 40 per cent. to 23 per cent.).
‘. . . Refugees of all social classes’—
the authors conclude—‘respond to
contact with American society with a
renewed desire for the welfare pro-
visions of Soviet society’ (page 238).
The reader is left to assume that
this ‘renewed desire’ also accounts
for the fact that 88 per cent., 85
per cent. and 35 per cent. respec-
tively, voted for the retention in the
Soviet Union of government con-
trol over Transport, Heavy Industry
and Light Industry. A.D.

Crankshaw’s Russia

Khrushchev’s Russia. By Edward
Crankshaw. Penguin Books, 1959.
2s. 6d.

Crankshaw’s reputation as an in-
terpreter of Russia to the British
intelligentsia and other readers of
‘The Observer’ and the publication
of this book at a Penguin price will
ensure that it enjoys a wide public
and some influence. Unquestionably
he has a fluent pen and knows how
to assume the manner of unimpeach-
able authority. Included in this
volume are some interesting data
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and numerous points which are valid
or, at least, ingenious. Too often,
however, the impression is that the
whole construction rests on flimsy
foundations: and it is into those that
we must probe.

Crankshaw is intelligent; he knows
Russia—but not exactly with the in-
timacy that he wishes to convey.
What vitiates his writing is a method
and approach which is based upon
ill-assorted scraps of second-hand
sociology; it is ‘literary’, speculative,
eclectic—superb stuff for the better-
class Sunday newspaper.

One has only to look at his
characterization of the Russians,
which explains at the same time
why they had Stalin and now have
Khrushchev. ‘Most Russians’, he
says, ° . nave a deep hankering
after a stern, remote father-figure,
standing high above the hurly-burly
of ordinary life. If he is terrible
and cruel they will respect him . . .,
etc., etc’ Here we have the ‘Slav
soul’ in modern psychiatric terms!

With the heavy hand built into
Russian society in this way it is
not surprising that Stalinism was
taken for granted (except by those—
and Crankshaw mentions them with-
out seeing the contradiction—who
went to Siberia or to the execu-
tioner).

v

For Crankshaw the main line of
development in Russian political life
since Stalin’s death has been a clash
of interest between the men of the
rarty apparatus and the ‘industrial
bureaucracy’, also described as ‘tech-
nocrats’ and the ‘managerial class’.
Although the latter were naturally
also members of the Party, ‘they were
not all Communist ideologists’. The
distinguishing mark of this species
was that it stood for world revolu-
tion and really believed in Commun-
ism. But having made this distinc-
tion, it is clear from Crankshaw’s
text, if from no other source, that
there weren’t many of those around
either (Stalin laid low all those that
he could lay his hands on). As for
the ‘industrial bureaucrats’—who
hankered after Malenkov as a more
indulgent father-figure—‘they were
interested in production and in making
the great industrial machine work—in
preserving their own privileges and in
turning the Soviet Union into a
better place for their children and
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their grandchildren’. The party men,
though presumably not immune from
such human failings, were very jea-
lous of the ascent of these new
bosses who had not been through
the party mill. Unfortunately, Crank-
shaw writes them off as a poor lot:
they were ‘careerists and moral dead-
beats’ but still they formed ‘the
governing class’ as opposed to the
rest of the elite, ‘the new Soviet
bourgeoisie’. Then came Khrush-
chev—he clumped in, a grass-roots
man from the Ukraine (where they
don’t have such pronounced father-
images), to clear up the chaos of the
1950s. He didn’t give the low-grade,
middle-aged, chair-warmers in the
Party offices the chance to choose
their father-image. He just imposed
himself by strategic cunning in the
struggle for power, earning from
Crankshaw a curious kind of ad-
miration.

Crankshaw must at some time
have read a book by Djilas because
he talks about ‘the New Class’. It
seems to be a gratuitous detour be-
cause he does so with so little dis-
crimination that it could be taken
(page 68) to include all the classes—
upwards of six—which he finds in
the Soviet Union. He does this with-
out worrying about what determines
‘class’. At one point it is apparently
based on income. He mentions the
privileged well-to-do who speak of
the masses -vith such contempt that
it even makes Crankshaw’s blood
run cold and whose pampered off-
spring form the jet-set. It is never
clear who these people are; and pre-
sumably they include not only the
highest party functionaries and poli-
ticians but also the leading ‘indus-
trial bureaucrats’, not to speak of
scientists, successful authors and so
on. At other times he is trying to
distinguish ‘classes’ by functions.

It is no accident, however, that
the great struggles in post-Stalin
Russia were fought out in the Com-
munist Party, and primarily inside
its Presidium and Central Commit-
tee. It was a struggle within the
same order of society, not a struggle
between different ‘classes’. No doubt
there were real differences: but they
concerned not only a struggle for
personal dominance, but also the
choice of means to conserve the
social power and privileges of the
whole order; and the inconveniences
and demotions which ensued were

largely subordinate to this. Thus the
struggle over the industrial ‘decentral-
ization’, to which Crankshaw attaches
such importance as signalising
Khrushchev’s victory over the ‘in-
dustrial bureaucrats’, was not a
struggle between classes. Before one
could accept that Khrushchev ‘took
control of industry away from the
new managerial class’ it would be
necessary to prove that such a class
existed and that it did have control.
Then who, or which class, had con-
trol when it had lost it? At times
the answer seems to be simply—
Khrushchev; and the title of this
book is not accidental, for Crank-
shaw Khrushchev personally provides
the key to the Russian enigma,
which merely indicates that he has
overlooked the real problems al-
together.

v

Even on Crankshaw’s own show-
ing, Khrushchev scattered the ‘in-
dustrial bureaucracy’, then wooed it
away from Malenkov to make it one
of the main supports for his system,
especially in the Communist Party it-
self. Now who is ‘the governing
clasg’? Is it still the middle-aged
relics of Stalin’s regime in the party
offices? Or has ‘the new Soviet
bourgeoisie’ (itself divided by Crank-
shaw into a sort of upper-upper,
middle-upper, etc., grading accord-
ing to the best traditions of Ameri-
can sociology) taken over? Perhaps
Khrushchev has selected his own
governing class?  Or perhaps the
whole analysis, which looked so
smart, is only a shallow thing after
all.

Whether he is dealing with these
economic and political changes, or
trying to fit the literary Thaw into
the picture, the general impression
is that Crankshaw has not thought
out in any consistent way the nature
of the Soviet social structure or the
forces which have propelled the
changes of recent vyears. These
seem either fo be impersonal and
‘inevitable’ (perhaps Russians are
becoming more discriminating about
whom they identify themselves with)
or to be the result of pressure from
the younger generations. Without
wishing to deny the importance of
the clash of generations—which the
peculiarities of recent history
have sharpened to an abnormal de-
gree—this clearly evades considera-
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tion of the main source of pressure.
Crankshaw permits himself some
paragraphs on the Russian (N.B.—
not Ukrainian) peasantry—‘slovenly
and inefficient’, ‘a vast dark mass
-distorting the whole economy’, ‘rid-
den with superstition, inveterate
-drinkers of potheen’ which suggest
that he must have had some un-
fortunate personal experience in the
Russian countryside. But there is
scarcely anyhing in this book, which
purports to analyse social forces in
Russia, about the working class. Yet
this class, in whose name the Revo-
lution of 1917 was made, has grown
tremendously in size and social im-
portance in the last three decades
of planned industrialization. With-
>ut this class nothing which has
happened in recent years, nor the
changes of the future, can be under-
stoed.  That is why, underestimating
its importance, Crankshaw’s charac-
ters evolve 1 a social vacuum and
his whole analysis is incomplete and

one-sided.
TOM KEMP.

Russian Writings

Early Soviet Writers. By V. Zaval-
ishin. Prager, 63s.

Comedy in the Soviet Theatre. By
P. Yershov. Thames and Hudson.
3Ss.

Safe Conduct and other Works. By
B. Pasternak. Elek. 15s.

The fuss about Dr. Zhivagoe will
perhaps have justified itself if it
leads to revived interest in the litera-
ture of Soviet Russia in the 1920s
taken as a whole, to serious study of
what effect the October Revolution
had upon Russia’s writers, and how
it was that darkness and dullness fell
across the scene towards the end of
that decade.

Mr. Zavalishin gives a series of
brief literary biographies, with out-
lines of the principal works and

numerous quotations, all grouped
under the various °‘schools’ which
flourished in this lively period —

symbolists, acmieists, realists, futur-
ists, imagists and the rest. Here is
Demyan Byedny, the popular dog-
gerelist, Trotsky’s generous appreci-
ation of whom will be remembered
by readers of Literature and Revolu-
tion.

‘As soon as he became con-
vinced that Trotsky’s career was
over, Demyan Byedny became
Stalin’s police dog; in obedience
to his master’s orders be would
fling himself, growling, on the ap-
pointed vicim. In addition to
his printed poems attacking Stalin’s
enemies and glorifying Stalin’s
policies, he circulated porno-
graphic poems—also with political
overtones and of unimpeachable
ideology—in manuscript form.’
But here, too, are a number of

able writers, victims of Stalin, whose
books, some of which have been
translated into English, it is good to
have brought to the notice of the
new generation fascinated by Soviet
Russia and seeking to understand it
—Babel, Pilnyak, Tarasov-Rodionov,
Tretyakov and others.

Mr. Yershov supplements Mr.
Zavalishin with his study of the rise
and decline of comedy in the Soviet
theatre. Particularly interesting is
the account given of such works as
Mayakovsky’s The Bath-house, writ-
ten in 1929, not long before the
poet’s suicide, in which a character
could declaim :

‘Who rode in streetcars before?
Declasse intellectuals, priests and
the gentry. For how much did
they ride? They rode for five
kopeks. What did they ride in?
In a yellow streetcar. Who will
ride in streetcars now? We, the
workers of the world, are going to
ride in them now. How will we
ride? We are going to ride with
all the Soviet conveniences (i.e., in
great discomfort) in a red streetcar.
For how much? For only ten
kopeks.’

‘The book which helped him to
win the Nobel Prize’, is the some-
what dubious inscription on the dust
jacket of Pasternak’s Safe Conduct,
originally published here in 1945.
It is an autobiographical essay. In-
cluded also in the volume are some
short stories and poems. B.P.

Labour History

Essays in Labour History, in
Memory of G. D. H. Cole. Edited
by Asa Briggs and John Saville.
Macmillan, 42s.

Students of the history of the
British working-class movement are
already in debt to John Saville as
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editor for his Democracy and the
Labour Movement: Essays in Hon-
our of Dona Torr (1954). which con-
tained such valuable contributions
as Eric Hobsbawm’s study of ‘The
Labour Aristocracy in 19th-Century
Britain’ and Daphne Simon’s of the
fight against the Master and Servant
Acts. Now, in association with Pro-
fessor Asa Briggs, Saville has
brought together another collection
of specialized studies to enrich our
knowledge and understanding of the
struggles which have shaped the pre-
sent.

Of particular interest are Royden
Harrison’s essay on Professor Beesly,
whose name is known to all students
of Marxism for his association with
Karl Marx in the First International
—‘a very capable and courageous
man’, as Marx called him, whose life
has fully repaid the research that
Harrison has devoted to it. The need
for a detailed biography of a very
different associate of Marx’s, the
Tory agent Maltman Barry, is re-
emphasized by the brief mention of
his activities in ‘The English
Branches of the First International’,
by Henry Collins. Edward Thomp-
son, in ‘Homage to Tom Maguire’.
examines the circumstances in which
an independent Labour Party was
born in England—its connection with
‘partial failure’ in the trade-union
field, why Bradford rather than Leeds
was the scene of the actual birth,
and the truth about the rule of
Methodism of which so much has
been said. William Collison, large-
scale organizer of strikebreakers
(‘Free Labour’), bulks big in Joha
Saville’s own study of the back-
ground to the Taff Vale decision,
which throws new light on the em-
ployers’ counter-offensive in the
1890s against the New Unionism.
(Why no acknowledgment, though,
to the pioneer examination of this
phase by Allen Hutt—°A Forgotten
Campaign by “The Times” Against
Trade Unionism’ in the Modem
Quarterly for January, 19397)

In the other contributions, Asa
Briggs traces the emergence of the
concept of ‘class” in the early 19th
century; Sidney Pollard follows the
change in the character of the co-
operative movement (‘from commun-
ity-building to shop-keeping’); Eric
Hobsbawn shows how traditional
wage-levels and wage differentials were
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broken down with the development
of so-called ‘scientific management’;
Peter Brock rescues from obscurity
the socialists among the Polish
émigrés of 1831 and after, and ex-
plains the prominence of Poles
among Marx’s co-workers and in the
Paris Commune; and Stephen Colt-
ham tells of the origin and early
struggles of the ‘Bee-Hive’, the
" workers’ .newspaper founded oy
George Potter as a result of the nine
hours’ movement in the London
building trades, which became im-
mensely influential and was adopted
as its organ in England by the First
International.

The research studies in this book
are preceded by a series of memoirs
of Cole written by persons who
knew him at different stages of his
career. Hugh Gaitskell brings out
Cole’s nostalgia for pre-industrial
Britain and his prejudice against
political institutions and methods.
(Gaitskell himself, a product in part
of Cole’s teaching, exemplifies plainly
enough some of the weaknesses in
the great scholar’s appreciation of
the realities of the 20th-century class
struggle in England!) G. D. N.
Worswick describes revealingly how
Cole was encouraged to organize his
project of a post-war reconstruction
survey between 1940 and 1943, only
to see the project then strangled by
withdrawal of Treasury support.
Once the crisis of confidence in the
ruling class caused by the 1940
débacle had been lived down (not
without aid from the Coles of the
labour movement), and once it was
plain that the Red Army had put
an end to Germany’s military aspira-
tions, the powers that were in Eng-
land began showing their true face
again in such cynical gestures as this.

Conspicuous by its absence is any
study of Cole’s life and work in
what some regard as the most im-
portant phase of his life—the years
just before, during and immediately
after the First World War. Cole
was then most intimately involved in
the trade union movement and
played a leading part in the propa-
ganda for Guild Socialism, that
strange offspring of a marriage of
Fabian and Syndicalist ideas which
helped to queer the pitch for revolu-
tionary Marxism here at a decisive
moment in our history.

B.P.
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Ironmoulders’ Record

The Foundry Workers — A Trade
Union History. By H. J. Fyrth and
H. Collins. Amalgamated Union of
Foundry Workers. 18s.

The authors of this history take
the reader back through 150 years
or struggle by the foundry workers.
Every major struggle is chronicled.
Step by step the reader can follow
the changing economic conditions
and how these forced changes on the
moulders’ organizations, although
often belatedly.

The book tells a tale of bitter
strife between ‘masters and men’.
Recorded are the strikes for recog-
nition, strikes against anti-union
iegisiation, strikes where strikers are
put in jail for two months for ‘break-
ing their contract with their master’,
strikes for a living wage, a shorter
working day.

Beginning in 1809 with the forma-
tion of the Friendly Iron Moulders’
Society we are enlightened by the
fact that the first, unpaid, organisers
of this union were known as tramps.
These were unemployed union mem-
bers, forced to tramp from town to
town looking for work. They were
given a union letter and any union
member in ancther town had to put
them up overnight and share a meal
with them. These tramps spread
the word of the union, and often
started branches going in various
towns.

The life of our early moulders was
a living hell. Filthy, dust-laden
atmospheres, backbreaking work,
fearful accidents—these were every-
day routine. As late as 1876 the
Scottish moulders reported that one-
third to one-half of them died from
lung diseases and ‘that the tempor-
ary loss of an eye was considered a
normal hazard’.

Workers carried on working when
ill because the alternative ‘was
the abyss. . . . The early unions
formed by the workers were friendly
societies, partly to avoid the law,
but also to help each other out
in sickness and death. Very few ever
lived long enough to claim their
superannuation benefit in the early
years.

In the bitter strikes that took

place, where moulders attempted to
raise themselves from a semi-human
existence, blacklegs were treated to
something more than an ‘angry
silence’. In 1891 . . . a crowd of
3,000 pelted a tramload of “black-
legs” with stones and bolts . . . and
the crowd attacked the house of a
foreman, breaking the windows. . . .

The authors record the many
battles to raise wages and with facts
and figures show how each economic
depression knocked huge holes into
the union, often wiping out all
previous wage gains, and how the
slow job of building up again, often
with no money left in the funds,
was undertaken, time after time.

They also point out that the
moulders, in their maintenance of a
narrow craft union, hampered them-
selves. By excluding not only
labourers but also core builders,
dressers, etc., not to mention
founders in metals other than iron,
they created sooner or later a multi-
plicity of unions, some of which still
exist today in spite of many later
amalgamations, including that of
1946 which created the present
Amalgamated Union of Foundry
Workers.

As the book nears more recent
history, whilst the authors maintain
their high standard of conscientious
recording of main events, wage
negotiations, etc., the impression is
given that as distinct from their
correct criticism of the nmarrow out-
look of the earlier craft leaders, a
certain embellishing of the more
recent leaderships takes place.

For example: in dealing with the
1939-45 war, the authors take the
union’s support for the war as natural
and defend its acceptance of the
Essential Works Order, lifting of
overtime restrictions and other long-
fought-for union agreements, as
necessary because of the ‘national
emergency’. They also tell us that
the Joint Production Committees in
the war were mainly good things as
they . . . ‘. . . helped thousands of
trade unionists . . to feel confident
of their power . . .’ whereas these
were really class-collaboration out-
fits that blunted the antagonism be-
tween the classes and sowed illusions
about ‘common interests’, etc.

Dealing with the post-war period
the authors record the bitter dis-
appointment the union encountered



SUMMER BOOKS

over the actions of the Labour
‘Government on practically every
issue. A Garrett report of 1947

which dealt with health and safety
in the foundries, and which showed
how dust could be virtually com-
pletely eliminated, was not made law
because the Government employed
drastic ‘capital economy’ measures,
whilst of course spending millions
on rearmament. They left it to em-
ployers to carry it out ‘voluntarily’
The union clashed with the Labour
‘Government on all basic issues—
nationalization of engineering,
foreign policy, the Cripps’ wage
freeze, as well as the above. In
1948 the annual meeting passed a
motion by 46 to 6 calling ‘for the
nationalization of iron and steel by
emergency decree with the industry
under the conirol of democratically
elected committees of workers and
technicians. > One resolution on
wages said: ¢, . Our Labour Govern-
ment seems to be more concerned in
appeasing the Federation of British
Industries than assisting the workers
who are the only people who can
pull the country out of the present
crisis. g
Jim Gardner, the previous General
Secretary, who wrote in 1945: ‘No
Government has ever presented a
programme so pregnant with social
change as is contained in the King’s
speech to the new Parliament . . )
was to write six years later in a
bitter reply to a Right-wing article:
¢ . changes there have been, but
npt in employer-worker relations ex-
cept in so far as full employment
gives advantages to the unions which
they are persuaded not to use. . . .
In spite of the Labour Govern-
ment’s complate disregard for the
health of foundry workers, the
authors record big campaigns by the
union, led by Gardner, setting up
health and safety committees that
have appreciably reduced both acci-
dents and the incidence of lung
disease since 1947. Modern found-
ries such as Fords have clean work-
ing conditions. .
But modern foundries are also
more and more automating foundry
processes and the skill of the
moulder, core builder, etc., is a dying
one. The union, according to the
authors, sees the future necessitating
amalgamation with all engineering
unions, for soon the dividing line
between founding and engineering,

can well become non-existent.

This is a book of great educational
value for all trade unionists and
students of pclitical and economic
history. It really is (in the words of
the authors) ‘also to some extent a
history of the British Labour Move-
ment’.

H. FINCH.

Road to Hiroshima

By Michael
18s.

The Great Decision.
Amrine. Heinemann.

No one will deny that the events
leading up to the dropping of the
atom bombs on Japan are of very
great significance; but a writer does
not emphasize their significance by
being more sensational than is
necessary. He should be able to
describe great events faithfully and
convincingly without resorting to
forced journalistic dramatism, but it
seems Mr. Amrine cannot do this.
At times his book resembles a tele-
vision commentary, at times a snappy

popular magazine article, but never

a careful and conscientious history.
Whether he has deliberately chosen
to write in this style as an alternative
to a prosaic and scholarly tone, it is
impossible to say; but the overall
result is lumpy and unsatisfying.
Otherwise, this is an important
study and an informative one. Par-
ticular attention is paid to the ques-
tion of whether a warning demon-
stration should have been given to
Japan before the bomb was used in
earnest. According to Mr. Amrine,
the Intersm Committee, formed by
the Secretary of War to discuse
America’s nuclear policy, had al-
ready decided by June 1, 1945, in
favour of a surprise attack with the
atom bomb. This was before the
first test had been made, and before
the technical possibilities of a
demonstrative explosion were known
to the Committee. A number of
reasons were given for not attempt-
ing a military demonstration of the
bomb, but none of them seem ade-
quate in the light of such a momen-
tous decision. For instance, it was
claimed there was no way of en-
suring that the bomb would go off,
and that even if it did, the Japan-
ese leaders might not be induced to
surrender. Byrnes objected that if
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the Japanese were told when and
where to expect an explosion, they
might bring all the prisoners of war
to the area. Finally the subject was
closed when the Scientific Advisory
Panel reported to the Committee that
it could not propose any effective
demonstration of the weapon.

But many nuclear scientists thought
otherwise, and it was from them
rather than any of the war leaders
that the main arguments against a
policy of surprise attack came. The
Franck Report, delivered by a group
of prominent scientists to the Secre-
tary of War, urgently stressed the
danger of precipitating an atomic
armaments race by an unannounced
nuclear attack on Japan. It advo-
cated using the bomb against Japan
only after a warning demonstration,
and then only with the sanction of
the United Nations and American
public opinion. The military and
political leaders, however, had their
own ideas on the subject, and were
not inclined to be interested in the
Franck Report.

Nevertheless, the general impres-
sion is that the American leaders
could have arranged a demonstration
had they really wanted to; the
scientific advisers’ report that no
cffective demonstration could be pro-
posed was made before the first test
in New Mexico, and in that time a
great number of the technical prob-
lems involved had been overcome.
What effect it might have had on the
Cold War that was to follow is diffi-
cult to imagine. At that time the
American government was already
looking on Russia as a potential
enemy, and that may be one of the
reasons why it preferred to keep the
bomb a secret until its terrifying
lethal power had been fully demon-
strated.

Perhaps understandably, the book
makes little mention of the part
played by Britain in the Hiroshima
and Nagasaki episodes. The arrange-
ment seems to have been that
Churchill would give his consent,
and leave the rest to the Americans.
For his part, Churchill would have
been only too glad to give his con-
sent; he was positively overjoyed at
the news of a successful test, and
generally treated the whole subject
with far less concern than either
Truman or Stimson. But he dis-
appeared from the scene after the
election, and on Attlee’s part in the
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decision there is scarcely a word.
We are only left to infer that by
that time the atom bomb policy was
so far advanced that his voice made
very little difference.

STEPHEN WILLIAMS

Social Origins

'The Mothers. By Robert Briffault.
Abridged by Gordon Rattray Taylor.
Allen and Unwin. 36s.

Mr. Taylor has reduced to 450
pages Briffault’s original three-
volume work of 2,000 very large
pages. The main lines of Briffault’s
case remain but its main merit in any
case wa: the mountain of illustra-
tions of the social and sexual life
of primitive societies which Briffault
gathered together, and so the book
suffers much from abridgement. It
suffers even more from Taylor’s
introduction, which has the merits
. of neither accuracy, convincing argu-
ment nor factual evidence. On page
10 we find a series of statements
which the rest of the volume sug-
gest are not just proof-readers’ slips.
Thus we are told that Sir A. Maine
published his Primitive Law in 1851;
perhaps Taylor has unearthed a for-
gotten work by an obscure and
neglected author, but we do know
that Sir Henry Maine published his
ANCIENT Law in 1861. McLennan
is said to have ‘made the most im-
portant restatement of the matri-
archal view in 1886; in fact his work
of 1886 was preceded by a similar
book published in 1865 and again in
1876, and anyway McLennan’s theory
was totally at odds with that of
Morgan, Briffauit’s inspirer. As for
Westermarck’s History of Human
Marriage being published in the early
19th century, the actual date was
1891.

All this is unfortunate, for Brif-
fault’s work is interesting to students
of social development. George Thom-

- son echoed the sentiments of some
Marxists when he wrote of The
Mothers as ‘the most important
theoretical contribution to social an-
thropology since the beginning of
the century’. (In this field, incident-
ally, comparisons are odious.) How-
ever in the view of this reviewer,
Briffault’s book has little to do with
Marxism beyond the exposition of
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human behaviour as distinctively cul-
tural, i.e., learned rather than instine-
tive. His argument is that in the
original phases of human life matri-
archy, mother-right, the organization
of society around the mothers, was
the universal rule. Only in this way
could the values of social co-opera-
tion predominate over the individual-
istic drives of hunger and sex. The
hypothesis is interesting, but how
can it be put to the test? Briffault
takes innumerable examples of
descent and inheritance in the female
line, but these turn out to be very
far from mankind’s primeval condi-
tion. The Nayars of Malabar, for
instance, live in matrilineal house-
holds (taravad); but this is probaoly
because they are a military casie
within a feudal system, and the male
members spend their time away from
their wives. It is certain that the
inhabitants of this area left savagery
behind thousands of years ago. Then
there are awkward people like the
Australian aborigines and many
other hunters and gatherers, who are
rarely matrilineal and certainly not

matriarchal : women among them
often have a lower status than in
more developed, agricultural
societies.

Unfortunately this method of un-
critically piling up pieces of evidence
torn from their historical and en-
vironmental context runs through
most of Briffault’s book. The
separate bits are held together by
an inconsistent mixture of psycho-
logical and biological speculation on
the one hand, and a vague theory
of universal social evolution on the
other. However fascinating the de-
tails, and they certainly are fascina-
ting, the picture is not convincing.
Taylor’s introductory remarks, in-
tended to help straighten us out, are
even less so; we are asked to tack
on to Briffault’s thesis the theory
first put forward (by—guess who?
Gordon Rattray Taylor) in 1949, in
which ‘sociey is postulated as oscil-
lating irregularly between phases in
which the mother-figure is dominant
and others in which the father is
dominant, with the possibility of a
balance between the two’. For
scientific precision, what more could
a man want? Briffault, in my
opinion, deserves criticism; but he
does not deserve Mr. Taylor as an
editor.

C. SLAUGHTER.

Marriage a la Mode

Queen Mary. By James Pope-Hen--
nessy. Allen & Unwin. 42s.

It seems that even Royalty have
their problems. Princess May of
Teck was excellently educated, as her
parents always intended her to marry
the heir to the British throne. Un-
fortunately, the same care was not
taken with the heir. Her first fiancé
—‘dear Eddy’—was languid, fickle
and useless almost to the point of
mental deficiency. Within months >f
proposing to May, he tried to marry
two other princesses and fell in love
with a third woman. Queen Victoria
is said to have blamed in-breeding.
for this sort of carry-on. However,
May never married ‘dear Eddy’, who
died a month before the wedding
was due.

Catastrophe! All England, it ap-
pears, and certainly her own family,
decided she must be passed on to
the younger brother. Her father
embarrassed everybody by audible
mutterings to this effect before dear
Eddy’s body was cold.

Married life was not easy for
Princess May. Her husband—King
George V —was timid and bad-
tempered. Her ‘cottage’ (a mansion
to lesser folk) was ‘terribly small”
and the corridors were always
blocked with footmen. Moreover it
was set in grounds owned by her
in-laws, and she was liable to find
her furniture re-arranged by her
mother-in-law. Vexation!

But, despite all obstacles, Princess
May, or—as she became—Queen
Mary, always had a sense of duty.

Thus, when the German Princess
Maria became pregnant by the foot-
man who put out the candles in her
bedroom, she did not turn the girl
away. This footman, incidentally,
managed to. wring money out of .1e
princess’s family, and so became one
of the few men to gain financiaily
by such behaviour.

Serious facts of history intrude into
this book only as they affect Royal
lives. But it is interesting to note
that Queen Mary might have died
in the Russian Revolution if she had
accepted her first proposal of marri-
age. And the eventual Tsarina could
have avoided her fate if she had ~-
cepted her first proposal—from ‘dear
Eddy’.

CELIA GALE.



NEW IDEOLOGIST OF CAPITALISM / . 63

out goods which it convinces people that they
want, while leaving many needs poorly catered
for. Some are able to consume on a fabulous
scale while large sections of the populations
placed by Rostow in the ‘high consumption’
range have only the bare minimum of house
space and food, not to speak of the other ameni-
ties of life.

THE BASIC CONTRADICTION
CAPITALISM

OF

Marxists hold that the capitalist system gives
birth to its own grave-diggers, the modern work-
ing class. Rostow occasionally mentions
workers, but he never pauses to consider what
they are, what they do, what place they hold in
society—he tries to merge them into the general
category of consumers (which covers all mem-
bers of society regardless of class). Here is one
of the essential falsities of his picture of modemn
capitalism. He evades the Marxist challenge by
simply ignoring class differences. Yet even in
periods of high prosperity with rising consump-
tion levels, even when led politically and in the
trade unions by men who accept the funda-
mentals of the system the working class remains
in practice unreconciled to it. The sums which
are spent on human relations, industrial psycho-
logy and ‘welfare’ bv business are a monument
to its failure, its failure to exorcise the class
struggle, the central theme of The Communist
Manifesto. Of one thing we can be sure, as long
as capitalism survives the industrial relations
exnerts will never work themselves out of a job.
But Rostow says nothing about this. To con-
sider man as a producer would mean examining
the social relations of production and employ-
ing Marxist criteria which would run counter to
those which he adopts. Only by retaining the
viewpoint of a consumer can he give his inter-
pretation a semblance of consistency.

Ambitious as his programme is. Rostow fails
to provide adequate means for distinguishing his
‘stages’ of economic growth. For all this erudi-
tion and nseudo-science he only combines the old
boureeois history, emphasising ideas. desires.
sentiments, great men and status svmbols as the
determining forces, with concessions to economic
determinism, and then profuselv illustrates his
noints with all manner of donbtful examnles. His
maior purnoses are laid bare in his more directlv
nolitical statements to which this disnlav of
knowledge and academic virtuosity is designed
to lend support. He minsles self-complacency
with inexplicable doubts and fears: he conforms,
in fact he is ultra-conformist on the main issues,

but he gives expression to a few private doubts
and misgivings. His major fear is the Soviet
Union and what the Soviet Union symbolises for
him and for U.S. capitalism. He tries to cut the
USS.R. down to size, as it were, by empha-
sising all those features in its development which
resemble those of the United States, whereas
it is the differences which are essential, whether
considering the history of Russia before the
Revolution or Soviet society today

For example, Rostow gives no reason except
‘reactive nationalism’, or the drive for world
hegemony, for supposing that Russia is aggres-
sive, any more than he supplies any evidence for
the peaceful orientation of the US.A. He fails
to see. or evades discussing, the fact that all the
fears he exnresses about the American economy
do not apply to the U.S.S.R. With a nationalised
and planned economy there is no reason why
Inng-run deceleration of growth curves should
give rise to any problem, because resources can
be deployed rationally to conform with social
needs. Likewise, before this stage is reached,
it is possible to make use of automation more
fully and without the problems of technological
unemplovment which arise under capitalism. Tt
is true that because of the vparticular distortions
which have crept into Soviet society the full po-
tentialities of plannine have not been realised,
but that is quite a different matter.

There is something else which worries Rostow
very seriously because it concerns a world chal-
lenge to cavitalism. As we have seen, he rejects
—or misunderstands—the Marxist theory of im-
perialism. He assnmes that ‘colonialism is virtu-
allv dead’, which is true. at the most, only ‘n
relation to oven political centrol of colonies.
Ranctaw is verv worried lest these former colonies
and other barkward conntries should follow the
Soviet model. hance. like manv other publicists.
he areues that ‘the West® should increase aid to
them. in order to inoculate them against the ‘dis-
ease’. What he omits to point out is that these
areas are bv no means free of economic imperial-
iem. Nor is therr anv lack of capital. supplied
throush the big extra-territorial companies, when
there is scone for the orofitable opening un of
natural reconrces to meet the demand of the
wiarld market. What is lacking is cavital for all-
round development. and it is this which Rostow
wante to see supolied.

Nowr - canitalist States do alreadv sunoly capital
to ench ennntries in Asia and Africa beranse of
their cencitivity to the challenge of the TISS.R..
hut alen for another reason which Rostow does
not mention.  Foreien aid. in India for examole.
has heen necessary to enable the national bour-
ceoisie to maintain itself in power; without it the
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Congress government would have fallen long
ago. " As it is, the national bourgeoisies in semi-
colonial or former colonial countries have had
to lean on foreign capitalists externally—or w0
manoeuvre between them and the Soviet Union
—and on the forces of the old social order intern-
ally. The main obstacle blocking faster -indus-
trialization is to be found in the social relations
of production; the nature of the national bour-
geoisie and of its partnership with landed interests
inhibits faster development because such essen-
tial preliminaries as agrarian reform cannot be
carried through. Of course, massive aid from
outside can prolong the existence of these
regimes, though it -cannot dispel the contradic-
tions of the social structure; and it is in the
interests of world capitalism that they should be
kept in being. But the initiation on the requisite
scale of an autonomous process of internal ac-
cumulation is beyond the power of the bour-
. geoisie in these countries. Hence the dilemma
which Rostow feels so acutely.??

27 ‘Communism . . . is a kind of disease that can
befall a transitional society if i! fails to organize
eﬁect:ve]y those elements that are prepared to modern-
ize.”’ Strangely enough. at this voint. he starts using
the term ‘capitalism’, since it is the only way in which
he can distineuish the economv of ‘the West’ from that
of the USSR. Thus ‘Communism’s hope now Iies
not in “crises brought on by a strugele to unload ex-
ports, but in the canitalist world’s excessive absorption
with domestic markets’. Which is an incorrect ap-
praisal anyhow.

Restoring Trotsky’s Place in History

1921-1929, by Isaac Deutscher.

The Prophet Unarmed: Trotsky:
London, 1959. 420 pages. 38s.

ONLY now, 20 years after his death at the hands
of a Stalinist assassin, are Leon Trotsky’s real
stature and his contributions to the theory of
social development beginning to achieve wider
recognition. Hitherto, buried under the sheer
volume of falsification emanating from the Krem-
lin, Trotsky’s ideas were the subiect of serious
study only among small groups of his followers,
for the most part outside the Soviet bloc. Since
the death of Stalin, the heightened interest in the
nature and. development. of Soviet society - has
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In fact, his theoretical weaknesses and -politi-
cal intentions are here revealed once again. In
particular one of his crucial blind spots is pre-
venting him from seeing the prospect clearly.
His scheme leaves no room for the intervention
of the people as a political force, much less for
the clash of classes. Consequently he overlooks
the fact that the challenge in Africa and Asia
cannot be reduced to the intervention or example
of the Soviet Union. Of course this is a factor
but, as far as the struggle of social forces in these
countries is concerned, the Soviet leadership are
only inverted Rostowians. Both overlook the
advance of the colonial revolution towards a
phase where it challenges the dominance of the
bourgeoisie; they fail to consider that this, especi-
ally when linked with the resurgence of the
working class in the advanced countries, will
accelerate the demise of capitalism and topple
the bureaucratic leadershin in the Russian-
Chinese bloc of non-capitalist States.

In the meantime. Rostow helps to adapt the
ideology of capitalism to changing times, but
still a distance behind the times. His sensitivity
to Marxism, although he distorts it and fails to
consider part of its case at all, is a significant
testimony to its strength.- If his attack stimulates
Marxists to probe more fully into the kind of
nroblem which he raises, test, and if necessarv.
re-formulate their own interpretations, so much -
the better. Rostow’s work is among the best of
its kind from the anti-Marxist camp.

J . Bn St
Oxford University Press,

made it imperative for scholars to take a new
look at this historical figure.. Pioneers -in- this
research are Professor E. H. Carr of Cambridge,!
and, of course, Isaac Deutscher, whose many
vears of study of the sub]ect equip-them to pomt
the way.

Carr is preoccup:ed w1th the broade* canvas

1“The Interregnum’ and ‘Secialism- in One Country
two vols.). Vols. 4, § and 6 of his. Hlstory of. the Sov1et
Union, published by Macmillan.
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of the history of the Soviet Union and gives us
a view of the real Trotsky only incidentally, as
part of the whole picture, each part of which
he reconstructs with meticulous devotion to fact,
even if his reading of the facts often lays itself
open to question. Deutscher confines his work
more closely to the Trotsky-Stalin conflict and,
while no less conscientious in the pursuit of the
actual details, his work is more interpretative.
His is the report of the involved observer who
has a keen, first-hand, working knowledge of the
action and the actors.

In The Prophet Unarmed Deutscher gives us
a living, throbbing, accurate account of the peak
period in the Stalin-Trotsky conflict that evokes
the time and the personalities as no other work
has done up to the present. This alone would
give the book permanent merit for the student
and the active socialist. But Deutscher does
much more. As in the first volume of his bio-
graphy, he strives to fill in the portrait of Trotsky
the man and the thinker, as well as the embattled
politician. He quotes copiously from writings
long out of print, from rare newspaper articles
and from the Trotsky archives at Harvard
University, to show us how persistently all-em-
bracing were Trotsky’s intellectual interests and
how penetrating his judgments. Among many
other things, there is a remarkable forecast, in
1925, of the coming atomic age, on the one hand;
on the other a practical size-up of the relations
between the British Establishment and the
Labour leaders in 1926 that could, with all its
sharp wit, be taken as quite up-to-date in 1960.
In addition, Deutscher’s analysis of the period,
serious and documented as it is on the inter-
relationship between the working class, the party
and party cadre, stimulates and provokes critical
thought on a subject that will bear increasingly
more intensive study in the future.

Khrushchev’s famous 20th Congress speech
rudely ripped aside the veil of lies that covered
the early Stalinist period. Deutscher’s work—
and in some measure, Carr’s—reveal the whole
intricate structure as never before. In so doing,
they make laughable the approach of so many
superficial students who saw in the Trotsky-
Stalin conflict a pure and simple ‘struggle for
power’ in the accepted banal political sense.

What Deutscher shocws with striking narrative
lucidity is that this conflict was above all a
clash between the revolutionary ideas that pro-
moted the Bolshevik revolution and the conserva-
tism of the social forces growing out of its isola-
tion in a backward country in a period of inter-
national reaction. The careful student will de-
duce as much from Carr’s more general account.
Whatever their criticism of Trotsky as a person

may be—and no doubt human frailties had their
role to play here as anywhere—there is one fact
that stands out above others in this historical re-
construction. Trotsky was not out for power
for its own sake. He was not obsessed with any
desire to rule the roost. He was imbued with a
single ambition: to pursue a scientific approach
to the problems confronting society, and more
particularly to expound the development of the
Soviet state in the light of the world-wide
transformation begun in the Russian revolution
October, 1917, in order the better to complete
that transformation.

Both Carr and Deutscher comment on the
favourable ‘tactical’ opportunities that Trotsky
missed; at the 13th Congress of the Bolshevik
Party, when he not only had Lenin’s support but
his actual warning against a compromise with
Stalin: at the 14th Congress, when the Stalin-
Zinoviev-Kamenev troika fell apatt. Above all,
both authors dwell on the fact that the initial
advantage in the struggle was with Trotsky, as
head of the Red Army, who then had the allegi-
ance of its cadres and its men. In any serious
historical study there is, of course, room for
a critical appraisal of historic personalities, their
character, individual traits, judgments and oppor-
tunities, Deutscher finds fault with Trotsky’s
sense of timing, Carr with his haughty character
on the one hand, and with his ‘constitutional’
(psychosomatic?) decline in health at decisive
moments. But if these were organic short-
comings they should perhaps have revealed them-
selves in the previous broader struggle with his
adversaries in the revolution and the civil war
as much as in the internal struggle with Stalin.

In fact, the organization by Trotsky of the in-
surrection that established Soviet power was an
exemplary piece of timing. And, whatever his
deficiencies in personality, they did not hinder
Trotsky in the great effort of creating the Red
Army, especially with the, at first, hostile former
officers of the Tsar; nor did his generally robust
health fail him in any of the crises of the civil
war. No matter what his human failings were,
and they may and probably will be scrutinized
with greater accuracy by future historians, those
mentioned offer verv little in explanation of the
course of the Stalin-Trotsky conflict. If we want
to grasp the full import of the Trotsky-Stalin con-
flict we have to revert to the nature of the man
as a scientist engaged in laving bare the main-
springs of social action and acting upon his dis-
coveries. And we have to bear in mind, there-
fore, the great obijective currents in the social
ebb and flow that shaped the struggle. Deut-
scher comes close enough to doing this in his
brilliant biography, but the rounded conclusion,
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the complete account, still escapes him in my
opinion.

The Prophet Unarmed makes it abundantly
clear that Trotsky, aware that the period was
one of reaction and exhaustion, following that of
upsurge and revolution, rejected the short-cut of
what might be called a physical victory over
Stalin. He had no desire to assume command in
an ebb-tide that could open the sluices of counter-
revolution. He preferred to stick to the task of
propagating the revolutionary idea, always hope-
ful of a change in the trend, and to make his con-
tribution to the exposure of the new bureaucratic
dangers facing it; to put forward a concrete plan
for the consolidation of Soviet power, and to link
it with a firm perspective of international action.
He persevered in this pursuit within the frame-
work of the party, in which the levers of control
were increasingly and obviously passing more and
more completely into Stalin’s hands. Why Trot-
sky adopted this long-term course is not altogether
clear from Dezutscher’s account, let alone Carr’s.
In all fairness to Deutscher it must be said, how-
ever, that both in his preface and at the end of
this second volume of his biography, he does
make plain the importance of Trotsky’s course
for the future.

The main stumbling block for Deutscher, and
even more so for Carr, to an understanding of
the complete nature of Trotsky’s role in the
struggle with Stalin, lies in their self-imposed re-
striction t» view the Russian revolution as a
national phenomenon, despite their awareness of
its international roots and aims. Summing up
the great dispute over ‘socialism in one country’,
Carr finds that this theory ‘stumbled upon’ by
Stalin, ‘was a synthesis between socialist and
national loyalties. It was the point at which
Russian destiny and Marxism joined hands.’
Although the phrase ‘Russian destiny’ is no doubt
alien to Deutscher’s Marxist vocabulary, the
thought behind it, developed in a much more
sharply ciitical fashion, does in fact strongly per-
vade Deutscher’s general conclusions. He sug-
gests that against the background of Tsarist bar-
barism, Russia required a tyrant like Stalin to
push through ruthlessly the ‘primitive socialist
accumulation’ implied in the Trotskyist pro-
gramme, a progressive task in spite of the bloody
abominations that accompanied it. (Carr in his
own way, is not grudging either in recognizing
that Stalin eventuallv had to ‘spear-head’ policies
‘that Trotsky himself had been most concerned
to advocate.”)

What both fail to aporeciate adequately is that
the proaressive side of the accomplishments of
the Stalin era was a by-product of the Russian
revolution in its Leninist (that is, internationalist)
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phase and of the defence of its concepts by Trot-
sky and the Opposition in the ensuing period.
Conversely, that since Stalinism proved to be a
tremendous brake on the progress of the revo-
Iution internationally it could not consequently
act otherwise in Russia itself. To seize this truth,
it is necessary to return to the basic propositions
on which Trotsky, along with Lenin and all other
Bolsheviks at the time, based their programme
of revolution in 1917. To recapitulate, these .
were :

Socialism is the logical need for mankind if
a relapse into barbarism is to be avoided and
the continued conquest of nature assured.

The establishment of socialism can only be
guaranteed on an international scale, with its
triumph in at least several of the more ad-
vanced capitalist countries.

The Russian revolution was only the open-
ing battle of an international action, taking
place at the ‘weakest link in the chain’ of
capitalism.

" Capitalism would continue to have its ups
and downs—its booms and crises—until over-
come by an international working-class con-
quest of power.

The task of the Communists was to consoli-
date the Russian revolution and to utilize it as
a base for the international operation.

It is in this light *hat the whole Trotsky-Stalin
struggle must be seen and judged, if a truly
objective and rounded view of its protagonists,
its outcome and its lessons is to be gained.

We can readily see that Trotsky was concerned
with maintaining a long-term strategy, called for
by the Marxist analysis, and shared at first by alf
the Bolsheviks. His ‘tactical’ performance, and
that of his adversaries, have to be weighed within
this frame of reference.

Was he correct in these assumptions, which the
others abandoned? ‘

The danger of a relapse into barbarism, fore-
shadowed by World War I, was gruesomely
emphasised by the rise of Fascism and by the
Second World War which ended with the display
of the power of nuclear weapons to wreak havoc
of universal proportions on the attainments of
mankind. Can the need for a socialist reorgan-
ization of society—for ‘one world’—be regarded
in any sense as premature? Reason should tell
us that it is long overdue. Capitalism is at pre-
sent undergoing a boom which gives rise to the
illusion of the ‘affluent society’, of a ‘people’s
capitalism’, etc. But looking over the last 40
vears in their totality, the organic crisis of capi-
talism—most acutely underlined by the long,
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world-wide depression of 1929 from which only
its transtormation into a war economy could
rescue it—has taken on not less but more explo-
sive form than ever before. In turn, the econo-
mic crisis is being brougnt to a boil by the
awakening of Asia, Africa and Latin America
to anti-imperialist consciousness. .

Trotsky put forward his programme of planned
industriaiization for the Soviet Union combined
with an active international policy in the context
of a universal perspective such as this, which we
have seen materialize. The bureaucracy, which
found its head in Stalin, fought and in the end
deteated Trotsky, his programme and policy.
But at every crisis in its own development it had
to borrow 1rom Trotsky and continues to do so
up to tne present. The bureaucracy discovered,
empirically, from its own experience, that even
its own existence as a privileged caste was wedded
to the maintenance of the new property forms
established by the revolution; and that the pre-
servation of the nationalized economy required
rapid industrialization and planning; that in the
conflict with the capitalist environment the Soviet
Union had to expand or shrink; that expansion
meant the spread of the same property forms;
that a growing economy and an increasingly
strong working class inevitably threatened
bureaucratic control. All these were implied in
Trotsky’s theoretical analysis. Stalin and his
successors could only stumble empirically upon
these truths, but never grasp them in their total-
ity. This was because their concern was to
preserve themselves as a new privileged social
formation, not to destroy privilege and build
society anew at the international level.

Trotsky, the man of action par excellence of
the Russian revolution, opted for the power of
the idea rather than for the idea of power. This
is what puzzles so many commentators, particu-
larly those whose understanding of Marxism is
severely limited. Deutscher’s understanding is
more profound. Yet he, too, seems to be puzzled
by one aspect in particular of Trotsky’s choice.
He sees something akin to the fates of Greek
tragedy overtaking the prophet he first conceived
in terms of Hebraic folklore. There is Trotsky
foreseeing decades ahead the degeneration of the
centralism of the Bolshevik Party into the dicta-
torship of a single tyrant—yet he himself ap-
parently contributes to this process and in the
end becomes its victim!

To me this seems to be a case of Deutscher’s
literary imagery getting the better of his political
analysis. Here, indeed, was an opportunity for
the biographer to present a timely critical and
realistic analysis of his subject, his real strength

as well as his real weaknesses.? .
what caused Trotsky, if we stick to realities

.and get away from poetic allusion, to ‘forget’ his

early ‘prophecy’ on the fate of the Leninist party?
He certainiy was not a man who easily formed
and shed ideas, concepts, analyses of social
phenomena. ‘Lhe truth is that Trotsky had dis-
covered in the course of time that his original
view o1 Lenin’s organizational system was wrong.
For all his perspicacity, Trotsky had not grasped
the importance of the role of the. combat organ-
ization in the proletarian revolution betore
1917.  Only through his own experience with
Boishevism in the course of 1917 and there-
after did he finally come to realize how in-
dispensable this factor was to victory in the
revolutionary struggle. This is what accounts
for his unflinching defence of the party against
the ulira-left oppositions in the years up to
Lenin’s death. 1t also explains his continued
reluctance to break party discipline after the
struggle with Stalin had begun. And, to antici-
pate the third volume of the biography, it gives a
clue to Trotsky’s whole course subsequent to his
becoming convinced that the Stalinized party had
degenerated beyond reform.

‘The conception of the revelutionary socialist
party as a combat organization, developed and
perfected by Lenin, was something Trotsky in his
younger years had never mastered, despite his
otherwise rich intellect. But the revolution itself
convinced him that the necessity of the combat
party far outweighed the dangers of its possible
degeneration. The flowering and decline of poli-
tical organizations, he had reason to deduce from
the experience of the war-years with social
democracy, was conditioned by a multiplicity of
objective historical influences, and was hardly
inherent in their organizational form as such.
But, without such a centralized, democratic party
as Lenin had built, a successful revolution against
capitalism was impossible. That was the lesson
he learned in 1917-21 and nevei forgot. It was
learnt positively in Russia. Negatively, the lesson
was brought home to him by the fate of the
revoluion in Germany—where the ideas of Rosa
Luxemburg were no less powerful in their general
revolutionary aspect than Lenin’s or Trotsky’s,
but where their concept of the party was missing.
And this was true of Western Europe generally,
at that time in a state of social collapse and ripe
for revolution.

Both Deutscher and Carr fail to grasp this
attitude of Trotsky to the combat party. At

21Indeed, the chapter ‘At the Door of History’ in
‘The Prophet Armed’ led me to believe that Deutscher
might do this.



68

an early stage of historical research and scholar-
ship this is hardly astonishing in the case of the
academician.
the Marxist biographer. It is, of course, possible
that Deutscher will tackle this problem in his
concluding volume. Meanwhile, his account of
the 1921-1929 period suffers in consequence.
For it is difficult to give a comprehensive explana-
tion of Trotsky’s ‘errors’ in the factional struggle
against Stalin without bearing in mind on the
one hand his belated conversion to this Leninist
concept, and on the other, his relative lack of
experience—as against the Old Guard—in the
mechanics of the party’s functioning. Trotsky’s
years ‘in the wilderness’, outside the ranks of
Bolshevism (and Menshevism) made themselves
felt here. He was to express regret over this
years later, when he was preoccupied with the
practical problem of building the proletarian party
anew. (See his In Defence of Marxism.)

One critic,’ reviewing Deutscher’s second
volume, has taken issue with Deutscher’s ‘tradi-
tional Trotskyist explanation’ of the failure of
the Communist International. According to this
critic, the attempt to extend the centralized com-
bat party to international proportions was fore-
doomed to failure even regardless of the ebb-tide
which was to transform it into a Stalinized ad-
junct of the Kremlin bureaucracy. All kinds of
national peculiarities, he tells us, make anything
more than a loose international federation of
revolutionary parties ‘utopian’. It is odd that
this kind of wisdom—really a rationalization of
the frustrations consequent on the limited possi-
bilities of the moment—should be dispensed just
as- Sir Anthony Eden tells in his memoirs that
the statesmen of capitalism are groping for some
co-ordinated international form of organization in
combating the revolution of our time. In truth,
the international combat party, as Trotsky and
Lenin foresaw, is a necessary logical step from
the character of the task the Marxists set them-
selves. If it has not yet become a reality, this
is a result of the combined and reciprocal effects
of the period of reaction following the Russian
revolution and the Stalinist bureaucracy itself.
But this only means that its realization has been
postponed. Such a postponement of socially
necessary organizational developments is not un-
known in the history of feudalism and of capital-
ism. Local languages, cultures, geographic
barriers did not in the end prevent the formation
of kingdoms or of national states. Is there really
any reason why they should not be transcended
on a larger historical scale by a proletarian
revolutionary organization? A genuinely Lenin-

3B. Cochrane, ‘Americén Socialist’, October, 1959.

It is perhaps less so in the case of
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ist international combat organization will, of
course, take full account of national peculiarities
and provide for the widest latitude in tactics
as well as appropriate forms of organization.

To his dying day Trotsky’s main contention
was that the international conditions for socialist
revolution were over-ripe. The real crisis of
humanity, he concluded, was a crisis in working-
class leadership. By this he meant that the
element for victory that was lacking was the
proletarian combat organization, whose proto-
type he saw in Bolshevism. Was he wrong? Or
was this idea of Trotsky’s as correct as those
others which Deutscher and Carr have confirmed?

There are many new thinkers who regard this
problem as dated. Capitalism has developed a
new era of progress and prosperity, it is no longer
the - capitalism that Marx analyzed, they say.
The working class in the West has come to
terms with this new capitalism in the welfare
state. Besides, add others, the threat of nu-
clear annihilation in the stalemated cold war blurs
the lines of class division. Consequently revolu-
tionary socialism has become obsolete, and the
idea of the proletarian combat party belongs to
the museum. Is this so very modern and fashion-
able view borne out by the true state of the
world today? We need a deeper and wider
analysis than that provided by the apostles of
the affluent society, of the take-off economy, of
the waist-high culture.

Their affluent society is a house of cards
propped up by the stimulant of war production
and the never-never chase for comforts of a
population fed up with war-time and post-war
austerity. The limit of both these phenomena
is clearly visible, if only in the fluctuations of the
stock-exchanges. All the gadgetry blown up by
the advertising racket will not help maintain the
equilibrium for very long, based as it is on arti-
ficial and not real human need. The post-war
recessions were storm signals warning of the
hurricane to come which will bring this house
of cards crashing down as the rate of profit
resumes its historic downward trend.

The welfare state is in reality nothing more
than the external expression of the stalemate that
exists between the capitalist class and the work-
ing class within national boundaries. It is itself
conditioned by that international stalemate be-
tween the major social classes that finds its ex-
pression in the cold war. But the conditions for
this stalemate are occasionally interrupted;
nationallv, despite the labour bureaucracies, by
such outbreaks as the recent steel strike in the
United States, and the threatened railway strike
in Britain; internationally, regardless of the
Soviet bureaucracy’s longing for ‘peaceful co-













































